
   

Evaluating IT enabled Crisis Management Systems 

- The Case of Haiti Earthquake Relief Response 

 

Abstract 

 

The domain of ICT enabled crisis management has assumed prime importance in recent times 

due to its value in prevention and mitigation of crisis situations. To reap the benefits of crisis 

management and create conditions for its improvement it is important to develop appropriate 

monitoring and evaluation frameworks. However, the challenge of developing an effective 

evaluation framework is immense. Using concepts from IS and crisis management literature, 

the paper takes up this challenge to present in conceptual and methodological terms an 

evaluation framework for an ICT enabled crisis management platform with a focus on the case 

of Ushahidi Haiti implementation. The research attempts to integrate, build upon and enhance 

the frontiers of IS literature to propose a generic framework applicable across other IT based 

crisis management initiatives. Based on the findings the paper indicates that the nature of a 

crisis management intervention necessitates the development of an evaluation model specific 

to the context within which it functions.  
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1. Introduction 

 

In recent times numerous ICT
1
 based interventions with a focus on the socio-economic 

development of societies have been deployed across different continents to accomplish various 

developmental goals. Among these ICT4D
2
 interventions, the domain of ICT enabled crisis 

management receives prime importance in the institutional and policy agendas primarily due to 

its potential value (McConnell & Drennan, 2006).   

 

A crisis management system, if properly implemented, is expected to provide, among other 

things, substantial help in “preventing, mitigating and/or preparing for future crisis” 

(Abrahamsson, Hassel, & Tehler, 2010, p. 14) or managing relief operations after an event 

(Wattegama, 2007).  A crisis management system, among other things, guides on the 

management of an information communication strategy in order to fill the information gap 

before, during and after a crisis (Ahmed, 2006). In this aspect, ICT has a potential role to play. 

ICT can ensure proper collection, presentation and dissemination of information in a crisis to 

generate appropriate action (Abrahamsson, Hassel, & Tehler, 2010; Meier & Leaning, 2009; 

Wattegama, 2007).  

 

In recent times, owing to the critical and important role of ICT in crisis management, numerous 

ICT enabled implementations have been deployed worldwide. Among these implementations, 

the Ushahidi IT platform is one of the most noteworthy and influential (Shirky, 2010; 

Wattegama, 2007). Ushahidi is an ICT enabled data aggregation tool which “crowdsources”
3
 

crisis information to visualize crisis information to eventually create civic value
4
 for its 

                                                           
1
 Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) is an umbrella term that includes any communication device 

or application encompassing: radio, television, cellular phones, computer satellite systems and so on, as well as 

thevarious services and applications associated with them. (Source: Wikipedia) 
2
 Information and Communication Technologies for Development (ICT4D) is a general term referring to the 

application of ICTs within the field of socioeconomic development or international development (Source: 

Wikipedia). 
3
 Crowdsourcing is the act of taking a job traditionally performed by a designated agent (usually an employee) and 

outsourcing it to an undefined, generally large group of people in the form of an open call. For example, wikipedia 

works on the principle of crowdsourcing. The term was coined by Jeff Howe. 
4
 Shirky (2010) visualizes civic value as anything which is created by the society and is valuable to it as a whole.  
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participants as well as the society within which it operates (Greenough, Chan, Meier, Bateman, 

& Datta, 2009; Shirky, 2010).  

 

In spite of its obvious success it has been argued in the literature that the true potential of crisis 

management in general and Ushahidi in particular has still not been accomplished thus far and 

there is still a great scope for further improvements (Abrahamsson, Hassel, & Tehler, 2010; 

Greenough, Chan, Meier, Bateman, & Datta, 2009; Jin, 2010). Demands have been coming from 

all quarters (practitioners, policy makers and citizens) for the development and implementation 

of an effective evaluation framework to enable a systematic assessment method for the impact 

and quantification of the results of a crisis management system. A proper evaluation 

framework, among other things, is expected to serve as a tool to generate learning and 

reinforce accountability (Chelimsky, 1997; Church & Rogers, 2006). 

 

A number of research studies have attempted to evaluate a crisis management system but the 

process of building consensus on what may be considered as the best practice has still been 

elusive (Abrahamsson, Hassel, & Tehler, 2010; Alkin & Christie, 2004; Boin, McConnell, & 't 

Hart, 2008; Newburn, 2001; Seymour & Moore, 2000). As a result evaluators often end up 

choosing inadequate, sometimes flawed approaches which do not correspond to the unique 

and distinctive circumstances found in conflict situations (Church & Shouldice, 2002; Church & 

Rogers, 2006). Therefore, it is important to devise feasible and appropriate learning 

mechanisms supported by thorough evaluation methods to ensure that the Ushahidi IT 

platform and similar initiatives continuously evolve into an effective crisis management system.  

 

To achieve this end, the paper aims to propose a generic evaluation framework to assess the 

impact of the Ushahidi IT platform and similar initiatives to achieve the goal of providing a more 

meaningful approach to determine the effectiveness of a crisis management system. Keeping 

these points in mind, the paper aspires to: 
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1) Guide the evaluators and structure the evaluation process into different components to 

streamline its execution. 

2) Suggest steps to create a set of suitable conditions for the execution of an effective, 

exhaustive and useful evaluation process for a crisis management system. 

3) Act as a tool for learning, generating knowledge and serve as an evaluation guide for 

similar initiatives in the future. 

4) Attempt to determine the appropriateness of the Ushahidi Haiti project with regards to 

its purpose of implementation. 

5) Understand the role of ICT in the crisis management process and if possible evaluate its 

impact. 

 

It will be useful to point out at the start of the research that the concept of crisis and evaluation 

are multidimensional and multidisciplinary (Abrahamsson, Hassel, & Tehler, 2010; Ahmed, 

2006; Clarke, 1999; Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Regester, 1986). Hence, the final picture will 

essentially be pluralistic and diverse. Nevertheless, the paper aims to act as a starting point for 

discussion and as a platform for future research in the domain of evaluation of an IT enabled 

crisis management system. It is expected that the framework will act as a guideline for others to 

refine, evolve and implement.  

 

The paper has been divided into eight sections. Section 2 critically reviews the relevant 

literature available on the topic of crisis, crisis management and evaluation of a crisis 

management system in different subsections. Following the presentation of methodology in 

Section 3 and the theoretical framework in Section 4 the paper presents the case study of the 

Ushahidi Haiti implementation in Section 5. Drawing from the generic evaluation framework 

the paper attempts to discuss and evaluate Ushahidi Haiti Implementation in Section 6. Finally, 

the limitations and the future research directions of the research study are presented in Section 

7.  Section 8 presents the conclusion. 
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2. Literature Review 

 

The literature review comprises of the insights and information gathered from an extensive 

review of the literature written in different subject areas with a focus on the evaluation of crisis 

management systems. Both the topics of crisis and evaluation derive information from diverse 

subject areas. Therefore, to enhance our understanding and define the scope of the research 

the literature review takes up each topic individually in different subsections. Section 2.1 

defines crisis, elaborates on the different types of crisis and Section 2.2 reviews the literature 

on crisis management. Section 2.3 reviews and elaborates the various theoretical stances on 

evaluation in the literature in addition to explaining the different approaches taken up for it. 

This section aims to draw from existing concepts and ideas in the literature to accomplish a 

two-fold goal. Firstly, identify the gaps in the current literature and secondly, gather insights for 

developing a generic evaluation framework for a crisis management system. 

2.1. Crisis – Definition and Typologies 

 

In the literature, there is a lack of common agreement about the nature, meaning and 

definition of a crisis situation. The concept has so far been elusive and different authors from 

various domains have found the phenomena difficult to define (Clarke, 1999; Parnell, Koseoglu, 

& Spillan, 2010; Pearson & Clair, 1998; Smith, 2006). Crisis is seen “through the eyes of the 

beholder or beholders” (Smith, 1990, p. 54) and hence it has multiple definitions. In the paper 

titled, Crisis Management – Practice in search of paradigm, Denis Smith (2006) defines crisis as: 

 

“complex events that confound the abilities of those who try to manage them. Crisis 

present significant challenges around managerial attempts at bringing the events back 

under control. The damage that can be caused can be physical, financial or 

reputational.” (p. 7) 

 

Therefore, a crisis maybe defined as a situation possessing the characteristics of 

unexpectedness and surprise; causing a disruption to routine; or escalating the flow of events 

which might lead to a loss of control (Regester, 1986; Seymour & Moore, 2000). A crisis 
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situation possesses the muscle to decimate entire regions or cities, pose major threats to 

human and animal welfare or destabilize institutions (McConnell & Drennan, 2006).   

 

In account of these adverse effects it is imperative that a proper crisis management plan is put 

in place to either act as a preparatory process to prevent crisis or respond to crisis once it 

occurs (Meier & Leaning, 2009; Seymour & Moore, 2000). In this research, the focus is on the 

crisis situations which are nature induced and pose a major threat to human welfare, for 

example – the Haiti earthquake.  

 

The task of categorizing crisis is a challenging task and it difficult to list each type satisfactorily 

(Augustine, 1995; Boin, McConnell, & 't Hart, 2008; Quarantelli, 2001). However, it is important 

to develop this classification as the nature of crisis management is dependent on the type of 

crisis and it is prudent to have a proper classification mechanism to discover common traits 

between them (Boin, McConnell, & 't Hart, 2008; Gundel, 2005; Quarantelli, 2001).   

 

To achieve this end, one of the seminal papers on classification of crisis proposes a four area 

matrix based on the characteristics of the crisis, namely predictability
5
 and influenceability

6
 

(Gundel, 2005) . The matrix enables the estimation of the exposure of different types of crisis 

and on their relevant counter measures to serve as a tool for crisis management. Alternatively, 

Seymour & Moore (2000) divided crisis into two categories – cobra
7
 or python

8
, depending on 

the nature of their occurrence. Using similar arguments, Ahmed (2006) divided crisis into two 

categories namely sudden and creeping crisis. Earthquakes, cyclones fit into the category of 

sudden crisis whereas electoral violations, business crisis and human right violations maybe 

safely categorized into creeping crisis (Ahmed, 2006). The case study presented in the paper 

looks at the situation of a sudden or a cobra crisis. Different crisis management systems are 

                                                           
5
 A crisis is predictable, if place, time or in particular the manner of its occurrence are knowable. 

6
 A disaster or crisis maybe termed as influenceable if responses to stem the tide or to reduce damages by 

antagonizing the causes of a crisis are known and possible to execute. 
7
 Cobra crisis are sudden. For example abrupt natural disasters, terrorist attacks etc. 

8
 Python crisis occur gradually and can most often be attributed to management negligence. For example, the 2009 

global financial meltdown. 
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required for different crisis types. Similarly, all have their own unique evaluation procedures. 

Hence, the context of crisis management systems becomes extremely important.  

2.2.  Crisis Management 

 

The domain of crisis management is still in the nascent stage of its development (Boin, 

McConnell, & 't Hart, 2008; Deverell, 2009; Roux-Dufort, 2007). And the task of making it more 

useful, effective and valuable is particularly challenging (Abrahamsson, Hassel, & Tehler, 2010; 

Ahmed, 2006; McConnell & Drennan, 2006). Augustine (1995) argues that it is extremely 

difficult to conceptualize a proper and an effective crisis management process as ‘if the solution 

were easy, it wouldn’t be [called] a crisis” (p. 32). Crisis Management aims to “minimize the 

[negative] impact that crisis events” (Parnell, Koseoglu, & Spillan, 2010, p. 108) might bring to 

institutions, society or organizations.  

In simple terms, crisis management maybe visualized as “a [task of] management of 

exceptions” (Roux-Dufort, 2007, p. 105) or a “coincidental response to an exigency” (Ahmed, 

2006, p. 49). A crisis management system is expected to serve a multitude of functions and its 

nature maybe dependent on the type of crisis it is managing i.e. the context within which it 

functions (Ahmed, 2006; Boin, McConnell, & 't Hart, 2008; Roux-Dufort, 2007). The process of 

crisis management is expected to entail some, if not all, of the following stages: avoid crisis 

situation, prepare to manage crisis situation, recognize crisis situation, contain crisis situation, 

resolve crisis situation, and profit from the crisis situation (Augustine, 1995).  To achieve this 

end, a crisis management system must ideally function within the ambit of well defined, 

publically stated set of goals such that the motivations of the all the collaborating organizations 

and individuals are aligned.  

To structure the understanding of the functions of a crisis management system, Pearson & Clair 

(1998) proposed a three dimensional theoretical understanding by using the concept of 

triggering event
9
 to state that the nature of crisis management and its objectives (or goals) are 

                                                           
9
 A tangible or intangible barrier or occurrence that, once breached or met, causes another event to occur 
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dependent on whether the crisis management system is functioning before, in response to, or 

following a triggering event. Shrivastava (1993) in one of his seminal papers on crisis 

management proposed a ‘4Cs’ framework to analyze crisis along four different dimensions: 

causes
10

, consequences
11

, caution
12

 and coping
13

. Generally, the crisis management system 

helps in the ‘caution’ and ‘control’ part of the crisis. 

To realize the complete benefits of these crisis management interventions and to generate 

appropriate learning and enforce accountability it is important to develop an evaluation 

framework. The evaluation framework will not only provide a background for reflection on the 

process implementation of a crisis management system but also present a useful structure for a 

future set of guidelines on carrying an evaluation process.  

The next Section 2.3 articulates the different definitions of evaluation, different approaches to 

evaluation to review some of the research papers written with a focus on evaluation of a crisis 

management system to finally lead to find a gap in available literature which would frame the 

research question.  

2.3. Evaluation 

 

Section 2.3 attempts to bring to light the need of evaluation for ICT based development 

initiative in addition to introducing some of the theoretical perspectives of evaluation. 

Afterwards, it presents the benefits of an effective evaluation process to suggest key 

considerations for the development of the same.  

Evaluation is an integral component of humans’ daily life and it is the principal theme in the 

domain of information systems (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Klecun & Cornford, 2005; Shaw, Greene, 

& Mark, 2006). With the implementations of different ICT based interventions the interest in 

                                                           
10

 Causes include the immediate failures that triggered the crisis. 
11

 Consequences include the immediate and the long term impact. 
12

 Caution includes the measures taken to prevent or minimize the impact of potential crisis. 
13

 Coping comprises measures taken to respond to a crisis once it has occurred. 
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developing proper evaluation frameworks has gained prime importance primarily due the 

“benefits it brings onto the table” (Newburn, 2001, p. 7).  

Scriven (1991) argued that for an initiative to determine its usefulness and improve, evaluation 

is inescapable. Augustine (1995) mentioned that it is extremely important to evaluate the crisis 

management process in order to ensure that appropriate lessons are learnt as ‘every crisis 

contains within itself the seeds of success as well as failure.’ Evaluation is one of the most 

important, if not the most important, phase of a crisis management intervention as the lack of 

knowledge in the domain of evaluation, especially for crisis management interventions might 

bring people and institutions on the verge of collapse (Anderson, et al., 2000; Berk & Rossi, 

1990; Church & Rogers, 2006; Morrow, Mock, & Kocmich, 2010). 

Evaluation may be directed towards a variety of purposes, including but not limited to, “policy 

making and public accountability, program improvement, organizational improvement, 

knowledge development, advancement of social justice and enhancement of practical wisdom 

and good practice judgments.”  (Shaw, Greene, & Mark, 2006, p. 24).  Additionally, evaluation is 

a multidimensional and a multidisciplinary concept (Scriven, 1991). It draws insights from a 

number of disciplines namely social science research, statistics etc. using an “eclectic repertoire 

of concept and methods” (Berk & Rossi, 1990, p. 127). An evaluation approach is dependent on 

the context and subject of the evaluation activity (Newburn, 2001; Patton, 1981; Scriven, 1991; 

Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 1985) . 

Keeping in mind these multiple facets of evaluation, its dynamic, multidisciplinary and 

multidimensional nature it is natural to observe that no single definition will suffice to fully 

capture the practice (Patton, 1981; Shadish, Cook, & Leviton, 1991; Shaw, Greene, & Mark, 

2006). In fact, as a concept evaluation is difficult to understand even for policy makers 

(Newburn, 2001).  

Evaluation is as difficult, if not more, than the actual implementation itself. Similar to other 

social phenomena, evaluation functions within a special social and political context and is often 

influenced by power relations that limits the usefulness of overall evaluation process (Church & 

Rogers, 2006; Clarke, 1999; Klecun & Cornford, 2005; Shaw, Greene, & Mark, 2006). Therefore, 
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it is important to manage it by taking into account these factors while implementing (or 

conceptualizing) an evaluation framework – a fact this research takes appropriate care of. 

The benefits of an effective evaluation framework are immense. Among other things, a proper 

evaluation process aims to improve the efficiency, effectiveness and performance of the 

initiative being evaluated (Anderson, et al., 2000; Alkin & Christie, 2004; Newburn, 2001). 

Although it is quite clear that the domain of evaluation has advanced considerably since the last 

few decades there is still a fundamental need to explore the issue further to fill the gap in the 

current theory and practice (Church & Shouldice, 2002; Newburn, 2001). 

For the purpose of this research, evaluation is visualized as a series of steps which attempt to 

measure what works, under what circumstances and for whom (Newburn, 2001). In the book 

titled, Evaluation Thesaurus, Michael Scriven (1991) formally defined evaluation as:  

“the process consisting of the phases which include - determining the merit, worth, or 

value of something, or the product of the process; some investigation of the 

performance of the implementations on these standards; and some integration or 

synthesis of the results to achieve an overall evaluation or set of associated evaluations.” 

(p. 139). 

 

Alkin and Christie (2004) while studying the historical and conceptual relationships between 

different evaluation theories list down the important issues when selecting an evaluation 

approach as: issues related to methodology being used, manner in which data is valued or 

judged and the user focus of the evaluation effort. Within these considerations the selection of 

a suitable evaluation approach becomes particularly tricky as different approaches to 

evaluation have varying emphasis (Shadish, Cook, & Leviton, 1991) and they may be directed at 

alternative purposes (Shaw, Greene, & Mark, 2006). Therefore, the approach suitable for the 

external environment, situation and the context must be chosen. Hence, an evaluation 

framework specific to the context in which the crisis management system functions must be 

setup and implemented. 
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3. Research Methodology and Scope 

 

After the literature review as well as the authors experience while pursuing the internship at 

Ushahidi, it became quite apparent that there is a general lack of relevant literature on the 

topic of evaluation of a crisis management system and there is an extreme need to further 

explore this topic. Thus, the research question for this paper will be: 

How to evaluate an IT enabled crisis management system? 

Since these crisis management initiatives and their evaluation can be viewed from many 

different perspectives, this paper will more specifically enquire into: 

How to create suitable conditions for an effective crisis management system? 

And, from an IS evaluation perspective 

What is the role and impact of ICT tools in improving crisis response? 

In accordance with the research question, Ushahidi Haiti implementation was selected as the 

case study to be explored. The decision to select the Ushahidi Haiti implementation was based 

on the following reasons: as the author did an internship with Ushahidi he had full access to the 

involved staff, project documents and other needed resources; the Ushahidi Haiti 

implementation is the most prominent deployment of the Ushahidi Haiti platform till date; the 

Ushahidi Haiti implementation fits in well within the realm of the research question; and due to 

collaborative nature of the implementation in Haiti it is the best ground to study the various 

nuances of the topic. 

Orlikowski and Baroudi (1991) classify the research in information systems into the categories 

of positivist, interpretivist or critical. The research derives its roots from the interpretive 

philosophy of information system research. The interpretive case study approach is used for 

this research as it is useful to examine a contemporary phenomenon in its real life context (Yin, 

1981).  
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The process of gathering empirical materials for this research has been done in a two phase 

process. Firstly, the author collected and analyzed reports & literature discussing the Ushahidi 

Haiti implementation and followed up on blogs to get deep insights into the contemporary 

needs and issues around the topic. Secondly, the author conducted unstructured interviews 

with some of the Ushahidi team members involved in the Haiti implementation. For the list of 

people interviewed and questions which directed the lines of enquiry during these discussions 

refer to Appendix 1A and Appendix 1C. The list of questions were identified based on the 

evaluation framework proposed in the paper (refer Figure 1). None of the interviews were 

recorded. However, the author took extensive notes to cover all the major points in the 

interview. Finally, with these insights the author built the case study and carried out the 

analysis. 

The scope of the paper is immense. It presents a coherent evaluation framework for a crisis 

management platform that maybe practically utilized, if need be. The paper uses the case of 

Ushahidi Haiti implementation, however, the results and the framework are generalisable and 

can be presented to illustrate & explain the broader phenomena of IT enabled crisis 

management to act as a catalyst for further thinking & discussion. 

  



 14  

4. Theoretical Framework 

 

Figure 1: Generic Evaluation Framework 

 

Section 4 presents the first step towards the building of a generic evaluation framework with a 

focus on the evaluation of a crisis management system. The framework consists of a set of 

parameters derived from and grounded within the information systems (IS), evaluation, crisis 

management and conflict resolution literature to reflect upon the peculiarities of the 

environment within which a crisis management system functions. The generic evaluation 

framework has been designed with three potential uses in mind: 

1) To structure and present the various dimensions of an evaluation process of a crisis 

management system. 
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2) To act as a tool to compile and track the set of important issues in an evaluation process 

to identify gaps and provide a basis for an overall assessment of the response. 

3) To act as a guide to aid future evaluation with an aim to improve the future 

implementation of a crisis management system.   

In doing so, the paper proposes a summative evaluation
14

 framework (refer Figure 1) to 

accomplish the goal of providing practitioners, evaluators, and policy makers a mechanism for 

evaluation and in turn generate important information to drive further learning about future 

implementations.  

4.1. Building the framework 

 

In the literature a wide range of evaluation theories with various proclivities exist. In order to 

build the generic evaluation framework the paper looks at different frameworks to integrate 

existing evaluation approaches with an aim to identify and pick up concepts within them. The 

generic evaluation framework draws concepts and insights from Church & Rogers (2006), OECD 

(2006), Madon (2005) and Pawson & Tilley (1997). Using these insights and accounting for the 

uniqueness of the chosen domains, these authors focus on evaluation of different types of 

interventions ranging from conflict resolution, humanitarian interventions, e-government 

initiatives and the issue of realistic evaluation respectively. The selection of these models is 

based on the basic premise that the topic of research is a multidisciplinary topic and it is 

important to base the framework on literature from diverse domains. In this section, each 

framework is discussed individually in separate paragraphs below to present and later select 

the pertinent factors for the generic evaluation framework proposed in the paper. 

The concept of crisis management is invariably intertwined with humanitarian assistance and 

relief response (Meier & Leaning, 2009). Some of the aspects of their operation and 

implementation are similar at a practical level. Therefore, it is natural to study, analyze and 

then base our generic evaluation framework on the most widely used set of evaluation 

                                                           
14

 Summative evaluations are generally undertaken to determine progress to date and how to improve the project. 
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framework in the humanitarian and development domain – the Organization for Economic 

Cooperation and Development (OECD) criteria (OECD, 2006).  The OECD criterion takes into 

account the measures of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability to ask 

questions about the implementation based on evaluating these objectives (OECD, 2006). On 

similar lines, Scriven (1991) referring to different aspects of evaluation proposed that for a 

given intervention an evaluation exercise might evaluate six P’s namely, “programs, policies, 

performance, products, personnel, and proposals” (p. 54). 

Church & Rogers (2006) went one step further by putting together a set of evaluation 

objectives grouped into three main themes
15

. The first theme explores why is the intervention 

being conducted; second, considers the effectiveness of the implementation and operational 

process; third, analyses the results and their sustainability.  

Madon (2005) presented a “framework for evaluation” to guide analysis of e-governance 

projects with a particular focus on the Akshaya project
16

 in the state of Kerala, India. Drawing 

from the evaluation literature (IS and non IS), the framework was structured into three 

dimensions namely administrative reform, governance reform, and effects or outcome of the 

project. In addition to taking in account just the outcome or “supply side dimensions of an 

ICT4D intervention” (Accenture, 2002, p. 6), the framework focuses on evaluating the process 

improvements and the overall public value of the project (Madon, 2005). 

Pawson & Tilley (1997) while bringing to light the concept of ‘realisitic evaluation’ argued that it 

is inappropriate to treat the social initiatives as independent variable as it functions within a 

specific context. Also, it is important to place greater emphasis on the process evaluation 

compared to outcome evaluation (Pawson & Tilley, 1997).  

In the development of the evaluation framework some other important considerations are 

worth noting to account for the peculiarities of a crisis management system. It will be 

important to mention that all the considerations are equally important and they are not in a 

                                                           
15

 In the research multiple evaluation objectives have been grouped into single themes. For example – appropriate 

consideration, strategic alignment have been grouped into the first theme and so on. 
16

 Akshaya is an e-governance project started in Kerala with an aim to establish multipurpose community 

technology centers.  
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prioritized order. Firstly, it is important to ensure that the overall objective of the evaluation is 

well thought of and the evaluation takes into account the nature of the subject of evaluation 

(Pawson & Tilley, 1997). Secondly, it is important to tailor the evaluation process such that it 

informs and influences decision making process and acts as an appropriate platform to 

generate knowledge (Robson, 2000). Thirdly, an evaluation process maybe susceptible to the 

preferences and biases of an individual evaluator (Shaw, Greene, & Mark, 2006) therefore it 

becomes important that the principle of separation of duties
17

 is pursued such that the extent 

of individual bias is kept to the minimum and the motivations of each stakeholder is taken into 

consideration. Fourthly, it is important to view evaluation as an ongoing process of discussion 

and deliberation therefore it must listen to the voice of the users and fulfill the dynamic needs 

of the users rather than just the predefined objective criteria (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Legge, 

1984; Madon, 2005).  

4.2. Generic Evaluation Framework 

 

After selection of the appropriate elements from the above models, Section 4.2 develops and 

elaborates on the structure of the proposed generic evaluation framework (refer Figure 1) to 

explain each parameter. The framework has been developed after gathering insights from the 

available theories and considerations brought to light in Section 4.1.  

The framework has a set of four parameters namely means, ends, context and stakeholders 

which constitute the evaluation field (refer Figure 1). In the remaining part of the paper the first 

three parameters will be referred to as core parameters. The stakeholder has four dimensions 

consisting of the evaluators, users, practitioners and policymakers. The framework proposes 

that for an evaluation to be useful and exhaustive it is imperative that it analyzes the complete 

landscape of the intervention comprising of the means and the ends. Moreover, it must 

account for the aims and aspirations of all the stakeholders of the evaluation.  

                                                           
17

 Separation of duties is the concept of having more than one person required to complete a task to improve 

accountability and prevent frauds and errors. 
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The core parameters in the framework have been assumed to have various dimensions. These 

dimensions are expected to guide the evaluators on the various utilities an evaluation can serve 

and the directions an evaluation can take. These distinctive parameters simplify the analysis 

process. Table 1 elaborates these dimensions. These dimensions have been derived from the 

literature. 

Table 1: Dimensions - Core Parameters 

Core Parameters Dimensions References 

Means (M) 

Implementation Process Appraisal 

Management and Administration 

Efficiency/Effectiveness 

Programs/Policies 

Church & Rogers (2006) 

Church & Rogers (2006) 

OECD (2006) 

Scriven (1991) 

Ends (E) 

Impact Assessment 

Range of Results 

Public Value 

Performance 

Church & Rogers (2006); Pawson & Tilley (1997) 

Church & Shouldice (2002); Patton (1981) 

Jackson (2001); Kjaer (2004) 

Scriven (1991); (Clarke, 1999) 

Context (C) External Environment Pawson & Tilley (1997); Shaw et. al. (2005) 

 

The generic evaluation framework (refer figure 1) seeks to elaborate and explain how particular 

ends (E) are produced by interventions functioning within a particular context (C). Additionally, 

the evaluation investigates the manner (aka means) through which the intervention produces 

particular outcomes (E).  

In the framework (refer Figure 1), means (M) maybe visualized as a set of measures put into 

practice in order to attain the goal of the initiative. The selection of the means depends on its 

access, cost effectiveness, and its efficiency. The means may include policy formulations, 

program implementations or simply technology adoption. It is important that appropriate 

process appraisal, management & administration of the means (or enablers) are carried out. 

Among other things, the means (M) parameter forces the evaluators to ask: how was the 

intervention operationalised? And, was there a better way to do it? 



 19  

In the framework (refer Figure 1), ends (E) refers to the goal or objective which the intervention 

aims to achieve with the particular set of means. It is important to understand that the felt 

needs and priorities of the users must align with the overall vision of the organization to help it 

to develop a set of well defined ends (E) for an intervention. Broadly, the intervention might 

aim to change, among other things, the nature of relationships, behavior, circumstance, 

functioning, attitude or knowledge (Church & Shouldice, 2002). From the perspective of the 

evaluation, the ends (E) parameter directs the evaluators to assess the impact of the 

intervention by choosing the most feasible and appropriate approach. It is important to 

discover the range of results (both immediate and long term) achieved through the 

intervention in addition to determining the public value of the intervention on society. Ends (E) 

forces the evaluators to ask: what are the short and long term results of the intervention? And, 

can they be improved further? 

A crisis management system functions within a specific context (C). The context is determined 

by the political and social environment and the nature of the crisis situation. Therefore, it 

becomes important to account for these facts while designing and interpreting an evaluation 

process. The results of the evaluation will depend on the context (C) as similar implementation 

with the same set of objectives will have different impact if they function within a different 

external environment or context. Therefore, the generic evaluation framework contains a 

context circle within which the means and ends function together. 

Crisis Management is essentially a collaborative platform demanding co-operation between 

different parties participating in the crisis response and requiring “integration and synergy 

across institutional networks” (McConnell & Drennan, 2006, p. 59). Therefore, for its evaluation 

all the stakeholders must contribute. The generic evaluation framework all the stakeholders are 

considered to be the subject as well as the beneficiary of the evaluation. The framework makes 

the assumption that even an evaluation maybe evaluated, if need be. Moreover, it is important 

that the evaluation is carried out with the help of a set of evaluators such that the possibility of 

individual biases is kept to the minimum.  
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It will be useful to point out that there is a sufficient overlap between the framework 

parameters and the distinction between them might be blurred at the edges. Other salient 

features of the evaluation framework include: an emphasis on understanding the process 

rather than just the outcome assessment; stress on the participatory nature of the evaluation 

process to account for the views of participants, evaluators, practitioners, and users of the 

initiative; the bidirectional relationship between the means and the ends; the need for proper 

documentation and communication of the findings of the evaluation to generate knowledge 

about the implementation; criticality of creating conditions for an unbiased evaluation; the 

need to understand the overall functioning of the crisis management system and the context 

within which it operates rather than just the mere subparts; and the need of the final 

recommendations from the evaluation to be generalizable across various domains such that 

similar implementations can learn from it.  
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5. Case Study 

 

Section 5 starts with a basic introduction about Ushahidi, its vision and a brief description of its 

IT platform. Later, an account of the Ushahidi Haiti implementation is presented with a special 

focus on the role of ICT enabled crowdsourcing. The case study explored in Section 5 is 

particularly significant to the research as it brings to light important facts about the Ushahidi 

platform to fuel discussion about the issues involved in the development and use of an 

evaluation framework for it.  

Ushahidi
18

 is the name of the non-profit technology organization (Ushahidi Inc) and its crisis 

management IT platform (Meier, 2010). The organization, Ushahidi Inc, is based out of Nairobi, 

Kenya. Essentially, Ushahidi is an IT enabled interactive crisis mapping platform. The goal of 

Ushahidi is to create a platform to enable people, organizations or governments to collect and 

visualize crisis information in real time. The development of Ushahidi platform is based on the 

basic premise that “access to accurate and timely information from the ground during post-

crisis response periods will enable [among other things] humanitarian responders to act more 

efficiently” (Morrow, Mock, & Kocmich, 2010, p. 3). Ushahidi IT platform attempts to fill this 

information gap by providing an IT enabled medium to collect, present, analyze and 

communicate crisis information. The Ushahidi platform has transformed these enormous 

communication barriers during a crisis into a trivial installation and training process. 

Ushahidi Inc was started in 2008 in response to the post-election violence in Kenya
19

. After its 

successful implementation there, Ushahidi attracted worldwide attention and interest. Since 

that time the Ushahidi platform has been further enhanced to enable its implementation in 

various contexts (or crisis situations) ranging from the outbreaks of disease, natural disasters, 

civil unrest to data collection during elections. For example, among other projects, Ushahidi has 

been most notably deployed to monitor Presidential Elections in Sudan & Afghanistan, collate 

information on the War in Gaza & the Kyrgyzstan civil unrest and to track the post earthquake 

                                                           
18

 Ushahidi is Swahili for ‘testimony’ or ‘witness’. 
19

 The 2007 Kenyan crisis refers to the political, economic and humanitarian crisis that erupted in Kenya after 

incumbent President Kibaki was declared the winner of the presidential election in 2007. (Source: Wikipedia) 
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crisis response and recovery efforts in Chile & Haiti
20

. Ushahidi IT platform has been deployed 

to gather data in both ex-post, ex-ante scenarios of crisis. 

Ushahidi IT platform is a data aggregation tool collecting data via multiple sources (SMS, email 

or web) in order to aggregate near real time information on one location specific website. The 

information is then presented on a map or a timeline. It enables, among other things, “a wider 

coverage of crisis conditions to protect local populations by providing relief support and 

increased government accountability in handling the situations” (Omidyar Network, 2009, p. 1) 

and it may either improve the predictability of a crisis, or ‘influenceability’ (or impact) of the 

relief operations (Gundel, 2005).  

The Ushahidi IT platform is open source. It allows the computer programmers to adapt, modify 

and customize the platform as per the requirements. Generally, Ushahidi Inc does not take the 

lead in deployments (Meier, 2010). Owing to the ever increasing penetration of mobile device 

worldwide and the availability of supporting social & technological infrastructure coupled with 

the support of the active citizens, Ushahidi has been particularly successful as a suitable crisis 

information platform.  

One of the most notable implementations of Ushahidi is its Haiti implementation after the 

earthquake in Haiti on 12
th

 January, 2010. The following day – 13
th

 January, 2010 - Haiti 

deployment of Ushahidi was set up. The Haiti deployment was unique from previous Ushahidi 

deployments as the decision to launch the Ushahidi IT platform for Haiti was taken by a 

member of the Ushahidi Inc staff, Patrick Meier – a Fletcher
21

 PhD student. The initiative 

required humongous human capacity to process the information coming from regular news 

outlets, blogs, twitter and other news media. With the support of volunteers from Fletcher 

School, and other volunteer groups based in Geneva, Montreal, Washington DC and London it 

was possible to collate relevant information about the crisis and relay it across to the 

appropriate agencies to enable appropriate action (Rencoret, Stoddard, Katherine, Taylor, & 

Harvey, 2010).  

                                                           
20

 For more information on various deployments refer to http://www.ushahidi.com/platform 
21

 Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University is a world renowned school for international affairs in 

Boston, USA. 
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Till 16
th

 January the volunteers were aggregating secondary information from traditional media 

and web sources. However, after 16
th

 January an emergency short SMS code (4636) was 

acquired to enable the local Haitians to communicate with the Ushahidi platform via SMS as 

fortunately even after the devastating earthquake most of the network infrastructure had 

survived (BBC, 2010). The Haitian radio channels were used to create awareness among the 

public about the 4636 number. 

 

A lot of organizations joined hands to work and cooperate within the Ushahidi platform to help 

in the massive relief and recovery effort in Haiti after the earthquake. For the complete list 

refer Appendix 1B. Different organizations helped at different stages of the data collection 

process lifecycle (for the detailed version of the steps involved in the Haiti deployment of the 

Ushahidi IT platform refer to Appendix 1D) . 

 

A few weeks after its implementation, the platform was widely proclaimed as a success from a 

technical standpoint. The team of students, volunteers and participating organizations received 

positive feedback from a multitude of organizations including but not limited to OCHA
22

, the US 

Military and the US State Department. In spite of Ushahidi’s mention in numerous publications 

and articles
23

 there are still certain issues which demand proper evaluation to create conditions 

for further improvements as the tool is still relatively new and there is still a lot of scope to 

learn and improve. Moreover, “there is little, if any, proper documentation of evaluation or 

lessons learned from previous [or current] deployments” (Morrow, Mock, & Kocmich, 2010, p. 

2). Therefore, there is a need to come up with a proper evaluation framework for the Haiti 

deployment such that important lessons are learnt for future and similar deployments.  

                                                           
22

 The United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA) is a United Nations body 

designed to strengthen the UN's response to complex emergencies and natural disasters. 
23

 For a detailed list of available literature on Ushahidi refer to 

https://sites.google.com/site/ushahidiresearchanddata/home/relevant-literature 
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6. Discussion 

 

The evaluation framework helps the evaluator to structure and isolate the different 

components of a crisis management intervention such that its worth, value or impact maybe 

satisfactorily determined. The evaluation approach or the other specifics related to the 

evaluation maybe guided by, among other things, pointers in Table 1. It will be useful to point 

out that the list of variables in Table 1 is not an exhaustive list and the evaluators are suggested 

to select or eliminate particular parameters depending on the context.  

Nonetheless, through a series of interviews and discussions with the Ushahidi team and 

evaluators, three main areas of discussion emerged: the reasons why evaluations are 

undertaken; how evaluations are ought to be conducted; stakeholders involved in the 

evaluation process; and the inhibitors to evaluation.  

Section 6 aims to discuss the findings according to the parameters defined in the generic 

evaluation framework in addition to the some other important points. These parameters have 

sufficient overlap between them. Therefore, it might appear to the reader that the discussion is 

jumping from one parameter to the other in spite of the apparent division of the finding in 

separate subsections. The intention of the author is to present all the findings of the research 

and not to needlessly aim to concretely structure the discussion in specific subsections. 

Moreover, while pursuing the research the interviews and discussions were not recorded. 

Hence, in this section no have quotes have been written down. 

6.1. Means 

 

The section brings to light the steps to create conditions to evaluate and potentially improve 

the ‘means’ of the Ushahidi IT platform. The means of the Ushahidi IT platform (or any IT 

enabled crisis management platform) may include the technology artifact, policy 

implementations, technical infrastructure etc. 
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One promising aspect for other future deployments is the fact that if the extensive use of the 

Ushahidi IT platform in Haiti can generate appropriate response in an economically weak
24

, 

politically crippled
25

 country like Haiti the chances for it to work elsewhere remain quite 

probable. 

Ushahidi is a crowdsourcing crisis information portal. The use of crowdsourcing for aggregating 

crisis information is a novel and an effective mechanism for data collection. In Haiti, the 

Ushahidi team tried to ensure the following circumstances to enable a favorable scenario for 

crowdsourcing: 

1) Develop a degree of institutional trust for Ushahidi among the crowd. 

2) Ensure that the platform is accessible and useful for citizens. 

3) Carry out a proper public relations and a promotional campaign to create awareness 

about the usefulness of the tool. 

Ushahidi is a collaborative platform which demands co-operation between multitudes of 

organizations to ensure its proper functioning. Therefore, as is the case with the crowd, 

building relationships and trust between the participating organizations to ensure that the 

complex web of this social technical system works efficiently to accomplish its goals is 

extremely important.  

6.2. Context 

 

The unforeseen and emergent nature of crisis makes crisis management difficult to supervise, 

control and manage. Also, crisis management systems and specifically the Ushahidi Haiti 

platform functioned within a unique context (or external environment). Thus, the evaluation 

approach must take this into account by analyzing the characteristics of the situation in which 

                                                           
24

 Haiti has the Human Poverty Index Rank of 97 out of 139 countries in 2009. Haiti’s GDP per capital in 2008 was 

$279. (Source: Wikipedia) 
25

 Haiti has the Failed States Index Rank of 12 out of 177 countries. The Democracy Index Rank is 110 out of 167 

countries. (Source: Wikipedia) 
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the Ushahidi IT platform functioned in Haiti. After the interviews, the following observations 

about the context of the Ushahidi Haiti environment came up: 

1) The availability of relevant information for evaluation is critical. Generally, for a crisis 

management system it can be an issue as sometimes the data might be too little and in 

others it might be too much. In both cases evaluation becomes difficult. 

2) The crisis management platform is a collaboration between a lot of organizations hence 

it is important to isolate the independent contribution of individual organizations. 

3) A crisis management system demands rapid deployment after a crisis has occurred. This 

fact makes it different from the usual planned IT project implementation. For example, 

the Ushahidi Haiti project was quickly deployed in response to the sudden earthquake in 

Haiti and thus it presents challenges pertaining to data collection and proper 

documentation. These factors cause further difficulties for proper evaluation of a crisis 

management system. 

4) There is a lack of relevant theoretical approaches guiding evaluation of a crisis 

management system. Most of the evaluators rely on their own intuition and experience 

to determine the worth of an initiative. 

5) It is hard to draw lessons from one implementation and apply them elsewhere due to 

the inconsistent nature of the methods, models and approaches. The unique context 

within which these interventions function further inhibit learning, communication and 

incorporation of these findings.  

To account for these issues the Ushahidi platform makes sure that the actual field activities 

automatically collect relevant data which later feeds subsequent evaluation effort. The 

Ushahidi platform collects and stores data in a standard format to ensure that clear and 

sufficiently understandable data is available for evaluation. Ushahidi is also planning to set up a 

proper feedback collection mechanism to help its team develop a clear estimate of the worth of 

the system and help them identify potential improvements. Though, all of these factors may 

not be directly related to the evaluation process they are expected to aid in the evaluation 

process and fuel future improvements of the Ushahidi platform.  
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The context in which the intervention takes place has a strong influence on the nature and the 

approach of the evaluation taken. For all these reasons, it might be prudent to carry a 

qualitative study based on anecdotal evidences as definite quantitative data is difficult to 

gather and it might be inaccurate. Additionally, setting up conditions for a longitudinal 

evaluative research, which divides the crisis response into discrete time segments and then 

performs the evaluation is also important.  

6.3. Ends 

 

To enable proper evaluation of the Ushahidi platform one of the most critical pre-requisites is 

the need to develop a set of well defined, publically stated goals and objectives prior to its 

deployment to guide the initiative as well as the organizations & individuals working within the 

initiative. It is important to define the goals prior to deployment as without them a “project 

cannot be evaluated – or worse, critics will define these [goals] themselves and publically label 

the project a failure” (Meier, 2010, p. 1) . A set of clearly stated, well articulated goals is 

expected to help the practitioners and the evaluators. It will help the practitioners to prioritize 

their action and the evaluators to base their evaluation on it.  

However, in the case of Haiti deployment of the Ushahidi platform the reality seems quite 

different as it was quite apparent from the discussions (and also from Patrick’s blog titled – 

“How to Run a Successful Crowdsourcing Project”) that the Ushahidi Haiti project when 

implemented did not have any well articulated goals (or objectives). Patrick (2010) wrote that, 

“it [the Ushahidi Haiti deployment] was simply a reflex, the feeling that I needed to do 

something” (p. 3). For the Haiti deployment of Ushahidi “we [Ushahidi Team] had no time to 

think about what we wanted to do, we were mapping” (Meier, 2010, p. 2).  Also, the goals of 

the Ushahidi IT platform shifted its focus, objective and operational process after the 

acquisition of the ‘4636’ short code
26

. Alternatively, some of the changes brought about by 

Ushahidi were intangible changes of situations, attitudes and behavior which are very difficult 

to measure.  

                                                           
26

 Further details of the 4636 short code are given in the “Case Study” section. 
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The evaluation process described in the paper takes into account these facts to surmise a set of 

objectives for the initiative after the interviews. The goals of the Ushahidi Haiti implementation 

are as follows: 

1) Improve relief response in Haiti. 

2) Visualize crisis information in real time. 

3) Bridge the information gap between the people seeking help and the organizations 

providing help. 

The aim is to map and evaluate these objectives with the accomplishments of the platform by 

basing the evaluation on the anecdotal evidence gathered from the interviews and discussion. 

Additionally, it is imperative that the means and ends of these organizations are aligned with 

the overall aims of the crisis management systems. In Haiti, all the parameters (means, ends, 

stakeholders) were in coherence with the goal of improving crisis response and improving 

information accessibility. This factor created conditions for the Ushahidi IT platform to make a 

positive impact. 

6.4. Stakeholders 

 

It is important to perceive the evaluation process as a collaborative venture between the 

different stakeholders of the initiative namely users, practitioners and policy makers. In an ideal 

scenario, evaluation must be done by independent evaluators in consultation with the 

practitioners (actual implementers) of the system. The external evaluators are seen as 

unbiased, legitimate and transparent. It is a problematic and an unsuitable approach to only 

involve the practitioners in the evaluation as this can be compared to the concept of asking 

rabbits to deliver lettuce (inspired from Augustine (1995)) as the practitioners may have other 

hidden motivations behind manipulating the evaluation of the system they developed 

themselves. 

Other important aspect is to “understand the incentives or disincentives for use by each group 

[of stakeholders]” (Jeppesen & Frederiksen, 2006, p. 50) as it is important to understand the 
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perceptions of external stakeholders. Also, during the discussions it was mentioned that it is 

important to understand the Haitians perspectives (users) about the Ushahidi IT platform.  

To account for these factors the author conducted interviews and had discussions with 

members of the Ushahidi Haiti team, the network of volunteers and the Ushahidi Haiti 

evaluation manager. The questionnaires for different stakeholders were changed to account for 

the different inquiries.  

6.5. Information Perspective 

 

With a multitude of organizations working in tandem for the functioning of crisis management 

it is critical that accurate, timely, structured and actionable information is available for all. 

Information and Communication Technologies play the important role of acting as the enabling 

mechanism for proper collection, presentation and analysis of the crisis information before, 

during and after a crisis. Appropriate mechanisms must be put in place to ensure that maximum 

benefits maybe leveraged from it. In order to achieve this goal the role of evaluation to 

understand the nuances and intricacies of the ICT enabled crisis management becomes vital.  

Therefore, it becomes important to adopt appropriate IT based mechanisms to accomplish the 

goal of filling up the information gap during a crisis situation.  

In Haiti, the information from SMSes (3847 in number) and secondary data sources were 

mapped on the Ushahidi website. After a few weeks of the implementation praise came from 

all quarters to the Ushahidi team for deploying the platform in such quick time immediately 

after the earthquake. In Haiti, Ushahidi filled up the information gap to enable a more 

responsive crisis relief effort (to refer to the series of steps for the Ushahidi platform see 

Appendix 1D). However, the extent to which the information led to relevant actions is difficult 

to determine as it is difficult to isolate the humanitarian action to this information alone. 

In spite of the important role of technology in the Ushahidi IT platform it is essential to be 

aware of the fact that Ushahidi essentially demands, among other things, extensive social and 

technical infrastructure and a high degree of collaboration among its participants to help it in 
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accomplishing its goal. The deployment of the IT platform is a small component within the 

Ushahidi platform. Therefore, it is important to look beyond the domain of Information Systems 

(IS) evaluation if the complete landscape of the evaluation of the Ushahidi platform has to be 

sketched.  

6.6. Evaluation – Other important considerations 

 

The creation of suitable conditions for an evaluation is as important as the actual evaluation 

itself. If favorable conditions are set up the chances of the evaluation becoming effective get 

substantially higher. By looking at the case of Ushahidi Haiti implementation, Section 6.4, 

among other things, provides answers to the question: is there a need for evaluation and what 

are the characteristics for enabling an effective evaluation? 

 

Another important issue which came up during the discussions and the interviews was the fact 

that each member of the Ushahidi team understands the importance of the development of an 

appropriate and a robust evaluation platform. The Ushahidi team is aware of the fact that 

implementation of a proper evaluation platform will act as a tool to generate knowledge, 

acquire learning, bring accountability and garner credibility with the wiser donors – a critical 

factor for the future financial sustainability of the initiative. In addition to the interviews the 

importance given to evaluation can be judged by the recent blog posts on iRevolution
27

 and 

Ushahidi Blog
28

.  

Additionally, it is important to consider evaluation as an ongoing, long term process. Ushahidi 

team, though mindful of the issues of the Haiti implementation appreciates the fact the 

evaluation mechanisms must be built into the platform such that it is effective and easy to 
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 It is the blog address of Patrick Meier. Patrick is the Director - Crisis Mapping and Strategic Partnerships at 

Ushahidi. The link for the blog on evaluation is http://irevolution.wordpress.com/2010/05/05/towards-a-model-

for-successful-crowdsourcing/ 
28

 Ushahidi publishes an official blog website. It talks about the current issues, successes and the future directions 

of the Ushahidi platform. It is an excellent resource to learn about Ushahidi. The link for the post on evaluation is 

http://blog.ushahidi.com/index.php/2010/06/17/measuring-success/ 
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perform with minimum effort. The results, or recommendations of the evaluation must be 

generalisable such that similar initiatives may also learn from them. 

 

Proper documentation of experiences and anecdotal evidence of a successful crisis 

management initiative is important to enable proper sharing and learning. At the same it is 

equally important, if not more, to document and share important insights about unsuccessful 

initiatives to help others learn from that experience. Ushahidi has been encouraging numerous 

researchers to write about the lessons learnt from successful and the ‘not so successful’ 

implementations with an aim to figure out the best practices. These documents are an excellent 

resource for secondary data to be used for evaluation.  

 

A crisis management system has a humanitarian and a relief intention. It is important that it 

functions without the undue interference of political interests. And same should be the case 

with evaluation of a crisis management system. However, in reality it may not be possible as it 

is challenging to separate technology from the context within which it functions. In an utopian 

scenario it is expected that the evaluation of the crisis management system will be impartial 

and fair in order to contribute meaningfully to the well-being of people in that specific context 

and beyond. 
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7. Limitations and Future Research 

 

It was observed that there is not much relevant IS literature available with a focus on the 

evaluation of an ICT enabled crisis management system hence in certain instances the research 

may lack a specific IS focus. In order to circumvent this issue the research draws concepts from 

diverse subject areas to possibly enhance the frontiers of IS literature and suggest a generic 

evaluation framework. 

In spite of the desire and need of the research to keep a strong technology focus in a broader 

sense, this research is not about the details and specifics of a single Ushahidi deployment – its 

technology, economics or social acceptance. The aim of the research is bring to light, to the 

maximum extent possible, the most pertinent issues of the evaluation and the perceptions of 

the participants in the project to enable better implementations in the future. 

The concepts of crisis and evaluation are complex, multidimensional and multifaceted. 

Therefore, a single method (or framework) may not be possible to capture completely the 

complexity of the topic in hand. However, in the research utmost care has been taken to study 

the important parameters of this challenging topic.  

The framework has been deliberately kept simple and indistinct to enable its implementation 

across various contexts. The framework is not expected to represent a blueprint of a complete 

evaluation process. However it does bring into focus the fundamental questions relating to the 

need, benefits and challenges of an evaluation process. The evaluation framework is not 

expected to act as an evaluation tool in a crisis situation. Rather the framework will act as a 

medium to foster knowledge and generate learning about the effectiveness (or performance) of 

the crisis management system post its implementation. 

The research study has a strong focus on the Haiti implementation of the Ushahidi IT platform 

to create an achievable focus for assessment within the time constraints of the research 

therefore the paper is limited in conclusions it draws by obtaining data from only one case 

study. Comparison with other crisis management system implementations is expected to 
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strengthen the current findings. In spite of the limited research focus it is expected that the 

framework will prove to be a workable model to help identify general trends, perspectives and 

realities for the evaluation for crisis management systems implementation to achieve the 

broader goal of development of a generic framework. 

There are numerous topics of interest and value within this area which are worth further 

research. Some of the important research issues are: will be the exploration of the nature of 

collaboration between different organizations in a relief response; the study of the role and 

impact of ICT mechanisms for crisis response in different geographies; the impact of 

crowdsourcing and crisis mapping on humanitarian response; and maybe further explore the 

development of a robust evaluation framework for crisis management initiatives.  
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8. Conclusion 

 

The research paper proposes a generic evaluation framework to evaluate a crisis management 

intervention with a special focus on assessing the impact of the Ushahidi IT platform in Haiti. 

The aim of the research is to accomplish the goal of providing a more meaningful approach to 

determine the effectiveness of a crisis management system. The insights from the Ushahidi 

Haiti implementation suggests that the role of information and communication technologies in 

managing crisis response is valuable and if properly managed it can bring enormous benefits. 

This reiterates the need to develop appropriate mechanisms and procedures to enable proper 

crisis management protocols such that, god forbid, if a calamity happens the relief efforts can 

react in the best possible manner. However, the task of accomplishing this goal remains a big 

challenge, more so, due to the multidisciplinary and multidimensional nature of the concepts of 

crisis management and its evaluation.  

Albert Einstein’s says in his book, The World As I See It: 

 “Not everything that can be counted counts and not everything that counts can be counted.” 

The quote cannot be more apt for the domain of evaluation of a crisis management system as it 

is challenging to determine with certainty the parameters worth examination while evaluating 

the impact of a crisis management system. And secondly, it is even more challenging to 

measure those parameters. This research is a humble attempt to counter this challenge to 

integrate, build upon and enhance the frontiers of IS literature to propose a generic framework 

applicable across similar IT based crisis management interventions. 

The key findings of the research include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1) The environment within which the crisis management systems functions necessitates 

the development of a suitable and a uniquely crafted evaluation model. 
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2) The role of ICT in crisis management is critical. To leverage maximum benefit from it, the 

role of evaluation to understand the nuances and intricacies of the ICT enabled crisis 

management system becomes vital. 

3) It is important that organizations engaged in crisis management make continuous and 

ongoing efforts to learn from past experiences and promote learning within their 

network of collaborators to ensure that the effectiveness of the crisis management 

systems improve further. 

4) As per the study, information access leading to relevant action is the main determinant 

of the success (or effectiveness) of the initiative. However, there are other relevant 

variables as well. 

5) There is a huge proclivity among the Ushahidi team to share their experiences and 

communicate their understanding of the Ushahidi IT platform. Therefore, if properly 

taken up an evaluation process will definitely bring to light important lessons worth 

consideration for other initiatives as well. 

It is important to recognize that the realm of crisis management and its evaluation is still a 

novel domain and its ground rules have not yet been formalized. As the discipline evolves it will 

become increasingly important to understand, analyze and measure various aspects of it.  

In conclusion, the discipline of evaluation of a crisis management system is inherently ‘messy’. 

It makes the task of proposing an evaluation framework with a guarantee that it will work 

extremely challenging. However, this inherent complexity must be viewed by the researchers 

and practitioners, more as an opportunity rather than an impediment to further develop and 

improve this domain. It remains to be seen whether the evaluation process is adapted to meet 

the needs of crisis management or the discipline of crisis management is adapted to meet the 

needs of evaluation. 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1A 

 

Table 2: The List of Interviewees (in alphabetical order) 

Name Designation 

Anahi Ayala Iacucci Director, Ushahidi Chile 

Chrissy Martin Ushahidi Haiti Evaluation Manager 

Juliana Rotich Program Director, Ushahidi 

Patrick Meier Director of Crisis Mapping and Strategic Partnerships, Ushahidi 

Sarah George Member, Ushahidi Team 

*Red Cross International used the Ushahidi platform to direct their humanitarian and relief efforts in Haiti 
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Appendix 1B 

 

List of organizations collaborating within the Ushahidi platform (in alphabetical order) 

• Crowdflower 

• Digicel Haiti 

• Digital Globe 

• Energy for opportunity 

• Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

• Frontline SMS 

• Global Voices 

• Harvard Humanitarian Initiative (HHI) 

• Imamia Medics International (IMI) 

• Innovative Support to emergencies, diseases and disasters (InSTEDD) 

• International Crisis Mappers Network Google Group 

• International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC) 

• Microsoft Research 

• Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA)  

• Open Street Map 

• Real Medicine Foundation 

• Sahana Disaster Management System 

• Samasource 

• Thomson Reuters Foundation 

• Union Haiti 

• United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 

• United States Coast Guard (USCG) 

• United States Marines 
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Appendix 1C 

 

Tentative list of questions for the interviews 

1. In your view, what is the greatest value-added of Ushahidi to the domain of 

humanitarian response? 

2. Was the Ushahidi Haiti deployment successful? If yes, why and if no, why not. How do 

you define success of the deployment? 

3. Is the evaluation of a crisis management platform necessary? What are the most 

important enabling conditions for an effective evaluation to take place? 

4. Is the evaluation approach dependent on the nature of crisis for which the Ushahidi IT 

platform has been deployed?  

5. Can an evaluation process be separated from political and social interferences? If yes, 

why? Is it preferable to use independent evaluators working in tandem with the 

Ushahidi team for the evaluation process? 

6. Are there any other effective means of data collection apart from crowdsourced crisis 

information available via SMS? 

7. What was the total number of incident report received? How many SMSes were 

received? What fractions of the SMSes were relayed across to the relevant 

humanitarian organizations? 

8. What were your goals of setting up the Ushahidi instance in Haiti?  

9. Were there a set of well defined, publically stated goals of the Ushahidi IT platform 

when it was deployed in Haiti? 

10. Did the aim and objective of its deployment change with time? 

11. What will Ushahidi do differently if such a catastrophe happens again? 

12. If proper documentation of all the steps and protocols was present, would the 

implementation have been more successful? 
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Appendix 1D 

 

List of steps in Ushahidi Haiti Deployment (in chronological order) 

 

 

Source: www.haitiwired.wired.com 
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