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PRISM: 
An Agencywide Pragr Perfommce 

Infomation System For Strategic 
Management 

I. Introduction 

II. What Is PRISM? 
A Key Element In The ~dministrator's Evaluation Initiative. 

A System Of Systems 

A Core Of Agencywide Program Performance Indicators 
A Way Of Strenghening Operational-level Program 
Performance Infomation Systems And Making Them More 
Useful To Top Managers 

Ill. Why Develop PRISM? 
To Promote Management By Results 
To Help Focus A.LD.'s Program 

- To Improve Management Accomtabfiity 

To E W c e  External Credibility 
To Race A La. At The Leading Edge Of Management 
Excellence In C -2vernment. 

IV. How Will PRISM Be Implemented? 
- Both "Bottom Up" And "Top Downt' 

CoUaboratively 
As An Evolutionary Process 
By Building On Present Performance Information Activities 
Of Operational Units 
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V. How Will PRISM Be Used? 
* As A Means Of Monitoring Program Performance 

As Evidence Of Achievements And A W m h g  Of Problems 

As A Tool For Assessing Program Alternatives In 
Conjunction With Other Evaluation, Analysis, And Reporting 

I 
I Activities . - As Useful, But By No Means Sufficient, Infomation For 

Budget Decisions And Assessments Of Managers' 

VI. How Does PRlSM Relate To Other Aspects Of 
The Strategic Management Initiative? 

I Helps Define A Common Language, Objectives, And 
Expectations For "Management Contracts" Within A.I.D. 
Provides A More Credible And Comprehensive Basis For 
Reporting Program Results To Congress. 
Provides A Framework For Other Program Perfonnance 
Analysis, Evaluation. And Reporting. 
Complements A.LD.'s Broader Reorganization And The 
Implementation Of The Other New Initiatives. 

VB. What Needs To Be Done Now? 
Work CoILab&~ratively To Develop Agencywide Strategic 
Objectives And Indicators. 
Develop Cle~rer Performance "Conpracts" Through Which 
Senbr Pdanagzrs Hold Subordinates Responsible For 
"Managing For .?Zesubts." 
Make Suocient Bdgetnry Resources Avut'labIe To 
I m p h e n t  Viable Progr~m Performame lnfomarion 



An Agency-wide Program Performance 
Information System 

For Strategic Management: 
A Plan For Design and Implemention 

I. In-tnroducf ion 

This plan describes the key components 
of program performance information systems 
evolving in A.I.D. missions and bureaus, dis- 
cusses how these systems can improve our 
ability to "manag. for results,'h~d lays out 
next steps for creating a coliaborarive agea- 
cywide program performance informarion 
system for ssategic magement (PRISM), 
intended to provide one imporrant guide for 
senior decision-makers. 

No single sct of program performance in- 
dicators can satisfy every manager's informa- 
tion needs equdy and simultaneous~y. Even 

. with a sharper ovedl smite@ f w ~ s ,  dif- 
ferent A.I.D. programs, different managers, 
and different orgmkationd levels con- 
tinue to require different b d s  of perfomce 
infomarion. CDIE therefore envisions a net- 
work of partially overlapping program perfor- 
mance information systems that can meet 
management needs at different organizational 
levels while providing zgencyride perfor- 
mance idonnation for top executives. Exist- 
ing systems will be drawn upon to the greatest 
extent possible and new information require- 
ments will be kept to a minimum. 

11. Background 

Management excellence--"doing fewer 
things, but doing them very well"--has be- 
come A.I.D.'s e n ~ -  management theme, 
But to manage smiz@cally, for better 
development resdzs, =lagers need a sound 
basis for assessiig how p m ~ s  are per- 
forming. On October 31, 1990, Adsinismtor 
Roskens announced a new initiative to 
"strengthen the role of evaluation in .AJC.'' 
as one basis for better program and policy 
decision-making and more conwincing perfor- 
mance reporting for Congressional account- 
ability. One important aspect of this 
initiakve, building on ongoing regional 
bureau and CDE efforts, focuses on improv- 
ing A.I.D.'s program performmcz monitoring 
by strengthening mission and other operation- 
al-level performance idorma~on system and 
developing a core of agencywide program 
performance indicators. 

L 
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III. Proposal 

A. Objective 

To develop an agencywide pro_- per- 
formance information system for strategic 
management (PRISM) and strengthen opera- 
tional-level performance information systems 
to provide better information on program 
results f ~ r  more informed management 
decision-making. 

B, PRISM Components 

CDIE envisions a network of partially 
overlapping p r o w  performance informa- 
Eion systems, designed 'to meet the decision- 
making needs of senior executives wMe also 
providing essential information far managers 
at other organizational levels. The key re- 
quirements include: 

Establishing An Agemywide 
Program Performance 

by focusing initially on about 10 to 15 perfor-, 
mance indicators for approximately four to six 
key s m ~ g i c  objectives. These objectives and 
indicztors would be selected through m Itera- 
tive process, facilitated by PPUCDIE, that 
would integrate common objectives iden&ed 
by management at the field level with top 
management gods. 

I Over h e ,  the system wodd be expanded 
to inc1ud~ performance indicators for other 
significant agencywide pgrams  and for 
prokpm whose strategic objectives s t i l l  need 
to be more clearly delineated before perf~r- 
mance indicators can be formulated (begin- 
ning ir, FY 92). 

Depending on senior management needs, 
the agencywide system could be further 
automated and broadened to selectively skim 
other relevant program perfomtance, activity 
status, and activity completion information 
from operati~nal-level perfonnance informa- 
tion systems (decision by mist-= 92). 

A more detailed implementation timeline 
is provided in Amex I. Conceptual develop- 
ment of the agencywide system would take 
place during the Spdng of 1991; operational 
development during the Summer of 1991; 
p r e l i a r y  data would be available by the 
Fall of 1991; and PRISM would be an operat- 
ing system by the Fall of 1992. 

Strengthening Operatio na2-Level 
Program Perfomance 
Information Systems (for 
missions, bureaus, and offices) 

by continuing and expanding CDE's support 
to help missions, bureaus, and functional of- 
hces clarify their strategic objectives, formu- 
late more rigomus and credible program 
performance indicators, utilize similar &- 
dicators wherever possible, imd make bener 
use of performaace ido'.mation in manage- 
ment decision-mkng. This includes the 
develapment of standards for operational- 
level program p t r f o m c e  information sys- 
tems (and substantial technical assistance in 
implementing those sraadads), s t a ? n d d ~  for 
documenting activity completion and status 
reports, procedures for performance informa- 
tion system quality control a d  review, and 
procedures for upward reporring as part of the 
agencywide PPZ'5M. 



Making this progrm performance infor- 
mauon useful to senior managers will, how- 
ever, require other supporting CDE 
capabilities envisioned in the Administrator's 
evaluation iniriative. This includes (1) estab- 
lishing an in-house analytical capability for 
interpreting the data, (2) relating it to ather 
CDIE and operational-level evaluaticn find- 
ings, and (3) establishing ~ p ~ . p i n g  
mechanisms to inform the Administrator and 
other senior managers of program xstnlrs and 
their implications. 

Ongoing technid assistance to missiocs 
and offices is already being e x p i l ~ t w  ak5- 
tional standads a d  guidance will be 
developed by early FY 92; decisions 
developing automated reporting sysrems u4.U 
be made later in FY 92. 

C. Uses and Limitations 

Thr: pro p e s f o m m ~  
s y s ~ m  that we have prsposed is, es~~:n&l.ly, a 
sgpst~m fa aZLg$:ncp4& p g r a n  psf-~ 
iao~ito~ng As wch, it a n  t& us whether 
desired results are scarring and whether 
program ou~3mes are basically on track It 
can aka ~rovide, at a fairly aggregate level, at 
least a rough coqarison of the kinds of 
results that Merent programs are seeking and 

I sschitving (or that simiraf programs are 
achieving io diBerent locations). Perhaps 
most importantly, it can provide a warnhg 

I 

when something & wrong and when in- 
tended r e d s  are not being achieved. 

I 

I BY itself, such a pexfommce monitoring 
system cannot tell us why results have or have 
not m e  or which, among a range of pro- 
gram alternatives, is the most efficient and ef- 
fective. Some program pxfammce 
indicators m y  &o be ~latively "slow- 
moving," and could kg behind more immedi- 
are results of program interventions. 

However, in conjunction with rhe other 
evaluation, analysis, and reportkg activities 
embodied in the Administrator's evaluation 
initiative, program performance monitoring 
becomes a much more powerful tool' for as- 
sessing program alternatives. 

CDXE's pmgram evaluation studies, for 
example, will be specifically directed at 
answering questions about how programs are 
wofhg,  why results vary, and which po- 
gram alternatives have the most impact and 
are the most wsteffective and susminable. 
Similatly, as opedona1 (mission and office) 
performance i n f ~ o n  systems are 
strengthened, management wil l  be able to bet- 
ter assess intermediate results (the achieve- 

outcomes and purposes) and 
compare the efficacy of program v*ts 
across corntries md regions. These informa- 
rion system wi l l  also enable us to summarize 
perfcmzacz: in relation to Congressional. ear- 
marks (such as warnen-indevelopment) and, 
@qs, q d y  impemant, to demonmate 
which earmarks rn central to AJD.'s 
smtegy and which ax mm pcriphmd. All 
of this i d b r r d o n  and analysis wiil then be 
syn&%sized irr d ~ e  planned annual report on 
program performance to the Administrator. 

In combination with these analyses, pro- 
gam performance moniming shoutd provide 
one useful so-unx sf * M o d o n  for budget 
deckins. This id-n should aIso be 
uses in assessing management performance. 
It shoufd be noted, however* that the relation- 
ship between program performance Infama- 
tion md budget decisions or management 
assessIIlents is neither simple nor straight-for- 
w a d  Poar results may, for example, =flea 
the extent of &e problem being addressed 
h e r  than inadequ~es in the  pro^ in- 
dicating a need fm more rather ehan less 
resources. AIrerzzatively, performance data 
may be more relevant to choosing mgng pro- 



mam alternatives than to establishing overall 
b 

funding levels for a program area lYos is past 
program performance necessarily a good in- 
dicator of a counuy's future receptivity to 
development invesrments. Placing too much 
emphasis on narrowly-defined performance 
indicators in budget decisions could also dis- 
tort the program objectives being sought and 
the data being reported More generally, per- 
formance-based budgeting raises dStcult 
questions-not fully addressable here-about 
how various program objectives, performance 
levels, orher criteria (e,g., biateral relation- 
ships), funding cmgories, and budget time 
frames should be i3ber-reW To begin 
answering these questions, CDIE plans to in- 
itiate an in-depth study of performance-based 
budgeting as pan of our current evaluation 
agenda. 

D. Attributes of an 
Agenmde  Program 
f erfunnance Information 
System 

For the Agencywide performance infor- 
mation system to be an effective snate@c 
management took 

1. Program performance indicators 
should reflect cleariy defined strategic sb- 
jectives. 

As the old a g e  goes, "if you dos't 
know where you are going, any mad wil l  take 
you there." The definition of a performance 
indicator presumes a clear undemanding of 
w k t  it is we are trying to achieve. fn the ab- 
sence of a cleat objective, the arbitmy choice 
of an "indicatortt may implicitly &t an ob- 
jective that is =mpppriate w m a ~ a b ~ e .  
Program objectives witbout p e r f m e  in- 

dicators provide no basis for accountability, 
but performance indicators without csr- 
responding strategic objectives remain empty 
promises. 

Based c;n ongoing work in developing 
mission program performance information 
systems, it is apparent that in some functional 
areas (e.g. population) strategic objectives are 
already clearly formulated and indicators are 
quite similar across a wide range of counaies. 
In other functional areas (e.g, private 
enterprise) program encornpass a relatively 
small range of srztegic objectives in differem 
counmes and may be amenable to more 
precise formulation. However, in some func- 
tional areas (e.g. as agriculture), strategic ob- 
jectives appear to vary substan~&~Uy ia 
different counny settings, and common objec- 
tives and indicators cannot yet be easily fur- 
m u l a d  The process of developing an 
agencywide program performance ';nforma- 
tioo system should help efarify wherc we?L 
defined objectives exist and where such 
objectives (and useful indicatm) are currendy 
lacking. 

h e x  2 suggests some "fiutraalve" 
agencywide objectives and indicators. These 
are based on a review of strategic program ob- 
jectives and measurable p e r f m c e  in- 
dicators developed by more than 30 field 
missions as well as on recent sfrategy docu- 
ments, including the new A.I.D. missiQn state- 
ment and the A d l m i n i s m '  four initiatives. 
Additional steps to further chiQ rhese objec- 
tives and indicators are descPibed in the final 
section on the "Need PCE Top Management 
Action an8 Support" and in the schedule 
proposed in Annex I. 

2, Agencywide strategic objectives 
should reflect the highest level of r d t s  for 
which A.W. exgece to have a significant 
impact in at least some substantial number 
of missions within a five to ten year period, 



Strategic objecrives should be within fices (e.g., in S&T, W A ,  A P E ,  etc.) and 
A-I.D.'s "manageable interest," that is, they earmarks. Regional bureaus may, however. 
should be largly achievable through the out- have important objectives that are specifk to 
comes (targets, knchrzrarks, or purposes) of their regions for which they would develop 
A.LD. project, non-project, and policy their OWE distinct indicators for assessing and 
dialogue activities. Strategic objectives in reporring performance. 
turn should connniuute to broader, country- 
level goals that A-LD. plays a role in achiev- 
ing, but could nor n o d y  achieve on its 
own. No single field mission would be ex- 
pected to encompass Agencydde 
strategic objectives Most missions would 
pursue a few strategic objectives; some mis- 
sions might pursue severat while others 
(presumably very small onesj might pursue 
only one or even none at all. 

3. Program performance for core 
strategic objectives should be measured 
consistently across countries. 

Performance should be comparable md, 
to the extent possible, additive for reporting 
across cou13aies. groups of couome, regions, 
or wo-rldwide, This does not necessarily re- 
quire a single, quantitative sale, but does re- 
quire cOmmDn definitions of objectives and 
indiamn across counaies so that, for ex- 
ample, pacentagc changes can be cornpared, 
Zn accurdaace with the Congressional W3D 
mandate, agencyide indicators referring to 
people should &o be reparable by gender. If 
perfo-ce camof be measured reasonab1y 
consistently across coll~luies, then the objec- 
tive sfiodd probably not be part of the PRISM 
system, 

5. Agenc_vwide strategic objectives 
should also reflect a convergence of both 
top management goaIs (for exampIe, as ex- 
pressed in the Agency's mission statement 
and tke Administrator's new initiatives) 
arnd major operational emphases in the 
fidd (such as child survival, population, 
tmde and investmen& etc). 

However, strategic objectives for dif- 
ferent progfanss do nct necessarily have to 
embody results of the same magnitude or 
level. h some prwgmm areas ALD. can 
reasonably be expected to accomplish more 
than in others. Strategic objectives should 
reflect the highest level of result in a program 
area that is within A.m.'s manageable inter- 
est and for which AlD, is &g and able to 
be held accountab1e. 

E Organizational Roles 

1, On-going experience in AeveIoping 
field mission performance information sys- 
tems, facilitating a dialogue b e t w n  
management g& and operational objec- I 

tives, bas proven quite effective and can be 
mugMy duplicated in devdoping an agm- 
cmde PWJSM system. 

4. Agencywide strategic objectives The deveIoprnent of an agencywide p m  
should not be sp&Gc to a particular - ~ f i o ~ ~  inf-on vem should, 
region. in other words, be both a "bottom up" and a 

Agencywide strategic objectives should "top downJr process. This process has already 

not reflect programs tBat are unique KO a begun. The initial work of regionat bureaus 

single country or =@on They should also be and missions, supplemented by CDIE and 
consuItants, to strengthen performance infor- capable of encompassing program perfor- 
mation systems in nearly 30 missions (includ- mance related ro non-regional functional of- 
ing more rhan a dozen intensive "Program 



P~rfarmance Management and Evaluation 
Pilots"), has provided extensive information 
on smtegic objectives and indicators at an 
operational level. The new A.I.D. Mission 
Statement and the Administrator's new initia- 
tives provide a broad h e w o r k  of Agency 
go& and objmives. In mid-February, CDIE 
convened a nvo day workshop, involving 
wick regional bureau and functional office 
panicipation, that took the first important 
steps (see Annex 3) towards articulating the 
relationship between deve10pment programs 
in the field and agencywide objectives. 

This ptan has itself been intensively 
reviewed and substanWy revised based on 
discussions both with managers and technical 
staff in the operating bureaus. It will be fur- 
ther revised based on feedback from a 
scheduled April 22nd briefiag for the Ad- 
ministrator and the Senior Staff- As outlined 
in &C implementation timeline (Annex I), the 
&velr>pmenx process will continue intensively 
and coUabararively through more &miled 
analysis of opemional--level objectives and 
indicators; funher discussions with technical. 
and management s W ,  and continued feed- 
back fiom reorganization transition teams, 
sector councils, and inixiative working pups .  

2. Operational unib (missions, 
bureaus, and functional offices) win con- 
tinue to piay the primary role in collecting 
program performance data. 

Every regional b m u  and most missions 
and functional offices are already developing 
p e r f m c e  infomation systems to meet 
their own program managemen& strategic 
planning, and repartrng needs. Most of this 
mass of information, which goes well beyond 

what CDIE could collect on its own, will be 
collected and analyzed through activity- 
funded mechanisms. Much of this infoma- 
tion is also directly relevant to rtgencywide 
performance infomation needs. Although 
more consistent and comparable performance 
measures may be needed for some core objec- 
tives, every effort will be made to keep new 
information requirements to a m i n m  

3. CDIE will provide coordination and 
technical asistance to support the com- 
parability, credibility, and rigor of opera- 
tional-level program performance 
information system including reporting 
an common agencywide core program ob- 
jectives and indicators. 

Rather than creating entirely separate 
data collection aad reporting requirements, 
CDTE will draw upon existing operational- 
level p r o w  performance information sys- 
tems, incorpo~iidng ody those additional 
elements n d  for m e - @  agencywide 
P m V  perf-= At the same 
time, B)IE wiU play a continuing rule in 
providbg technid assistance, d e k e a ~ g  
standards and guidelines, and reviewing the 
quality of operational-level infczrmation sys- 
terns, This will result in better and more com- 
parable operational-level perfommce data, 
more suitable for summary and sp&esis or 
for e v e n d  inc-oa ia a m m  com- 
prehensive automated database. 

4. Operational units will continue 
analyzing program performance infoma- 
tion to meet their own decis ion-mg 
needs and CDIE will take the lead h 
analyzing program performance idorma- 
tiaa as a basis far Agencywide decision- 
making and Congr&onl reprtiq. 



Unandyzed pro,- performance infor- - focus the program, "stay the 
mation has limited utility. Missions, bureaus, course," and do fewer things, but 
and functional offices wiU continue to play a do them very well; 
major-and, liieiy, an expanded-role in 
adyzi9lg such idormation as a basis for 
operational decisions about program &sie;n, 
impiemenmtion, and alternatives. In conjunc- 
tion with its broader evaluation, analysis, cind 
reporting functions, CDIE will play the lead 
role in analyzing performance infomiion as 
a basis for top-management program snB 
policy deckions and Congessiond account- 
ability. 

IV. The Need for Top 
Management Action and 
Support 

If the Adminismmr concurs with this 
plan, we recommend thas he: 

1. Amounce his approval in principle for 
the appach outlined in this plan and his 
mmmime3t to impsoving program perfof- 
mane information as a key element in 
smtegk nmaagemenc 

2. Ask Assistant A ~ ~ t o r s ,  Mission 
Directors, arid other operational managers to 
participate in clarifjting performane objec- 
tives m d  indicators and in developing pro- 
gram p e r f m c e  infomarion systems; 

delineate agenc yvrride pexformmce 
indicators that to the greatest extent 
possible build on and sneng&en 
operational-level objectives and 
information systems; 

develop core agencywick strategic 
objectives that reflect both major 
continag operational program 
themes and top management 
priorities (e-g., new inirizatives); 

* support the development of 
"management contracts" through 
which operational units would be 
held accountable for measuring 
program performance and using 
performance information in 
program decisions; 

4. C l d y  how program performance in- 
formation will and will not be used, remgniz- 
ing that it wiE only be one factor M&g 
management decisions about programs, 
budgets, and gersonneI; and 

5. Ensure that sufficient budgetary 
resources are available to implement program 
p e r f m e  information systems, inc1uding 
substantial technical assistance to operational 
units and support for related dam coL1ection 
and analysis activities. 

3, Indicate his c d t m e n t  to a col- 
laborative approach in w&g with opera- 
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ANNEX k PRISM IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

DATEtS) ACTIONS 
2/1561 Completed initial review of operational-lzvei objectives and indicators (based on performance information 

piloots and technical sssisrance activities conduaed in approximately 30 miEsior~ o v a  rhc preceding 18 monrhs). 

335.31 Completed initial review of formal agencywide goal and objective sraternents. 

Conducred t w d y  Workshop for regional bureau and functional o f f i e  participmts assessing operational-level 
abjcctives md indifators in reiatim o agencywide mtcgies and goals. 

Completed d d t  agencywide PRISM plan. 

Complcted revised PRISM plan based on discussions with opcrafional unit and s d m  managanent 
r e p s c n w ~ s .  

Frch imy  PRISM p h  submid to the AdminkRatoT. 

h d  prexJltation d r e v i e w  of PRISM plan as pan of &e Administntor's Q ~ a ~ l y  EvduadonBriefing. 

Rcliminary pian &ed pex briefing and appved by the Administrator. 

Jnf~lsive and* of operational-level 
objectives and indiauors EII~ p m v i s i d  formMon of core agcncywidt objectives and indicators. 

I ~ ~ ~ a d v c  review d revision of coa~. objectives and Micatots based on comments snd me&-s wirh 
senior managas, r r o r ~ t i a n   ami it ion teams. initiatives working groups secmr council& and opdonal 
units (mcluding anintensive workshop with visiting mission program officus in Washington in July). 

8Dl- Selaction and revkhn of key in-. Feesib'ity testing and assessment of dara 
9/91 availabiliry in the hid. CoIIecdon of initid dataon s d d  i n d i w  from seleeed sites. 

4Bl- Conhued w l n k l  assistance in developing 
9191 opctrriollal p r o g m u p a f ~ i n f d o n s y s t a n s  provided to 6-8 dditiona2 m.idws/offi~cs. 

Submission of opgadunal PRISM plan and progress r m  describing core objerivcs and b d h t ~ ~  d 
providing available data for same mdicams in some ca-cs. as pars of rhe Adminis~ror's Qmtaly 
Evdzration Briefing. 

Opesariolral PRTSM plan approved. Begin full-scale implementation of dara c o l k t i o ~  analysis. and s y s m  
devdopmenr scdridcs (thraugh baeaus and offices), revising m e r  as implancntarion w. 
Cxlnzsinud implanmtafion and r d o n  of PRISM sysran; debzstian of a d d i t i d  mdiatarrs; deveiopmcnt 
of iomd guidaxw md mndards for indicators repordng. 

Co~tdtechnieriassisrsnce in chifying objectives and mdicatrns d c o 1 l d g  and using p g r a  
perfomlance infaundon in 12-18 m h i o ~ .  inchding the d t v e l o p ~ ~ ~ U  md -1- of work- 
hr the fidd 

Devdopmcntofgdamc md standards far project dnon-projcctafrivi~ completionzcportr andotha 
pardolio sraats andperfozmnct r-g. 

Possible systans d e v e l v  fm d @d-level PIUSM databax. 

Conhued tccfmical wisurnet in clarifying objxtivcs and indicators and in all+ and using pafonumcc 
i n f d a n  m 6-9 missions 

Pmmperf- i n f e  sysmr, q w  reviews ini- (6-9 officulmkhr~~). 

Long term mai~tmamx and evolutioo of PRISM database. 

Possible impiememuion of expanded and oomputerized operational-levei PPEM dambases. 



An objcctivo tree provides a visual ropl%sentalion of the logical nladals between program' acdvides and outcomes . , 
an3 higher level objectives and gods. As discussed in the kxt, coro agencywide objecdvves and indlcfilon bc 

developed Ln a collaborative pmcoss over the next six months, ?Ids illustrative paltlal objective tree is meant to 
suggst possible agencflde objcclives and indicsiors that might bc conslderrd as a startlng pint for dlscusslo~~. 

, 

AGENCY 
GOAL 

CORE 
STRATEGIC! 
OB.TEKXIVPS 

MAJOR 
PROGRAM 
OBJECTIVES 

Mom Swnlnrble 

I THE ADM..INISTRATQRSIS INITITATIVOS 

'Ihe Admhlistrator's four Md~dves -Ole environment, the family, the busil~css 
partnership, arld democrallz&on-couId be treated several dfferent wiys in 
formulating an an (r~cncy-wide objective trcc: (1) as Agency sub-gods dcfirling an 
entire bmch of the tree: (2) as major cross-cutdng strategies or therncs that ~ I C  
mflected in several dlfferont program objectives; (3) as discrete program objcctivcs; 
or (4) as entirely outside the objective tree structure, In m r  illustrative objective 
m e ,  democratizadon and ohQ envimnmcrrt were hated  as subgouls, willlc IJIC 
family initiative nrad tho bushcss pamcrship were viewed as cross-cullit~g tllclrlcs 

that would bc mmnnlfcst in sov,: ,;;i cf;:'ferent program areas. 



ILLUSTRATIVS A G E N C Y W I D E  P R O G R A M  OBJECTIVES 
A N D  P E R F O R M A N C E  INDICATORS 

L Increased Private Sector 

2 haeased Agricultural Fsodu~Vity 

3. Improved Natural Res~auces Maaagwent 

4 More Effective and Enduring Democratic 

of the Government to Rule 

5. Tncreased Use of More Wective and 
Sustainable Human Services. 

i 
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More Detailed Elustration of 
Private Sector Objectives 

Increased Private I 
Sector Growth 

I Ecaomic Policy Awareness I 

a Promote Pdicy Ref~roll uJ kt- 
Uveb of Private I n w e M  

Expa~Bd Trade & In.ws@~mt 
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Il Agency-wide Monitoring 06 Program Performance 

This note summarizes some of MSI's concfusions fallowing CDIE's recent workshop ofi 

Pmgram Perlormance Information Systems. These conclusions are drawn from observations at 
the workshop itself and from recent experience of MSI teams workins dosely with some 30 
USADs and two regiond Bureaus on their respective program perfom-ace objecrives and 
indicators. The pains made here supplement those made in other MSI publications on this 
subject and are focused. in particular on'issues rebvant to ths design of a central system 
maintained by CDE for utilizing a limited set of indicators to monitor and repon on program 
performance Agency-wide. 

Like most of those present at the workshop, MSI part ic ips  left fixling somewhat 
reas& as to the fdb'lity of ident&?yhg a &scree number of substantive areas, and 
possibly a comspondingly limited s*$ of smtcgic abjectives, that capture the bulk of ALD-'s 
de facoo activities and m n t i y  announcad initiatives. With some modest amount of effort, i: 
should be possible to crq.s& a chancterhtion of these areas aad objectives rhar would 
m e  several purposes - inciuding describing the portfolio concisely to interested audiences, 
summarizing progrim performma in a carsistent and aggregate manner, and facilitating 
strategic p I d g  at the se~or management level, The necessary caveats are, however, 
numerous. 

.One of the most effective aspects of the PPIS exercise to date has &been the willingess 
and abiity of most of the assisted U S m s  to fmu5ate smeegic objectives that capture the 
essence of what they believe to be csscntkl m their pmgam. Were this pnxxss has k e n  
effectively undertaken, &e choice sf approp&e indicators of performance agzinst &esc 
objectives has ken a relativtIy straighdmd and t e c h i d  matter- We shm the view 
expressed by sevexal at the workshop that rhe proposed DIE system requires some 
mmparable process to take place in Washington if it is  to be perceived as seriaus and if the 
selection of indimtors is not to become the "tail wagging the dog-* However, given the 
process idready underway with the missions and the valtie A-ID. has mdition~d.ly placed on 
responsiveness to Zocd circumstances and n&, it wo~uld be unf-te if the d e s k  far 
consistency were to manifest itself in imposition of a set of specific smtegic objectives for 
application by USAID missions w~ld-widt. Any ane of five dtemdves to this outcome 
would *pear to be p f e d 1 e .  

The first d~mative is to regard centrally formulated objectives as being of a "higher 
lml" than mission objectives and k f m  as the gods to which strategic objectives st1& 
by t5s missions arc expected to conttibute, This is a s e n m y  the approach amently a d q d  
by the LAC Bureau but would'pmcnt sorue ti3Kcdties for the Africa Bma~i's e f f a  to 
encourage n5ssion.s to stkt strategic objectives that reflect "people-IeveI impaa" 

I A second alternative is to use c e n d y  formdated objectives as a fhntwork for, 
and means for summaxizing, mission objecrives and performance. This alternative 9scrlk 
considerable responsibility $0 those in the cenw fur determining the conpence of propsed 
mission objectives wilh cennafly micuhted objectives and for ~urnrn~zing acraiIz$!e F F ~  urn 
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performance dam reponed fim the fieid in tc,ms of those objectives. The system currently 
operated by the Africa Bvr-eau is essentially of this type- 

A tfiird alternative is to regard centrally fomulated objecrives as themes, premises or 
philosophical propositions guiding Agency action or priorities. The "four pillars" were 
designed to function in this way as is the Agency's cVmnt  mission staternem and several 

I elements of the Administrator's new initiatives, The PPI, system cunently used by the ENE 
Bureau is also of this type. It may be noteworthy that, by their nature, such objmti\les are 
somewhat more useful for screening the desirability of proposed activities than for 
summarizing in my aggregate way the accomplishments of &e past 

A fourth alternative is to use cenmy fcmdated objectives to emphasize program 
priorities rather than to ch-rize near rem program content, Depending on how consistent 

I past program choices were with cumnr priorities, such systems may reflect a relatively limited 
I proportion of d ~ e  existing gortfdio but serve to emphasize new anas of interest to senior 

I management. The obj~pives commmiwtesf to the field by the APRE Bureau are of this type- 

Fmaily, a frftb altkmative to forcing adoption of the same Limited set of smtegic 
objectives by US.4ID missions would be to opi~ for an entirely "lrcram-up" system whereby 
program pe r fmace  objectives at the Agency level wsdd simply reflect a thoughtful 
grouping ax wegorization of stra~gic objectives formulated at the mission level and refined in 
a dialogue between Washington and the field. ]In this alternative, Agency program objectives 
would necessarily be f~rmdated in ~IativeIy broad m s  atld would mare closely resemble 
program areas than strategic objectives sf the csnveratiand type. 

I 

While sekctiou among h e  options Iisted above is obviously a perquisite of senior 
management, it is important &at any such action be taken with an eye to in udliry for general 
managernem purposes and not merely from the perspective of informatian management arid 
reporting. It is atso importanx to note the relatively 1% time period required to substantially 
redirect the composition of a program as heavily mortgaged as A.ID.'s currently is. 

In ow view, the considexable de Pact0 conpencs and cohemnce in the cUZTent portfolio 
is a previously linder-u- management asset with considexable potentid d u e  in 
responding to the ~ u e n t  deism that the Agency Ia6:h dindon and attempts to be "al l  
things to all people." Quite apart from the netd for some consofidation in A-LD.'s breadth of 
action in specie countries' and the need to reformdate pmgram strategies in c e h  areas, we 
believe it would be possible to paint a much cXearer and moxe concise picture of the Agency 
and itts activities is 6:ornmordy paayrx l  so A.LD, staff or to intmsted outside parties- 
Descriptive profile data of this type w d d  provide a starting pint  and database for a 
senlor management exexcise focused on possible redkzt io~~ of gw6olio content. While other 
of tb options &&bed above might offer ad&itional returns, an exercise of the sort discussed 
in this paragraph offers considerab1e benefits at minimal cost to current program content or to 

I As suggested above, we believe it is imporrant that any system of indicators be viewed 
in terms of the effect ir will have on Agency morale and operations, and the (irnpiicit) .-. 



1 messages it will send with regard to Agency objectives. The more unclear senior 
management's intentions ate with regard to the possible use of the system to alter priorities 
and management approaches, the more contention will surround ostensibly "technical" aspects 
of the sysem such as selection of indicators, repomng intervals and data collection 
responsibilities. 

At the workshop, CDE demonsmted a consmctive wilIingness to acknowledge the 
inherent limitations of my centrally managed system of progrzm rzmperf~rmance indicators and to 
reflect a view, which we share, &at decisions about daa analysis and use are of substantidly 
greater importance than any effort to identify "optimum" indicators. Any such indicators 
should be few in number, feasible to mnea in a consistent manner, and required only from 
thost missions implementing significant programs in the relevant substantive ~IWL 

Easiest to generate and initially most useful d be descriptive data on tht prof& and 
level of ALD.'s a~tivities wddwide with respect to each of the obje~tives deemed to be of 
su&.5enc intaesc to wanant somc nacking. In addition, data on the degree of accomplishment: 
of @C suategic objectives .will serve w indicate whether, over time, the problems kLD. 
has chosen to target are showing any signs of remediatiion. However, in virtually no case will 
data on progress tow%& the achievemeat of these strategic objectives constitute a suffrcitnt or 
gIatsib1Ee basis for judging the recent @omance of A.LD,'s activities in the counuies and 
program axas of intencsr. Only when accompanied by some reasonable monitoring of c k a  
"pmgran outpus" and reinforced by a credible system of program evaluation can any simple 
system of pn,&tun pcrfomance monimhg pcnpon to prwide any msoaab1e piconc of 
program eE&cti~~11ess. And even &en, such data should only be used with cart, probably in 
conjmcrioa with some type of review pracxss, 

In our vicw, it is both feasible and important to employ a ~latively participatory pnxxss 
with regional Bi.mxm and (to tht extent psssible) missions in determining tht a r c h i m  for 
any new system. WE should encourage senior management to be as clear i?s vssible 
regarding heir infamation needs and substantive priorities and should thea look ;to sector 
councils and regional DP offices to contribute s ~ b s ~ ~ y  to the articulation of opeeonal 
dements on" the system sucb as wording of objectives aad seieetioa of indiamrs- Far the 
-011s noted above, it would seem to be desirable to build, when possible, on O~FVCS and 
indicams airway developed and field ESCB by Fdy, and p a b p s  most 
imprlmdy, the braadcst possible ageanent should be sought oa t$c pmccss fry which 
program 1perfmna.n~~ data d be npmd and used f ~ r  management or nmufcc a l l d o n  
prrppos&s within the Agency. 


