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I. STATEMEMT OF PRORLEM

Some time ago, an office in A.I.D./W commissioned an evaluation of
a project which .involved special training in the United States at several
institutions and also promotion of similar training overseas. A non-
profit association was hired to do the job. It in turn recruited two
specialists in the field. It is not known whether they were also ex-
perienced in program evaluation procedures. The evaluators were given
about three weeks for the job.

One of the evaluators wanted to look at aspects of the project
which the A.I.D, monitor qonsidered beyond the scope of work. He was
also more critical of parts of the project than the other evaluator
(they did some of the work together and some alone). In a debriefing
session, each submitted reports which were seen Ly gseveral A.I.D. of-
ficials. However, the evaluators were unable to arrange time from their
regular work to prepare a unified report. Anofficial report was {in-
ally prepared by the A.I.D. monitor, association officer, and less-
critical (and geographically closer) evaluator. It contained the' ma jor
points of the critical evaluator but without detailed backup. It was
duplicated by the association.

After some aelay, the critical evaluator obtained a copy of the
official report and then filed a complaint with the A.I.D. Administrator
about irregularities. At the Administrator's request, the staff of the
Auditor General investigated and concluded that the unified report did
include the major critical points, and that the A.I.D. monitor did not
violate Agency policies. At the same tine, the Auditor Genmeral recom-

mended and the Administrator agreed that A.I.D. should review its



procedures to determine whether changes would be advisable.

This is the genesis for the current assignment. Several issues
were involved in the instance described. Did part of the confusion
arise from a vague scope of work? Should the work of the evaluators
have been more closely monitored by the headquarters of the nonprofit
association? Did the A.I.D. project officer play too active a part?

Such questions imply that dissent is undesirable and could be avoided
by better procedures. On the other hand, presentation of differing view-
points may be a way of getting at the true situation. Should a scope of
work actually encourage the members of an evaluation team to state their
individual interpretations of data in the body of their report? Would
this alert administrators to possible problems so that they would scke
more balanced decisions ~- or would it unduly complicate the decision-
making process and. tend to encourage less attention to evaluation find-
ings and recommerdations?

Even if the Agency does not encourage differences of interpretation,
should it ensure that dissents are published in accord with the traditions
and ethics of scholarship? Or does the convenience of management over-
ride the scholarly imperative?

The commissioners of this review of evaluation procedures used the
opportunity to request a consideration of issues which are related to but
broader than the narrow problems of how to handle dissent. They were
seeking ideas on how to get the broadest, most objective presentation for
decision makers and then how to encourage decision makers to pay more at-
tention to evaluation findings and recommendations.

Thus, the quality of evaiuations may suffer from various kinds of

pressures for consensus. Thess say be exerted by a team leader, who



seeks a unanimous report because it will ba more convincing and because
he so interprets his responsibility as leader. Or the pressures may come
from project managers and their supervisors (either host government or
conor) who want evaluations to endorse their work. Evaluators who are
staff members may be influenced by organizational loyalties nr ambition.
Evaluators who are vutsiders may submit acceptable reports in the hope of
subsequent contracts.

More likely than unethical presswres arc the influences of profes-
sional and ideological biases. ZIngineers may have an edifice complex.
Social anthropologists are concerned about relationships. Economists
look for favorable cost/benefit ratios. Fow can these various perspec-
tives be filtered or reconciled to reach the best decision?

The problem of suppression may occur in the final stage of an evale
uation. After the data have been analyzed and findings made (the stage
of staffwork, whether by permanent staff or consultants) the decision
stage of evalvation is reached. Policy cffizials may disregard or reject
recommendations. Should the Agency have a process for reviewing decisions
about evaluation recommendations, just as it responds in writing to audit
findings?

Reflecting such considerations, the scopé of work calls for a report
analyzing the issues involved in promoting objectivity and candor in eval-
uation, in defiuing the ethics of dissent, and in protecting the rights
of individual researchers and firms or institutions participating in
evaluation research. Also {0 be discussed are measures needed to im-
prove and protcct the ability of the government to make effective use
of evaluation results ard the appropriate disposition of information
gained on the basis of confi ial relationships. (See Appendix A for

text of the Scope of Work).
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This scope might be interpreted so broadly that the contractor
would discuss all methods for ensuring objectivity, including techniques
for social science research. Similarly he might explore ramifications of
assuring that administrators use evaluation finds or disseminate those
findings to interested people.

Instead, guided by the Office of Evaluation in the Bureau of
Program and Policy Coordination and mindful of the realities of how
evaluation is conducted in A.I.D., the contractor has attempted to steer
4 reasonable course between the overly narrow problem of dissent and the
unmanageably wide topics of objectivity and utilization.

The order of presentation in the report follows that of the scope of
work: a review of literature on the subject (Chapter II), codes of ethic
of key professional societies and consultant organizations (Chapters 1II
and IV), information from interviews (Chaptar V), analysis of issues and
recommendations (Chapter VI). For convenience, recommendations are re-

rroduced in Appendix I at the end of the report.



IT. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Selected recent writings about evaluation which discussed aspects
of the problem of objectivity and ethics in evaluation were reviewed.
In many cases, these authors cited earlier writings, so that a fairly
thorough overview of different authorities and opinionsg could be cb-
tained without compiling an extremely long bibllography. (See Appendix B
for an Annotated Bibliography)

The following sectlons synthesize the views of various writers on
ten selected topics which seemed most important for this inguiry., For
| readabillity, titles and dates are omitted. The reader who wants such
details can refer to the Appendix B.

Evaluation vs. Research

The preceding chapter on "Statement of Problem" mentioned the tra-
ditions and ethics of scholarship which may require publications of
dissent. It also suggested that the convenience of management mizht
override such an obligation. Here we have a difference in approach
which is crucial to the whole question of dissent, objectivity and ethics;
namely, -the different approaches of the researcher and the evaluator.,
Since many of those now earning their livelihood as evaluators began
as researchers and since many of those who write about evaluation have a
more scholarly bent than other practitioners, the literature pays a good
deal of attention to these approaches.

This apparently esoteric, philosophical discussion is of some con=
cern to the Agency for International Development for several reasons.
First, it must decide what it wants from evaluation so that it can

meet its responsibilities more effectively -- responsibilities for de-



velopment and for oroper use of the taxpayers' money. At the same time
that A.I.D. shapes evaluation to its own purposes, it must also follow
accepted standards of evaluation well enough to be credible with the
Congress and the public. Finally, A.I.D. must maintain a reputation o?
fairness so that it can attract good evaluators. Therefore, a summary
of differing perception about research and evaluation is a zood way to
begin.

Researchers regard thelr primary function to be the discovery aud
putlication of knowledge. Their professional ethies require them to
adhere strictly to scientific methodology almrst without regard to the
possible influence such adherence may have on the operation of the pro-
gram being evaluated. For instance, some researchers would refuse to
modify an activity to increase its effectiveness because such a modi-
fication would also alter a research design. If their findings are ig-
nored, researchers may feel compelled to publish them in an effort to
marshall opinion.

In contrast to this research viewpoint are other writings which
point out that evaluation is a process of management. As such, it
should be oriented to specific policy or program decisions. Not only
1s evaluation limited in the questions asked, it is also limited in the
time available -- its results serve no purpose if they are not on hand
before the decision. Since management operates in a context of poli-
tical responsibility, evaluation may be only one factor influencing
the decision.

Bvaluation uses social science methods to help make action de-
clslons more accurate and objective. The social science methods involve

establishing criteria for success, collecting evidence about those
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and then drawing conclusigns. The process differs from usual management
practices of basing decisions on trained sensibility or from traditional
political methods of marshalling opinion. It takes more time and money

than using intuition.

(At this point, we can digress briefly to consider definitions.

The Office of ianagement and Budget defines evaluation as systematic
analysis and evaluation research as strict adherence to experimental
design. Most authors use the words evaluation and evaluation research as
synonymous, recognizing that many research techniques are usable in evale
uation.)

Although using social science methods, evaluation takes place in a
context which is intrinsically inhospitable to scientific methods. As-
pects of time and money and of differing approaches to decisions have
been mentioned. In addition, as Freeman points out, the major impetus
for rational policy making and program development are political and
pragmatic. Thus it is the politician, the planner, and the foundation
executive who exercise the effective leadership in the evaluation re-
search fleld, not the researcher.

The precision of definition needed for good research comes froa
the policy maker. Rossi and Wright point out that the independent
variable of the program goals, and the dependent variables of the tar-
gets and criteria for success are set for the evaluator, although he
may help clarify them. Illustrative of the setting of criteria is
the investigation of the impact of guaranteed annual income on work
incentive rather than on family stability or health. iforeover, the
research design is often affected by the nature of the problem, which

may prevent use of control groups, for example. Thus evaluation is
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more judgmental than other research.

3ecause of these characteristics of evaluation, early writers were
apologetic. Researchers had accused them of abandoning their principles.
Now, evaluators are beginning to regard evaluation as something different
from research, a profession with its own standards. Thus they have coined
the term evaluation research and have formed a professional association.
Weiss proudly asserts that evaluation research can be worthwhile when there
are complex outcomes, when decisions are important and expensive, and when
evidence is needed to convince people about the validity of conclusions,

A.I.D.'s approach to evaluation has always been pragmatic. For eval-

uation of single projects, A.I.D. decided that the responsibility for
the majority of evaluations would rest with the field mission or A.I.D./W
office managing the projects. (To derive guidance for future progranm
policy, comparative evaluations are directed from headquarters.)

Decentralization of evaluations has both advantages and disadventages.
On the positive side are coverage of more projects, greater knowledge a-
bout projects, and easier use of findings to modify project design or
execution. On the negative side are posgsible losses in‘objectivity and
less informative evaluation reports.

A.I.D. has adopted several precedures to help overcome the threats
to objectivity posed by dewolution of evaluation responsibility. Cne
is gromotion of the logical framework approach to project design, so
that criteria for evaluation (targets and indicators) are agreed in ade.
vance and arrangements made to collect data as the project vroceeds.
Another is the policy for collaborative project design and later collator-
ative evaluation, so that the different perspectives of host and donor are

taken into account. A third is the use of outside consultants for
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data collection and analysis, or objectivity to its own efforts.

It was an instance in the use of outsiders that led to this assign.
ment and it is most likely that questions about dissent will arise when
there is a team of outsiders. Internally, there may be suppression
rather than dissent. 3ut use of outsiders does not in itself assure ob-
Jjectivity, as review of subsequent topics from literature will show. Out-
siders may bring their own biagses or may offer "expert" opinion instead
of solid evidence.

Thus A.I.D. has a continuing tension between the practicallties of
management and the desirability of objectivity. The absolutes of re-
search and unrealistic, but constant attention is needed to the application
of procedures such as those cited above.

Judgments

The intrinsic meaning of evaluation is that something®is judged --
that a2 value is put on it. Yet some argue that evaluators should confine
themselves to description, leaving the interprcuation or judgment to de-
cision makers. It is thought that in this fashion evaluators can re-
main scizntists. The difficulty with such a holier-than-thou attitude
is that evaluators would not be discharging their responsibility to help
the decision maker, who may lack the skill and certainly lacks the time
to interpret data and reach conclusions. Joreover, the problem of valde
bilases still is not obviated by refraining from judgment, as is discussed
below under the heading of "Influence of Values."

Weiss argues that evaluators owe the organization that funds their
work not only objectivity but as much usefulness as they can devise. But
when the evaluators make recommendations, they should state which are Sup=-
ported by data and which draw on knowledge and values from outside the
study.



/+I.D. has a mixed record concerning evaluation judgments, which
come at two stages in the evaluation process. First, judgments come at
the staff work stage of analyzing data, sorting out issues, and devising
recommendations. Next is the review of staff work by decisions and ac-
cepting, modifying, or rejecting recommendations. Sometimes, when the
staff work is done by an outside team, the team is given so little time
and so little previously collected data that it has no choice but to of=-
fer unsupported opinions. At other times, decision makers have chosen
to ignore well-supported findings and recommendations. They may do this
because of a broader and valid view of political and social forces or they
may simply be stubborn advocates of their own prograns,

Influence of Values

Many writers point out that social sciences borrowed from physical
sciences the myth that science is value-free. Gradually, scholars have
come to realize that even physical science is not as value-free as it
claims. As for program evaluation, it takes place in a context full of
values, both for evaluators and for program managers.

Lynd and Kelman both declare that a controlling factor in any science
is the way the problem is stated. This reflects values, either profes-
sional or ideological. For instance two people might étudy poverty be-
cause they are against it. A psychologist might look at the motivations
of the poor and the sociologist at their access to opportunities.

Anderson and Bell sort values into three categories. One is ideologies.
Evaluators may not be aware of their ideologies -- such as the "rightness"
of pre-natal care or more education and the "wrongness" of corporal pun-
ishment or limited access to museums. 5. R. House advocates an ideological
approach which seeks a "just" distribution of resources maximizing satis-

faction for all, not just the elite. Kudson propounds a "law": "The
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greater the ideological relevance of research, the greater the 1ikelihood
that the research worker... will pay selective attention to the evidence

ne collects." Another category of values is personal preferences, which

are not unlike ideologies. Finally, professional values are reflected in
choices of methods.

Welss points out that evaluation incorporates a set of political as-
sumptions on the desirability of meeting stated goals and the probability
of reaching goals. By accepting experimental variables, evaluation conveys
that other elements in the situation are unimportant. Evaluation usually
looks at services, not social structure. It is reformist, hodifying pro- .
grams without drastic change. Sjoberg says ;chat the evaluator belongs to
a social order and accepts indicators compatible with it.

How can the influence of values be handled? Campbell proposes
methodological protections discussed in the next section. Myrdal said
that values must be explicitly stated. Weiss hopes that the evaluator
will at least distinguish which recommendations are supported by data
and which derive from knowledge or values outside the study. In legal

terms, the obiter dicta should be kept separate. Anderson and 3all urge

that evaluators examine their values, inform evaluation sponsors of
values that may influence the planning of the evaluation, and to the ex-
tent possible without creating confusion, inform audiences how results

t

reflect a particular approach. But they conclude that there is no con-
venient means for making values explicit and that the evaluator must gen-
erally depend upon a simple accounting of decisions made during the eval-
uation, the reasons for thése decisions and the major alternatives.

One implication for A.I.D. of these observations about the pervasivea

ness of values is that A.I.D. jtself should set many of the controlling
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values guiding evaluations, rather than leaving them to outsiders. A
number of values, such as emphasis on helping the poor, have been set 0]
the Foreign Assistance Act. Others are contained in A.I.D. policies.
Scopes of works should specify areas of concern. At the same time,
outsiders may usefully help overcome the limitations Weiss cites of ig-
noring some variables or of accepting social structure.

Digsent, Adversary Views, Alternative Prespectives

"In an effort to protect against such biases as may arise from the
evaluators! values, the choice of probleus to investigate and criteria
to judge by, or the relationship of evaluators to program and sponsors,
some authors have argued for methods which encourage different viewpoints.

Thus darcia Guttentag, the late president of the Evaluation Research

Society, sald that the application to evaluation of methods developed
for other problems leads to difficulties in producing useful information.
For example, experimental designs and classical statistics can force a
set of assﬁmptions on a program or attempt to change the program. Zcon-
omic analysis stresses input and output but neglects process and the sub-
ject. Since the perspectives of various participants differ, research
ought to seek a couwbination of information bearing on all participants'’
values rather than mere assessment of behavioral changeé. she maintained
She was working on what she called a "decision theorétic" model, which
she characterized as a simplified form of multi-attribute scaling of
utilities using Bayesian statistics. The only example I fcund was for'
a program selection rather than evaluation. Guttentag also urged the
use of multiple sources of information, e.g. evaluation of employment
training by both the Lepartment of Labor and the National Academy of

Science.
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Diener says that one can work against a possiblg blas by considering
alternative perspectives.

Campbell advocated various methodologies to promote objectivity
such as simultaneous replications of social eyperiments evaluuted by two
‘contractors, critical re-analysis of data by another researcher, encouraging
internal criticism through minority reports and alternative analyses. He
thought arranging for checks and balances could overcome not only biases
from values but also cognitive bilases of several kinds: tendency to over-
simplify the environment and hence get too little information about it; a
"perceptual set" so that when a generalization is formed, additional infor-
mation is perceived in a way to support rather than deny it; and a con-
trast bias to notice the unusual rather than the central tendency.

Sjoberg points out that there are several kinds of logic or forms of
inquiry. .ost research tests hypotheses -- a logico-deductive method.
Another logic is analogy. This is legal reasoning, with emphasis on pre-
cedent. A third logic is dialectic -~ weighing and reconciling contra-
dictory arguments. Sjoberg thinks this can be useful for some evaluations.
It would mean, in effect, that new categories would be devised. For exe
ample, one could explore the idea of community service rather than fines
for people guilty of misdemeanors. Another example of "counter-system
analysis" would be to balance negative features against positive ones,

e.g. school failures against successes.

Several people have advocated the arranging of adversary confrontations
in connection with evaluation. This could take several forms. 3andl, a
dinnesota legislator, comments that, for a legislator, an evaluator is
perceived as another interest group. The evaluator seeks "truth with rigor,

explicitness, and replicability." The politician seeks "good". Fe
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believes in the process of the political market place, as in Federalist
paper ten, seeing that society poses issues for which there are accommo-
dations, not solutions. If evaluations were complete and definitive,
they would replace politicians,

The adversary model proposéd by Kourilsky, Levine, Churchman and
others had its beginnings in the legal profession. Someone is appointed
to "cross-examine" the evidence or to play the role of "devil's advocate."
This requires decision makers who are willing to consider both positive
and negative evidence. Anderson says it was formerly feared that the
better debater could prevail over the evidence but now admits that the
adversary method may be best when results are equivocable and much is
at stake. It is seldom tried, perhaps because it raises costs and adds
complexity.

Another way to get the benefit of differing views is to have one
researcher re-analyse the data of another. It was suggested by Campbell.
The Government Accounting Office has been doing this for sume evaluations
of interest to Congress so that it can advise aliout the credibility or
reliability of findings. Re-analysis of groups of evaluations has also
been done on various occasions.by scholars seeking to learn about the ef-
fecfiVeness of various evaluation techniques. Re-analysis, obviously,
does not change findings but may encourage more care in future evaluations.

A.I.D. has recognized that bringing differing points of view to bear
may facilitate a balanced decision. Thus its policy is that both project
design and evaluation should involve collaboration between host and donor.
It has also encouraged formal review sessions to consider the findings of
staff or outside evaluators. The encouragement of dissenting views in

written reports is discussed in Chapter V, Information from Interviews.
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Effect of Participation

Gurel points out that the characteristics and interactions of the
various parties to evaluation affect its outcome.

Campbell remarked that "trapped administrators" who cannot risk more
objective evaluative data should use voluntary testimonials from those who
have had the treatment, since human courtesy and gratitude will ensure
favorable evaluation. At the same time, Campbell suggested that "quali-
tative knowing" from sfaff. clients, and families can add important in.
formation to more rig;;ous methods.

Scheirer says that much more than courtesy is involved in the bias
of program recipients toward favorable evaluation. The bias is a function
of participation and is also found in program staff and in evaluators who
are participants. She cites social psychological theory and research,
including the Hawthorne effect, (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939), social
desirability response bias (Edwards 1957) ingratiatiun attempts (Jones
1964), experimenter bias (Rosenthal 1966), social exchange theory (Fomans
1974), placebo effect, etc.

Scheirer also cités the theory of "cognitive consistency", namely
that once people engage in an activity, they report positive feelings.
This even extends to hazing. Horeover, to change one's mind would ad- .
mit that initial impressions were not perceptive. Shaw found that de-
cision makers would put in more resources when initial consequences
were negative ani would put in the most when éhey were responsible for
the negative result.

Scheirer reminds that the role of an administrator is to create
success. This is a political creation, not scientific. The admin-

istrator assembles authorizations, resources, personnel and clients.
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It is legitimate to gather support.

The bias is extensive, Scheirer says. Without measurable behavioral
changes, favorable reactions were obtained for Head Start, for seven edu-
cational models of Follow Through, for juvenile del iquency experiments,
and for encounter groups. She cites Gordon and Horse, who reviewed 93
published evaluations in Sociological Abstracts and found that when eva).
uators were affiliated with progranms, 58% were reported as successes while
only 14% were rated successes by independent evaluators. Similarly,
studies with adequate methodologies found 223 success, and those with
poor methodologies found 527 Success. Scheirer concludes, "Vhen looking
for behavioral change, do not believe an}one's subjective impressions,
including your own." This idea is contrary to the political theory under-
lying democratic government, Scheirer comments. The colloquial wisdom
that a recipient knows where the shoe pinches is belied by the frequent
choice of uncomfortable shoes for fashion. Long-term efforts of popular
decisions may be delayed -- as when we belatedly realize that high school
graduates :annot read.

Possible limits to the positive bias of participants, according to
Scheirer, are when there are high attrition rates, when there is reorgane
ization rather than new Fesources, and when participation is involuntary,
She suggests that negative assessments by participants probably indicate
organizational or implementation problens.,

The Urban Affairs Institute strongly advocates that clients of a
project should be interviewed from time to time in order to check the
perceptions of project personnel and their administrative récords of
progress. There are many kinds of potential beneficiaries for A.I.D.

projects - borrowers, patients, trainees, highway users, customers,
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parents, farmers, etc. In several instances, A.I.D. has found that such
interviews can uncover reasons for lack of participation or progress.
This is consistent with Scheirer's comment that negative assessments
can be quite indicative.

Independence of Zvaluators

Considerable debate occurs about the Possible inhibitions to objec-
tivity when evaluators are dependent upon program managers.

Anderson and 3all say that evaluators are usually considered inde-
pendent if they do not work directly for the people in charge of the pro-
gram under scrutiny. They construct a grid showing varying degrees of
administrative and financial dependence. They cite Renzulli who declared
that as long as progranm people select and fund evaluators, the notion of
independence is a mockery. Scriven argued that evaluation funds should
not come from program budget or even from the same agency. He said that
if an outside overseer like the Sovernment Accounting Office is imprac-
tical, at least different people should monitor the program and the eval-
uations. He also proposed adding external consultants to internal eval-
uations and .the' rotation of internal evaluators.

Welss notes that much evaluation is spongored by some higher organ-
ization level in an agency, such as an assistant secretary. She says
that these higher level decision makers can be more open-minded, being
less concerned with organizational survival and more concerned about ef-
ficiency and impact.

In their case study about the New York City evaluations of the Gary
education system, the Levines identified various kinds of influences such
as the stake of decision makers in innovation, the tendency of suppor ters

to minimize problems, the financial and political independence and career
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interests of evaluators. Bernstein and Freeman found that the quality of
evaluation studies (as judged by experts) decreased as dependence increase

The debate about independence occurs because, despite the kind of ar-
guments and evidence cited above, effective:evaluation often benefits from
close relationships between the evaluators and the program. Benefits are
of two kinds, better information and better utilization. Thus Renzulli
feared that complete independence would widen a gap between the evaluator
and people whose honesty, trust and cooperation are needed. A dependent
relationship may enhance the evaluator's responsivity to the significance
of certain information and to program needs. Anderson quotes Longvod and
Simmel who argue for a "lively personal involvement" in the organization
whose practical problems are the social scientist's intellectual problems.
They believe that objectivity could be retained by a strong identification
with professional standards, through regular professional contacts and
exposure to professioral criticism.

At the Stanford Evaluation Consortium in 1976 two evaluation ap-
proaches were described by the analdgy of someone riding parallel to a
train and making observations through the windows or boarding the train
and infiuenci.ng the engineer, conductor, and passengers. Freeman is a
strong advocate of participatory evaluations in order to influence pro-
gram design by sharpening targets and to enhance mrogress by strenthen-
ing actions. Weiss says that to have immediate and direct influence on
decisions, "inside" evaluation has a vital place and may stretch the
decision-makers' sights a bit. Anderson and 3all strongly prefer some
internal organizational role for formative evaluations (designed to
improve programs while still in progress) but think the need for inde-

pendence is clear for summative evaluations (which look to final results)
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when credibility is important.
é

Evgn for evaluators within an organization, there are variations

in dependence. Two models shown by Scriven are:

A
l Director
f
r 1
Production| 'ivaluation|
Unit | Unit l
Be.
Director
1
~ ] §
Produvtion Production
Unit 1 Unit 2
Planners Planners
Implementers Implementers
Zvaluators LEvaluaﬁ:ors

Anderson and 3all prefer Model A. because it gives the evaluator
better status and also access to the decision-maker. They cite Josephb
Wholey that the responsibility for evaluation should be at a level ap-
propriate to the decisions which the evaluation is to assist. They
conclude, however, that whatever the degree of dependence, the evaluator
should consider relationships that may be important, try to get clear
agreement on lines of responsibility and build approjpriate communications
channels. Another device they suggest is an evaluation advisory board.
They also point out practical considerations mentioned by Caro that
the evaluator should have a prestigious position if in the same organ-

ization and strong professional credentials and organization backing

-19-



if outside the organizaticn and by Warrea that the evaluator should give
an impressicn of technical competence, program sensitivity, and integrity.

A.I.D. has been experimenting with varying degrees of independence
for evsluators. Within Missions and AID /W Offices, the role and status
of Evaluation Officers vapies considerébly. Some are systems managers or
facilitators; others are evaluators. Some report to the Director and have
experience and prestige. Others are Junior subordinafes to Program Officers.
Gradually, the Agency has recognized that certain questions of interest to
AID/W can be answered satisfactorily only oy evaluators organized ty AID/W
and not oy field ilissions which have a more limited perspective abont pro-
grammatic issues., The growing use of outsiders by both AID/W and iiissions
(reported in Chapter V) is another indication of a desire for independence
and objectivity (as well as a reflection of inadequate staff time),

The practicalities of having so many types of Projects in so many
countries will continue to force A.LD. to rely primarily on internal
evaluations. Therefore, A.I.D. mst continue to stress safeguards for
objectivity other than independence of evaluators, Examples are targets
agreed in advance, systematic collection of data, and- bringlng various
Viewpoints to vear. These same safeguards can also help assure that
outsiders will be objective, rather than expert opinion givers. Effec-
tive use of consultants also requires careful consideration of the pur.
poses of evaluation and of the scope of work, as discussed in the next
two sections.

Purnoses of Bvaluation

Gurel states that evaluators must check the reasons for the eval-
uation to insure that they seek answers to the right questions. Too

often, he says, evaluators do not respond to managers' needs for ingtant



information and a limited inquiry but instead impose their own preconception
that a more céﬁtral issue chould be extensively investigated.

Although Guttentag urged that evaluations be designed to include
multiple levels of decision making, Weiss and the Office of rfanagement
and Budget strongly aver that the all-purpose study simply does not exist.
OMB says that the intended use of an evaluation is a fundamental concern,
There must be elaboration on the nature and context of the decisions for
which the evaluation effort is undertaken and who the decision maker is.

If several potential declsions are indicated, the evaluator needs a sense
of relative importance.

Several writers are concerned about the possible unethical purposes
of evaluations. Among the kinds of non-informational purposes noted by
Weiss are postponement of deecision, ducking responsibility, better public
relations, fulfilling requirements of a grant or loan, Justifying a program
to Congress, and increasing prestige. She argues that if the real purpose
is not better decisions and there is little commitment to use findings,
the program is a poor candidate for evaluation. But Anderson and Ball
goncede that the public interest can be served on some occasions by de-
clared efforts to rally support or opposition, that is, if the evaluator
does not sweep contrary evidence under the rug and collects evidence which
had not been collected before. They warn against use of "expert" testimony
in such cases. .

Anderson and Ball point out that outsiders such as superior government
agencies or elected officials often demand evaluation results before a
program has had a fair chance to take effect. .In such cases, Freeman
suggests evaluation of the process of implementation. Often the real

reason for lack of impact is that a program is not full& implemented and
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process evaluation may reveal possible improvements.

Rossi and Wright comment that when a program is justified, strong
claims of effectiveness are often advanced. 3ince the programs typically
attack difficult problenms, rapid and large improvements should not be ex=
pected but evaluations should be sensitive to small effects. Freeman
encourages a "biasing" of evaluation for results by concentrating on
targets most amenable to change and by stressing strong rather than min-
imal program interventions. Weiss says a responsible position for eval-
uation is to put goals in sensible perspective, compare a strong intensive
program with the ordinary level, and locate positive programs so they can
expand.

Apparently part of the problem in the case which led to the present
assignment was that one of the evaluators wanted to go beyond what the
contract monitor considered to be the issues for evaluation. At the
~ same time the scope of work did not make clear the natury of decisiong -
facing the A.I.D. administratofs.

Although some writers are concerned about being asked to look for
benefits or impact prematurely, A.I.D. should not assume that prompt
benefits are unlikely and so limit evaluations to process analysis. Proe
cesses can be usefully analyzed to explain lack of impact or lihiﬁed
number of beneficiaries if that is the case, but A.I.D. needs to look
harder for impact. The logical framework sequence of means/ends should
help 1ift sights from delivery of inputs or production of preliminary
outputs to the project purpose of solving a problem and the goal of
helping people. The evaluation whick started this assignment was con-
fined almost entirely to looking at behavior of the training institutions

in the United States and made no effort to learn about the impact or
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use of the tralning overseas.

Scopes of Work, Monitoring Contracts

In a background paper issued in 1975, the Office of Management
and dudget points out that program evaluation is a potentially valuable
tool for government decision making which is only rarely useful to key
policy makers and program managers. The paper advocates better eval.
uation management to get objective and usgeful studies, jncluding re-
lating evaluations to impending decisions, directing evaluation where
systematic analysis is most practicable, giving more attention to uses
of data, and better monitoring of evaluation projects. One aspect of
the latter is adequate written guidunce to an evaluation contractor.

OMB says that a Request for Proposals (RFP) should include five
critical parts. The clarity and adequacy of these paris may have cone
siderable influence on the quality of the evaluation effort.

1. Statement of intended use and obj2ctives of the study

Relate to the type of decisions for which the evaluation
1s needed and who will decide,

2. Description of the program to be evaluated

Objectives, scope, size, duration, mode of operation,
cost, available documentation should be summarized and then
what 1s to be measured should be stated.

3. Statement of scope ard constraints

This deals with methodologies and study téchniques.
Is the agency designing the study and buying the staff it
lacks or is it buying expertise and asking the contractor
to design the study? Are interviews desired and is "informed

consent" required?
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4, Statement of the level of effort

Whether any statement is included may depend on the degree
of flexibility on methods. If cost limits are administratively
imposed, it should be clear that their origin is non-technical,

5. Statement of deliverables

This should describe whether draft reports are wanted. For
final reports, the number of copies requested should reflect a
pre-determined dissemination strategy in addition to meeting
such needs as file copies, clearinghouse copies, etc,

The above advice has been expanded in an article by an OMB analyst,
Donald Weidman. Concerning use of the study, he admonishes that someone
must decide what questions are most important. As a rule, he says
really good answers can be expected to no more than one or two ma jor
questions. If several different kinds of studies are desired -.~ manage-
ment audit, efficiency measure, impact determination, policy analysis =
he urges several RFP'g. arguing that few can put together a study team
which is strong in more than one or two methodologies. Weidman is une
doubtedly thinking of nationwide American programs, rather than smaller
A.I.D. projects.

Weldman says the program description should specify at least one
acceptable measure of accomplishment. Evaluation studies are often
rejected for irrelevance because official statements of program obe
Jectives are ambiguous and evaluators guessed wrongron the specifics
to measure.

sost of Weidman's 10 helpful hints concern the scope of work and

constraints. If a certain type of comparison of program effects, e.g.
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urban vs, rural, poor vs. non-poverty, large vs. small, is desired, it
should be stated. It is 1mportant-not to state any constraints unless
genuinely needed. Favorite offenses are sample size, team size, inter-
mediate steps. He urges asking for standard evaluation procedures, ade
Justing expectations to known data avallability, and using opinion as
measures only when programs are intended to change opinions,

In the avaluation report, Weidman would require a clear separation
between results of data analysis and the evaluator's Jjudgments. He
cautions against requiring formal reports during the evaluation. Pre-
paring such repcrts subtracts from time for evaluation and informal
contacts are more effective for monitoring progress.

OMB says that monitoring evaluation contracts differs from other
monitoring. It argues that competence on methodological and technical
lssues is necessary. There should be sufficient contact to be cognizant
of progress and problems through oral reports, telephone calls, site
visits, etc. It also says that adequate procedures are needed within
the legal framework of contract requirements for making changes in the "
methods or tasks as an evaluation proceeds.

In testimony to the Senate Committee on Human Resources concerning
evaluation, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor Donald Nichols reported
that, before implementation, evaluation designs are reviewed by a Re-
search Clearinghouse in the Labot Department. His staff monitors con-
tracts through site visits, seminars, and meetings. It reviews evale
uation reports, writes an assessment of quality and appropriateness
and publishes a summary,

John Evans, who heads evaluation for the Office of Zducation,
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testified that he has a staff of 40 working on over 60 studies. They
design all studies in-house "to assure that they are methodologically
sound and relevant to policy requirements" before contracting for the stuaies,

The scope of work for the evaluation which led to this study wac
poor, primarily because it sought answers for too many questions in too
short a time. The general A.I.D. situation on scopes of work and their
relative importance are discussed in Chapter V, Information from Interviews.

The evaluator who complained thought that the A.I.D. monitor had bew
haved improperly by intervening to get a final report. It would appear
that this was a move of desperation because of lack of previous monitoring
of the evaluation team by the non-profit organiz;tion which recruited
them. Monitoring was difficult in a situation where the evaluators often
worked independently of each other and had limited time,

Reports

Cox asserts that most managers prefer verbal to written communicatione-
they receive it quicker and ean exchange information easier. He says
that a written report is necessary for documentation but that simple and
frequent verbal communication is more effective. The evaluator should,
he advises, find the salien:; points such as a change in trends.

Anderson and Ball say that simple reports are desirable so that the
lay public can understand the evaluation message. The opposite, when an
official encourages complex reports to obscure evaluation results, intro.
duces ethical problems for the evaluator, the authors remark.

Finally, Anderson and Ball note that prompt, interpretable feedback
may be more important than sophisticated research design or formal reports
for evaluation studies which are oriented toward program improvement.

Close working relationships and informal approaches between evaluators
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and program staff may facilitate timely decisions about program installa-
tlons and processes. The caveat to this is for impact evaluations, which
should have a more formal design.

A.I.D. has tried not to overemphasize reports in its evaluation pro-
cess. The Project Appraisal Report (PAR) was regarded more as an admine
istrative control device than as a transmitter of information. More recent
ly, the Project Evaluation Summary (PES) asks for more content, so that
Missions and AID/W Offices with projects will have a better baseline record
for subsequant evaluations and so that AID/W can pass on more information
to other Missions with similar projects. The PZS consists of a printed
cover sheet and then a narrative on various prescribed topics, most of
which relate to elements of the logical framework approach to project de-
sign. It still encourages brevity of about a half page per topic.

In the case which provoked this study, the project monitor apparently
sought a brief report of findings and recommendations that could be cir-
culated to several institutions in the United States and overseas, rather
than a detailed description of evidence obtained.

The kind of report exbected from consultants varies with scopes of
work. It seems likely that some consultants would benefit from better ac-
quaintance with the logical framework approach and with the outline of the .
PES.

Publication '

The necessity for reports is a different issue from whether they
should be published.

Diener and Crandall argue that scientists have a positive responsi-
bility to advance knowledge and communicate findings accurately to other

scientists. The authors say that an agency sponsoring an investigation
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may want to control dissemination of findings or even forbid publication
of unwelcome results. They conclude that except for reasons of national
security, such réstrictions on dissemination of information should be
strongly opposed on ethical grounds.

Carol Welss comments that while dissemination of basic research is
essential and unquestioned, the majority of evaluation reports go une
published. She wryly notes that many evaluation studies are not worth
publishing, either because they were poorly conducted or because they are
so specific that they are not generalizable. Practical considerations
also work against publication. Administrators and staff who wanted the
information to answer their questions begrudge the staff %time to edit
material. Evaluators are pressed to complete one job and start another.

The wise also recognize that administrators may be hesitant to air
ragative findings. (This penchant for "cover up" led to the Freedom of
Information Act. However, this does not require publication but implies
attention to indexing and controls'on storage; retrieval and access).
Welss says that the presentation of negative results or lack of positive
ones poses a problem for the evaluator, who must be sure the negative
outcome is due to the program rather than to the evaluation design. The
evaluator must also seek to avoid the overgeneralization which would
cause the public to conclude that all similar 'efforts are worthless. If
misinterpretations are made, the evaluator must speak out.

Some writers argue that the evaluator has a responsibility not only
to those who commission the evaluation but also to the public. This re-
sponsibility is described in various ways. One is that the "community"

is concerned and deserves to know. Another is that the social scientist
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is interested in improving well-being and should add to knowledge about
factors affecting success or failure of social programs. This obligation |
need not require publishing specific evaluation reports but could be met
by drawing lessons from cumulative knowledge of several reports).

Weiss even argues that the evaluator must communicate to a variety of
audiences in a balanced, intellectually honest way what the findings of the
evaluation are. She says that is the minimal effort consonant with an
ethical stance. Others recognize that the one commissioning the evalusze-
iion receives the information and would be expected to finance dissemin-
ation. If there is any distortion by a sponsor of research findings, a
researcher is obliged to make a public clarification. 3y implication,
this might be applied also to evaluation.

%uite different from these social and professional responsibilities
is a responsibility for blowing the whistle such as exposure of cost over-
runs or allegations about inadequate safety precautions. This duty of
good citizenship may mean reporting to responsible authorities (such as
a prosecutor) rather than publication.

Brandl,s politician professor, argues that evaluators have a
responsibility to.present their case strenuously, even embarrassingly.
Public dissemination of evaluations can help keep politicians honest.

Sut he cautions that politicians are sold by people, not reports, and
that ideas require time to be accepted.

The argument about publication seems more applicable'to large.
domestic programs where public opinion plays more of a role than for A.I.D,
w“here investigative reporters may be concerned, publication might be a
force for objectivity., If A.I.D. however, tried to prepare most eval-
uation reports for publication, there would undoubtedly be pressures to

mute criticisms, hedge findings, and inhibit objectivity,
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The A.I.D. approach has been to list formal evaluation reports
from contractors with the National Technical Information Service of the
Department of Commerce. Thus their existence is known to interestey
scholars who can request a copy. A.I.D.'s own Development Information
Service publishes an accessions list and abstracts reports, both from
contractors and within the Agency, so that it can answer requests for
specific bits of information. This is probably adequate for most A,I.D.
purposes, although a few reports may merit publication so that universitiesg

and developing countries could make more use of them,
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III. CODES OF ZTHICS OF PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS

The scope of work called for a review of codes of ethics of con-
sul tant organizations and professional societies. Abstracts of three code
are presented in Appendix C. Eere the background of these codes and the
application of some of their provisions to the A.I.D. context is discussed
Treatment of People

Some of the codes react to revelations about some medical and psycho-
logical research which had treated human guinea pigs unfairly. Thus
there are various provisions to make sure that people are treated as ends
rather than means and that their well-being is safeguarded and their dig-
nity respected. 2eyond taboos against causing harm, the codes emphasize
that research subjects should give "informed consent" and should be able
to withdraw from continued participation., Also, their anonymity should be
protected.

In a few cases, A.I.D. projects may involve research into effective-
ness of alternate methods of delivering health services, of contraceptives,
or of nutrition additives. In such cases, the entire project may be re-
garded as a type of medical/evaluation research. It is to be expected
that these projects will be conducted by professional contractors who
will adhere to professional standards and that the A.I.D. project monitors
will also be concerned that such standards are followed. tloreover, the
National Research Act of 1974 created a commission to identify require-
ments for informed consent regarding participation in biomedical and be~
havioral research. Thus new A.I.D. rules or procedures should not be
necessary.

Confidentiality

In a larger number of cases, A.I.D. will encourage and assist host
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government agencies to sponsor sample surveys of client populations such

as small farmers, co-operative members, or clinic patients, Experience
both here and abroad has shown that program evaluations which rely en-
tirely on data obtained from administrative and statistical reports ang
which stress progress toward planned targets may fail to deal with omission
of eligible and needy people, unexpected side effects, or malfeasance.
Therefore, an occasional objective check with the planned beneficiaries

is essential.

For such surVeys,.the ethical standards calling for confidentiality
and anonymity wil; apply. The U.S.‘PriVacy Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-579USC552a)
will also apply. Fowever, possible misuse of data in the United Staces
poses little threat to respondents. Violations of anonymity or confidenw
tiality her: would have little effect on villagers in another country,

Rather, the danger lies in the behavior of host governments, some of
whom have a bad record of making individual statistical or survey returns
available to tax or police officials. A.I.D. must be concerned not only
for the well-being of the respondents but also for the validity of the
answers received. Unless respondents can be convinced about confidentiality,
candor will suffer. Special procedures may need to be developed for
coding the forms on which interviewers record answers so that names and
addresses are not on the forms, for safeguarding the forms until they are
tabulated and perhaps for destroying them after tabwlation. It may be
advantageous to have the survey organization be non-governmental (e.g.,

a market analysis firm),
Fost governments and secrecy
Some of the codes were adopted or revised in the early 1970's after

scholars decided that they had been misused by the Department of the

<32-



Army for Project -Camelot or in Southeast Asia. Revelations about C.I.A.
cover organizations had also come out. Thus the codes contain strictures
against studies with covert purposes.' By a somewhat tenuous analogy, one
might conclude that scholars would be hesitant to do field studies for
A.I.D. unless the host government gave either full endorsement or colla.
borative participation,

The American Anthropological Association code is the only one re=
viewed which gives specific attention to relations with host governments,
although the Sociologists' code says its principles apply to research
either within or outside the United States. The Anthropologists ad-
monish that every effort should be exerted to cooperate with members of
the host society in the planning and execution of research projects. It
calls for the research anthropologist to be honest ard candid in relation
to both his own and his host government, demanding assurance that he will
not be required to compromise his professional responsibilities and ethics.
Specifically, ro secret research, reports or debriefing of any kind should
be agreed to or given. The ban on debriefing could disappoint an 4.I.D.
k-Iis‘sion which might hdpe a consultant would be willing to talk more than
he wow.d write. In accordance with the Association's general position on
clandestine research, no reports should be provided to sponsors that are
not also available to the general public and, where practicable, to the
population studied.

Publication in General

Scholars and their codes assume that publication will occur, Thus,
except for the statement above from the Anthropologists, codes deal not
so much with the right to publish as with particular aspects of publication

such as protecting confidentiality or givirg credit to student assistants.
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It would seem that A.L.D. has an ooligation to make evaluation re-
ports available to hyst governments, contractors, and other donors with
related projects. Beyond that, the operation of the Development Informatio:
Service, with its published accessions lists, together with the provisions
of the Freedom of Information Act (93-502), adequately meet the need for
access to information about development by scholars, Problem on publi-
cation which may arise concerns the publication of dissent, which ig dis-
cussed after the copic of objectivity.

Objectiviyz

The necessity for objectivity is g recurring theme throughout the
codes. Thus it appears in connection with each of the topics discussed
above -« treatment of people, confidentiality, host government, relations,
publication. In 311 cases, objectivity is regarded as one of the de-
fining characteristics of a professional practitioner. (The origin of
the word "profession" may be worth remembering. It began with people
such as clergymen, doctors, and lawyers who took oaths or "professions"
about their obligations and behavior. While today it sometimes refers to
any occupation requiring extensive education, the word usually carries
with it a connotation of adherence to scientific, historic, or scholarly
principles and of maintenance of high standards of achievement and con.
duct, according to Webster's Third International Dictionary).

The psychologists state that while they demand freedon of inquiry,
they accept the responsibility of competence and objectivity, They call
for planning research go as to minimize the possibility of misleading
findings, for thorough discussiong of limitations of data and alternative
hypotheses, especially when their work touches on social policy. They

Never suppress disconfirming data, They attempt to moderate institutional
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pressures which may distort reports or impede their proper use.

while an anthropologist's paramount responsibilitiy is to those he
studies, he is also responsible to the public -- all presumed consumers
of his professional efforts. To them he owes candor and truth. He should
not knowingly color his findings. In providing professional opinions, he
is responsible not only for content but also for explaining their bases.
He should maintain a level of integrity and rapport in the field such
that he will not jeopardize future research there. This does not mean
to report so as to offend no one but to conduct research with honesty and
open inquiry, as well as concern for the welfare and privacy of individuals.

The sociologists'! code calls for "scientific objectivity." They must
present findings honestly and without distortion or omission of data which
might significantly modify the interpretation of findings. They must re-
port fully all sources of financial support.

The excerpts above recognize that objectivity may not always be eagy
to achieve. Thus there are references to the influence of methodology, of
institutional pressures, of bases for opinions, of efforts to maintain
rapport, of financial support. It can be seen that it is easy to move from
questions of ethics to the whole context for social research - the tech-
niques for obtaining and analyzing data, the organization and finarcing of
enterprise, the use and publication of findings. If it is difficult for
research, it is more so for program evaluation, which Weiss points out
applies the methods and tools of social research in an action context
that is intrinsically inhospitable to them.

The sociologists point out that results of their research may chal-
lenge long-established beliefs, leading to demand for dilution of findings.

Similarly such findings may be manipulated by those in power for their own
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ise. Therefore, the code affirms the autonomy of sociological inquiry and
states that the sociologist is obliged to clarify publicly any distortion
by a sponsor of the findings of a research project.

While this is the only code which specifically calls for publishing a
dissent from a report witﬁ which the researcher disagrees, others imply
that there may be an obligation. The problem would, of course, be obviated
if the report contained both interpretations, as suggested by the psychol-
ogists. Possible alternatives to "going public" mentioned in codes are to
resign from the research project or to appeal to a committee on ethics of
the professional association. In general the codes aﬁply to individuals,
rather than group research or evaluation activities.

Because of the inherent difficulties of achieving objectivity, it
is most important for A.I.D. to consider its organization and procedures
for evaluation. A.I.D. may commission evaluation studies from a contractor
or association or university. This organization in turn hires people,
who may find themselves working alongside A.I.D. and host government per-
sonnel. Their work is supervised and monitored by the contractor, A.I.D.,
and perhaps the host government. The result merges and submerges individ-
ual contributions. Then thig group report is reviewed by A.I.D. and host
government decision makers, who may accept, modify, or reject recommendae
tions. Under this confused situation, the codes do not clarify the ob-
ligations or rights of the various parties nor give guidance about reviey

and appeal as well as publication of rejoinders.,
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IV.  PROPOSED CODE QF ETHICS IN EVALUATIQN

Program evaluation is called an emerging profession in a book issued

last year (Profession and Practice of Program Svaluation. Anderson and Ball).

This recognizes that it is an activity with its own characteristiss distine
guishable from related social science professions. The most important dis-
tinguishing feature is probably the fact that evaluation is an element of
management contributing to action decisiong. Related social science pro-
fessions, on the other hand, are concerned either with the advancement of
knowledge for its own sake or with the treatment of individuals.
Values in Evaluation

As a profession, program evaluation can be expected to have values
and ethics. Indeed, values probably play more of a role in evaluation
than in some other professions. Consider thé title itself, "Progranm"
is defined as an activity for "improving" social and economic welfare,
(Anderson). Both "improve" and "welfare! connote value judgments.
"Evaluation" means judging the merits of a program in achieving that ime
provement (Weiss), again a value Judgment. iloreover, philosophers of
knowledge now recognizé that science cannot claim to be "valué Iree" and
that social sciences are especlally affected by values.

Work on Standards

Anderson and Ball comment that one of the most telling indications
that a field is coming of age occurs when the idea of standards and
sanctions for its activities is broached. In 1975 that began for educational
evaluation when the Lilly Foundation gave a grant and a Committee to Develop
Guidelines and Standards was set up with representatives from eleven edu-
cational and professional associations. A fourth draft of standards is

now being reviewed in regional conferences,
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Shortly after it was established in 1977, the Evaluation Research
Society appointed a Standards Committee. A draft is expected in June.

Pending the issuance of an ethical statement from the appropriate
professional organizations, Anderson and Ball have tried drafting one
which they hope will serve as a starting point. It is reproduced in its
entirety in Appendix D and discussed below. Since their book appeared,
Anderson has been appointed to head an Sthics Committee for the Evaluation
Research Society,
Mutual Responsibilities

One feature which distinguishes the draft statement from éodes of
other professional groups is its recognition that several partius are
involved and that each has responsibilities to the other. These parties
are the person(s) or agency wi*h major responsibility for securing the
services of an evaluator (dubbed Commissioner of Evaluation), the person(s)
or agency with major responsibility for planning, carrying out and refort-
ing evaluation activities (the Zvaluator), and administrators, staff, pro-
gram reciplents and others with a role in the program being evaluated
(called Participants).

Despite this recognition of mutual obligations, the proposed code is
drafted primarily in terms of the evaluator, with the others “esponding
to him. This reveals the authors' experience as evaluators. In actuality,
the agency which commissions the evaluation has the main rgsponsibility
for some phases of the process. Howeyer. this criticism is one of
emphasis and presentation. Most of the important points seem to be covered.

Scope of Work-Purposes of Evaluation

The process starts wi.h the Commissioner of Evaluation providing as

complete information as possible about the program, the expectations for
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the evaluation, and the conditions and resources for carrying it out. The
concern of the authors is that sometimes agencies seek evaluations for
possibly unethical reasons such as rallying support or opposition, pro-
ving an argument, or postponing a decision. It would seem that a more
important concern is that evaluation reports will not be relevant or
useful to decision makers unless the evaluator understands what issues are
pending. This was discussed under Scopes of Work in Chapter II.

Therefore a key point of a code of responsibilities is that there
be an adequate scope of work. Even when an evaluation is conducted by
agency staff rather than contractors, it is advisable for staff to under-
stand what the decision maker needs. If fhe Commissioner of Evaluation
does not provide adequate details, the Evaluator should seek clarifica-
tion for his own protection.

Paralleling the responsibility of the Commissioner of Evaluation to
provide information is a responsibility of the Evaluator to call attention
to his values and orientation which may affect the evaluation.

Contract

The next step in the process envisaged by the code is a contract or
"agreement" that is ethically, legally and professionally sound. This is
a mutual responsibility and provides mutual protection. The code then
says that the Commissioner of Evaluation should not press for work to be
performed in advance and the evaluator should refuse to work without a
contract. After a contract is reached, both parties have obligations to
fulfill their commitments to the best of their ability and to acquaint each
other with any unexpected problems which arise, attempting to work out

solutions.
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Collecting Data

The Ivaluator then has a responsibility to adhere to orofessional
standards in conducting the evaluation, including appropriate provisions
for informed consent and confidentiality. The Commissioner supports this
adherence.

At this point, the proposed code adds a touch of operating realism
not found in other professional codes, namely that the Evaluator should
carry out data collecticn with as little interference as practicable with
program operation. In return, the Commissioner encourages cooperation by
Participants and Participants should provide accurate responses to legiti-
mate requests.

No recognition is made in the code of the role of the commissioning
agency moni.toring the contractor's work. This was one of the complaints
in the case which provoked this study. The Office of Management and Sudget
advocates continuing and thorough monitoring.

Special Responsibilities

The code states that the Zvaluator has two special responsibilities
to the Commissioner while working on an evaluation. One is to acquaint
‘him with any aspects of program philosophy or operation which appear to
violate ethics or law or are physically unsafe, even if such observations
were not part of the Evaluator's specific charge. The Commissioner
would be expected to recognize the evaluator's duty in noting such pro-
blems and to consider his observations seriously.. Welss advises that the
Evaluator should also inform the Commissioner promptly about any "sur-
orises" without waiting for a written report.

The other special responsibility is to tell the Commissioner about

any requests received from superior agencies (e.g. Devartment head, 0B,



Congress, etc.) for information or testimony, to ascertain whether the re-
quests are valid, and then to acquaint the Commissioner fully about the
response,

Reports

The code then points out the obligation of the Evaluator to present
a "balanced" and timely report in a usable form. The report should also
spell out limitations of the investigation and the evaluator's values.
Weiss says the evaluator has an obligation for unqualified objectivity
and for as much usefulness as he can devise.

The reciprocal obligation stated for the Commissioner is simply to
avoid misuse of evaluation findings. In A.I.D., at least, there is a
more positive obligation. A.I.D.'s "doctrine" is that an evaluation is
not complete with the submittal of a report by a contractor or members.
There should be a formal review of findings in a meeting of responsible
officials (including host country officials for overseas evaluatio;;).
This review brings all points of view to bear and is a device for oojec=-
tivity when evaluations have been cursory or conducted in-house. It also
lays the foundation for decisions about follow;up actions which cdmplete
the evaluation process. Hence A.I.D.'s official evaluation report (the
Project Evaluation Summary) lists action decisions before it summarizes
findings.

The proposed code says that the Evaluator should reserve the right
to publish rejoinders to any misinterpretation or misuse of evaluation
results. As discussed in the preceding sec’ion on other professional
codes, this is an inadequate answer to the problem of dissent.

Publication and Dissemination

The proposed code calls for the Zvaluator to identify other groups
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with a legitimate concern for the results of the evaluation and to make
the results available, while the Commissioner simply advises about groups
with an interest and encourages dissemination. This is a backwards state-
ment of bureaucratic responsibilities -~ the Commissioner should do the
staff work and pay the costs of dissemination. Since most reports are
not published, special effort is required to duplicate and distribute
copies or summaries of reports. The provisions of the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act, as CMB points out, have obvious implications for indexing,
storage, retrieval and access control procedures. |
re-Analysis

Vext, the propose! code deals with the untisual situation when someor.e
wants to review the evaluation data - either another scholar attempting to
learn more about evaluation processes, or some outside agency such as the
General Accounting Office trying to judge the validity of rindings, The
problems involved in this process were discussed by Baratz (see bibliow
graphy).

Share 3asic Inowledge

Finally, the proposed code says the Evaluator should share knowledge
derived about basic processes in’ education, administration, development,
etc. This is limited to the scholarly approach. The anthropologists!
and psychologists' codes go farther and include an obligation to improve
the well-being 6f people. Weiss states an obligation for the evaluator

to improve social change efforts.
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V. INFORMATION FRC. LiTERVIEWS

In an effort to understand the background of the case which led to
this report, I talked with auditors Eugene Linck and Benjamin 3tevens.
They felt that the evaluators had not been given good criteria to use,
comnenting that the project paper had been fairly precise but that the
grant document was vaguer. They thought that the evaluation kad, in ef-
fect, consisted of hiring expert opinions. The non-profit organization
which recruited the evaluators was not active in supervising them. The
debriefing in which the evaluators presented their separate reports was
attended by four A.I.D. officers.

As might be expected from an auditor's perspective, both Linck and
Stevens were concerned that A.I.D.'s system of evaluating itself may
1nhibit objectivity. Linck thinks such a system requires fairly constant
oversight and believes that the Program and Policy Coordination Sureau
should evaluate evaluations. This might flush out inconsistencies be-
iween bureaus.

Dissent

Only one other instance of dissent was discovered. This happened
after the testing of the new Title II scope of work by a team fislded
oy Robert R. Nathan Associates, Inc. which was accompanied by Edwin Fox,
Zvaluation Officer for O/FFP. Fox reports that a nutrition expert hired
for that assignment wrote Nathan Assoclates after the report was come
pleted concerning some differences of interpretation about a technical
point. Nathan concluded that the point was not important for the total
evaluation or the recommendations. Fox thought the dissent might reflect
Some personal frictions apparent during the field work.

Joth Russell Diltz and Michael Snyder of the Office of Contract



#anagement were definite that the contractor should be held responsible for
his product. Diltz went so far as to say that if A.I.D. set out to arbi-
trate the differences of evaluation team members, it would, in effect, be
using personal services contracts which are illegal. A contract should
have a reasonable description of a scope of work, time requirements, and
report specifications.

Snyder commsarited that the reputation of a contractor is behind a re-
port. He knew of one instance in which an employee of a contractor sub-
mitted a eritical report which the contractor tried to disown. Snyder
insisted that the contractor had to stand behind his work and the report
was re-written. On the other hand, Snyder would not object if a scope
of work called for the presentation of various viewpoints from a multi-
disciplinary tean.

The Evaluation Officersreacted the same way as the Contract Officers.
Thus Bernice Goldstein of LA said that a firm with a contract is responsible
and should put a report together. She would expect the firm to work out
differences although she would not object to a minority view submitted
as part of a report, comparable to the frequent practice with special come
missions. She ‘hought that Missions were usually aware of shadings of
interpretation, having discussed findings with a team or reviewed drafts.
In one case where this probably did not happen a ission rejected a report.
In this case, the problem was probably unsapisfactory work rather than
unwillingness to accept criticism.

Joan Silver of ME, who often helps put together mixed teams of ex-
perts recruited individually, takes care to get compatible people and has
had no dissent. One person is designated the team chief., If there were

some difference of opinion, Silver would expect it to be reported in the
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official report rather than as a subsequent dissent. 3he does not feél that
writing a specific request into a contract for separate views of different
disciplines is advisable -- briefings cover it. She thinks a team is more
likely to say it is of two minds over matters of opinions rather than of
evidence. Silver cited a recent case of dissent which was not within a
team. A Jission Director wrote to say that he thought one member of 3
two-person contract team had a professional bias, Consequently, the Directo:
was inclined to ignore an opinion which differed from that in another eval-
uation report on a related project.

Charles Molfetto of DSR said there may be a recent case of disagreement
within a team -~ at least they were behind schedule with a report. With
mixed teams of A.I.D. and outside people, DSB generally asks the contractor
to chair the team and calls for reports within 45 days after on-site visits,

When Practical Concepts, Inc. engages an associate who is not a regular
member of the firm, the employment contract makes clear that the associate
has a right to his judgment and that if he does not agree he is encouraged
to make a separate submission that PCI will fdrward with the report or
later. Thié has yet to occur. The closest instance was not for A.I.D.
and was methodological. A team had different perspectives on what should
be done and consulted the client while the work was in process. The ciient
oreferred the dissenter's'approach. PCI tries to be objective and tries
to improve a program -- both approaches that tend to encouragé consensus.
Leon Rosenberg thinks that if A.I.D. were to institutionalize PCI's con-
tract clause, the result might be clumsy.

Albert Brown could recall only one instance in which the American
Technical Assistance Corp. had unreconciled viewpoints. Philosophically,
he does not like to stifle different viewpoints and thinks a good report

should surface two or more if they exist, so that the political decision
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maker has the whole picture. Brown remarked thaf companies like to do
this for self-preservation, especially on feasibility studies. Then if a
project fails, the compary can say that it gave both sides. At the same
tine, he does not like a report that is ambiguous. Therefore, he would
work hard to get a recommendation based either on.good back-up or on judg
ment as to the best course.

Paul Schwartz of American Institutes of Research was puzzled as to
how the case described in Chapter I could have happened -~ he felt it must
reflect poor management by the contractor and poor monitoring by A.I.D.

He says that a team almost always has some disagreement, either inter-
personal or interdisciplinary, but thinks this should come at the begin-
ning of a study and should concern procedural issues such as criteria or
weights,

Schwartz said that AIR's concern goes not to differences within a
team but rather to different reactions to a final report from varying
interest groups. AIR recently had two major assignments for agencies
other than AID where its teanms fulfilled their assigned scopes of work with
findings backed by excellent methodology and data. Yet the public outery
was anjulshed and vociferous. In one case AIR demonstrated that teaching
Hispanic-American children in Spﬁnish was not helping them either in
.reading skills or in adapting to regular classes in English. This answered
HEW's question but the Hispanic-Americans were concerned about preserving
a culture. In the other case, AIR concluded that a supervised "diversionary'
program for juvenile offenders had no better results in decreasing recidi-
vism than imprisonment. This was the concern of the Justice Department

but various reform groups were also concerned about treatment accorded

Jjuveniles,
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AIR has now concludeq that "objectivity".means that orograms musi be
considered from more than one point of view., Therefore, its policy about
an evaluation on a controversial issue is now to do several things: hold
a preliminary meeting with the funders of the evaluation and get agreement
for broader criteria, establish an advisory panel, send the draft report
to interest groups, and include comments f{rom the groups in the final report.

Schwartz gave an A.I,D. example of an aznalogous approach although not
an evaluation. Ee had been invited by David Scherer to a meeting in Mali
on livestock in the Sahel. Schwartz was to talk about training for semi-
literate herders. After three days listening he told the group he disagreed
with their approach of optimizing cows instead of people. Later iali in-
vited him back to help design a project to improve the quality of life of
herders -~ a project not yet adopted.

AIR would not guarantee staff the right to dissent in a report. They
have created spin-off firms and divested themselves of staff and contracts
so that they can have a homogenous bommitment that concern for the quslity
of 1life is first and "science" is second. They refuse jobs with which they
disagree although they take "harmless" projects to pay the rent, Since
the new policy with "irreverent" responses to RFP's, the AIR has had a
better record of acceptance.

The approach of Development Alternatives, Inc. is rot unlike that of
AIR in that they too have a definite philosophy and empha;ize.the impact
of development on people and the need for involvement of local people --
their interests, aspirations, and leadership.

Donald Hicklewaite says if team members do not see eye to eye, the
firm tries to work out a consensus. If a cable reports a proolem, he goes
to the field. Footnotes may say that there is a different way to look at
a situation.
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Donald ‘Weldman of the Office of i{anagement and Budget mentioned some
techniques to take different points of view into account. One was that
advocated by .arcia Gutientag which was described in Chapter II. Another
approach is to get agreement before the evaluation on the relative prior-
ities of different kinds of information. A third approach is to include
a minority report, but with a careful distinction in both the majority
and minority report between the facts and the interpretation of action
implications. Oliver Taylor of OMB commented that users of evaluations
should be widely informed and that different perspectives are worth
noting but that good staff work requires recommendations.

Use of Contractors

Since this report deals primarily With evaluation work by outsiders
(contract firms, individual consultants, non-profit organizations), some
estimate of volume was sought.

In the Latin American region, Missions are making increasing use of
contracted assistance, according to Bernice Goldstein. She says this trend
reflects staff limitations and also the increased complexity of evaluating
large projects such as sector loans affecting many people. The Missions
usually use Indefinite Quantity Contractors (GC). The LA Bureau is also
planning to use outside assistance for longitudinal analyses of develop-
ment experience in individual countries and is preparing RFP's for a
separate contracting competition outside the ICC framework.

Last year, the Development Services Bureau had 213 routine evaluations
and 59 in-depth evaluations scheduled, Charles iolfetto reported. The
routine evaluations are done by staff. The in-depth evaluations are
generally done bty a team of two to six people. The teams are often mixed,

with some A.D. personnel and some outsiders. If the project involves
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research, one of the "outsiders" is usually a member of A.I.D's Re=
search Advisory Co:mittee. Generally, 0SB asks an outside contractor to
chair the group. iolfetto said that the Office of Population uses con-
tractors extensively. DSB seldom uses an ICS firm,

The Asia Bureau has 107 evaluations scheduled, of which six are
characterized as "special". Vance Elliott estimated that between a quarter
and a third of these evaluations would use Americans travelling from the
United States and in addition perhaps 75 to 80 local nationals who are
not A.I.D. employees would be involved. iost of the Americans will be
from AID/W. Elliott said more consultants woulc probably be used if the
region had more Project Development and Support money (regional funds for
research, feasibility, and evaluation studies). This use of direct hire
persornel contrasts with the recent experience of the Office of Food For
Peace, which has used contractors because it lacked travel funds for direct
hire. Elliott pointed out that projects prepared for the fiscal years
1979 and 1980 are required to include money for evaluation so that the
use of contractors can be expected to increase. However, the projects
Just started in'1979 may last for five years.

Elliott believes outside evaluators are preferable and hopes to en-
courage their use by having Aissions rlan fewer evaluations. This would
mean scheduling evaluations at critical points of their projects rather
than annually. Also he proposes that several small projects might be
combined for one sub-sectoral evaluation. As part of affirmative action,
svaluation teams are sometimes enlarged. =lliott prefers to issue new
XFP's but does use IiC firms when time is short.

Afric; Bureau has recently revitalized its evaluation efforts with

the naming of Paul Saenz as Evaluation Officer. Saenz was not sure about
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volume of evaluation, since about 507 of the scheduled 400 were behind
schedule. Fe estimated that about a quarter of the evaluations were pro=-
posed by AID/W and most of these would use outside contractors. The Africa
Bureau has had its own group of six IJC firms. They have been used pri-
marily for project design, although often design of a new project may
start with evaluation of a related terminating project.

Joan Silver said the Near Esst region has about 30 evaluations a year
which use outside personnel. In addition, teams go out for feasibility
and project design studies. A close-out evaluation is linked with design
of a follow=-on projegt. The Bureau is using its Project Development Sup-
port money to finance an A.I.D. team member on inter-country studies of
Food for Peace programs. The A.I.D member facilitates comparison when
different contractors are used in different countries. Otherwise, the
Bureau must restrict travel by direct hire people. The Near East Bureau
seldom uses IQC firms, finding that it can put together teams of individuals
and avoid overhead charges.

Composition of Teams

Several people expressed concern that the composition of teams could
affect their objectivity and the possibility of dissent, but considerable
difference exists on the best composition,

Two bureaus, Development Support and Near East, like to put teams to-
gether of different individuals and perhaps also include an 4.I.D. person.,
Silver said that she has located some unusually able people. She cited
the example of a Palestinian on the Stanford faculty who is an engineer
and has a Ph.D. in political science. His Arabic¢ 1linguistic ability has
been useful in North Africa. 3ilver likes to recruit new blood and then

to use people for assignments in more than one country. iolfetto said

~50-



the DSB often used the "old boy network for team members or that it used
people "already broken to harness" -- seeking a grand zuru to give a
blessing., Don Micklewaite of Development Alternatives, Inc. says AID is
afraid of "stuck-together" teams and refuses to put firm members on other
teams,

Paul Saenz of the African Bureau was concerned that the same firms
and the same people have reviewed a project several times. He thought
the results were neither objective nor professional, since evaluationg
often dealt with such problems as late delivery of inputs rather than
project re-design or impact.

On the other hand, Albert Brown of American Teqhnical Assistance
Corp. argued that ATAC has sometimes furnished useful continuity as it
progressed from sector study, to implementation advice to evaluation
while iission personnel changed three times. He said that his firm nas
had arguments with :{ission Directors because ATAC proved that a project
was "lousy" but were asked back because they had advised on ways to
improve the project. Fe cited such an instance with a Mission in Asia.
For sector assessments, ATC uses a multi-discipline team; for evaluations
it uses an economist/evaluator and a technical speci;list if there is
more than one person.

«chael Snyder of G/CH said in the current review of proposals to
choose firms for new Indefinite Cuantity Contracts, considerable weight
was being given to firms which would use regular staff members rather than
recruit outsiders for each job. This is the policy of Development Alter-
natives and American Institutes of iesearch and generally of Practical
Concepts, Inc. but American Technical Assistance Corv.argues that it in-

sures grofessional integrity by having a majority of a team be non-company.
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Saenz was skeptical ﬁhether company members who are generalists would
be able to ask searching technical questions.. On the other hand, Vance
Elliott of the Asia Bureau feared technicians who did not know evaluation
techniques for establishing criteria and neasuring indicators out were
willing to give opinions after interviewing project personnel. KHe said
some lissions have asked for evaluators by name and resisted having ad-
ditional or new people on teanms,

Technigues for Objectivity

Various procedures for enhancing objectivity have been mentioned in
the preceding sections of this chapter. In addition, some of the inter-
viewees had other suggestions.

Leon Rosenberg of Practical Concepts, Inc. comments that A.I.D., evale
uations are better than they were 10 years ago in that taey usually include
some solid evidence. A.I,D. is ahead of some agencies which have publicly
stated that evaluation of some programs is impossible. Nevertheless,
there is still much of the same discourse as before, Recently, Samuel
Daines of PCI analyzed over 600 A.I.D. and IBRD projects concerned with
rural poor people and found only two evaluations of impact. Rosenberg
thinks that failure to focus on elther intermediate or ultimate impacts
(purpose or goal) leaves the evaluator to check on the original opinions
of the project designers.

Micklewaite of Development Al ternatives comrented that checking on
what the designer said several years ago can be ter dentious. He wants
his people to use an information system built into the project. If there
are no data, they devise a few specific retrospective questions on

such items as use of agricultural techniques to ask village leaders or

householders.

~52-



Rosenberg cite& a recent evaluation done under Daineg! direction in
Haiti (see Annotated 3ibliography -- Appendix 3). Two preceding contract
evaluations had followed scopes of work and examined processes for mobile
izing inputs and producing outputs of a project to provide credit to small
coffee producers but had not attempted to examine impacts., Both made use-
ful recommendations and expressed doubt about success in raising income of
small farmers. Daines' interviewers found significant rises in income and
well-being. Rosenberg suspects impact may often g0 undiscovered. He says
that the sample need not be large and that a control group can usually be
found in new clients for the project who did not get "treatment" during
the period being evaluated.

dicklewaite commented that development is hard. Ke thought evaluators
should look for the perception of small changes, Rapid reconnaissance sur.
veys do not allow much time and put more stress on judgment. Even so,
one can seek data. For example, on a seed multiplication project in which
the project personnel did not know where the seeds were distributed or how
they were used, the evaluators were able to talk fo only 10 farmers but
still obtained some clues. This was an instance of a project which dealt
with only one element of a system and so had limited iract. .ficklewaite
likes comparative studies as a way of seeing what works. C[AI Just completed
a study of 17 private voluntary organizations in two countries and found no
activities which were optimum but could see what was reasonable, They have
signed a contract with the Entente Fund for a series of small impact studies
and will do two evaluations a Year.

The Latin American 3ureau has found comparative studies useful not
only for future programming guidance but for lmproving the projects being

studied. Vance Tlliott said that Asia 3ureau is planning to do such studies
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of orojects in agricultural research, notable water, and small scale irrigation.
in addition w0 its decision o look at severai criteria reflecting var-
lous interest groups (described above under the heading Dissent) American
Institutes of Research likes to look at intermediate changes when final im-
pacts may not have occurred, Khéwiedge may be gained about some things of
value and about some reasons for failures, while a classical experimental
evaluation might yield no incremental knowledge. For example, in evaluating
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration grants to citizen groups AIR will
look at such observable things as whether groups got organized and what
they did rather than solely at crime in the neighborhood. For A.LI.D.,
Schwartz would decide what part of a logical framework could be achieved
"and document the hell out of it

Review of Evaluations

For its ambitious longitudinal studies of total experience in several
countries, the Latin American 3ureau is trying hard to get studies which
will impress two audiences as valid. One is Congress which wants to know
how effective development assistance has been, The other is the develop-
ment "communiiy" which wants to know what works. The Bureau has had a task
force working on a scope of work and will recruit widely. Beyond that, it
olans advisory teams in AID/w and the USAID and perhaps a panel of outside
crities.

The Development Support Bureau, which uses a group review for a scope
of work, usually does not convene a formal review meeting to consider an
evaluation report, although the Agriculture Division recently had a meeting
with all bureaus. If a [OSB Officer Director rejects evaluation recommen-
dations, he must tell why in an attachment to the Project Zvaluation Summary

and the Deputy Assistcnt Administrator has the final decision., The
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fvaluation Officer follows up on implementation of action decisions.

Vance Flliott and Paul Saenz have re-instituted reviews of evaluation
reports (both Project Zvaluation Summaries and special reports) in the
Asia and Africa Sureaus respectively and are sending .comments to iiissions.
Elliott keeps a tickler file on action dates in the PZSs. A more important
kind of review will occur in Africa iissions as a result of a new directive
reemphasizing existing Agency policy about signatures on Project Evaluation
Summaries; namely, that the ission Director must sign indicating approval
of methods and findings., Perhaps more important, the African 3ureau now
also requires a signature from a senior host government official.

The Near East Bureau requires that an evaluation team submit a draft
report or a formal briefing to a fission before it leaves the country. The
vilssion must have time to react. If the !lission disagrees, it cables Wash-
ington. No instances have occurred of a report not being issued.

Practical Concepts Incorporated tries to set up formal Evaluation
Review meetings of all interested parties when it is in the field, although
in some cases it can't. The practice of Dévelopment Alterratives Inc. to
seek host government viewpoints and of the American Institutes of Research
to seek advice at the beginning and end from interest zrouos was mentioned
earlier,

Scope of Work

The'Develonment Support Bureau requires that a scooe of work for an
in-depth evaluation be submitted to its Evaluation Officer two months be-
fore the evaluation is scheduled. Last year the Bureau started reviewing
the scopes with a committee consisting of the Ev;luation Officer, Senior
Program Analyst, Project lianager and representatives of the 0ffice of

Research and Utilization Zivision (all parts of DS3). If a geogravhic
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bureau is directly concerned, its comments are also requested.

The DS3 3ureau has issued guidance on preparations of scopes of work
(See Appendix F) which is quite detailed. It reminds that project re-
sults are to be measurcd by indicators in the logical framework matrix
and urges review and up-dating of the matrix if necessary. The next
section of the guidance says that the contents of the evaluation are the
most important part of the scope of work and suggests about a dozen possible
topics, including project management and strategy, some elements of the
logical framework, and utilization of project results, which is of special
concern for AID/W projects. This part of DSB guidance differs from the 0.3
advice cited in Chapter II that the number of questions in an evaluation
should be limited. The guidance also refers to project documents anc re.
ports. It calls for nomination of team members. (Guidance #2 on team meme
bers is also reproduced in Appendix F). The Guidance contains almost nothing
on methodology.

In the Latin American Bureau, Project Implementation Orders (PIO/Ts)
containing scopes of work are usually prepared by dissions. The Office of
Development Resources may get involved, either because of a visit to the
field or because a ission wants help. DR informs the Ev§1uation Cfficer,
Bernice Goldstein, who sometimes advises, although most PIO/T's go direct-
ly to the Office of Contract Management without her review. Goldstein
thought that better guldance on the qualities of a good scope of work is
needed, since airgrams are scattered. She distributes the draft of Hande
book Chapter 8 widely. She suggested dist;ibution of some model scopes,
along with cautions about common pitfalls.

Vance Ellioﬁt said many Asia teams have little in the way of a scope

of work, especially when !issions telephone directly to an AID/W direct
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hire employee and recruit him for a team or have him recruit some other
named individual. If a contractor is used, there is a scope of work. Eig
vilssions prepare them and small Missions cable ideas to AIE/W technical
people. Elliott has to sign off on all scopes. Fe considered them quite good.
The African 3ureau Indefinite <uantity Contractors have been under the
supervision of the Cffice of Development Resources, which consulted with the
Evaluation Officer. These contracts were scheduled to expire March 3l.
liew contracts will be supervised by Paul Saenz, the Zvaluation Officer, for
evaluation work. Since kovember, Saenz has met with each evaluation team
and talked about Agency evaluation requirements and the Project Evaluation
Summary outline of topics. This has affected the work plans of teams and the
questions they ask.
Joan Silver, the Near East Bureau Evaluation Officer, said the Sureau
uses detailed scopes of work and terms of reference. She characterized pre-
paration of a study design as amounting to about one-third of conducting an
evaluation. 3Scopes for small evaluations are prepared in iissions; for large
ones, in Washington. She reviews ifission scopes. In washington, she pre-
pares some ard technicians prepare some. A scope has five elements:
1) Objectives of evaluation
What is information for?

2) Level of evaluation
Is it directed toward management of inputs, production .
of outputs or impact on purpose and goal?
3) TFocus of evalvation
What issues should be emphasized?

4) ethodology
Define the parameters, e.g. a household survey, statistical
reliacility.
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5) Kind of report

One of the 0/ Ci officers commenteq that Near mEast Scopes of work may

be so detaileg that they inhibit initiative, Silver said the section on

is more likely to contract with individualg than with firmg and forms
teams of people who may not have worker together before, Contractors are
briefed by AID/W ang also at the iMission, They are told to speak up if

the iiission differs frog AID/w,

work only for contractability. That is, will it be possible to know whether

methodologically poor may still be contractable. The guidance issueq by
0/Ci1 on work orders (see Appendix Z) calls for background on the reason
for the order, a description of the project, the Scope o the work order
(as differentiated from that of the project), the available documentation,
the extent of Suoport for the contractor and the nature of the product
desired. The PIO/T estimates level of effort ang budget as guidance to
. O/CH but this is omitted from the Request for Proposals so that the con-
tractor can submit his own estimates, In Snyder's opinion, the scopes
of work for work orders under Indefinite Quantity Contracts are about the
Same quality as Scopes for competitive aFPl g, Likewise, he has not noticed
any difference in quality between regions,

The Office of Food for Peace recently contracted with Fobert R,

Nathan Associates, Ing, to prepare 3 model scope of work to be useq for
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evaluating total country progrzns for Title II of P.L. 420. (See Ap-
pendix 5 - Annotated Bibliography for description). [itle II programs may
include supplemental foods for infants and lactating mothers, school lunches,
and food-for-work projects. Connected with them may be family planning

or nutrition education. Some of these activities are non-projects in that
they do not aim at specific development changes. They may also lack base-
line and progress data. For these reasons and because O/FFP wanted a
broader approach than projects, they sought guidance on a uniform "systems"
approach which could facilitate inter-country comparisons. The proposal
was tested in SBolivia and Sri Lanka and has since been used in Tunis and
dorocco. Edwin Fox, the Evaluation Officer, thought the new scope of work
would result in more objectivity if all the questions were asked. Thus far,
all the evaluations Lave suggested a sampling system to obtain better data.

Leon Rosenberg, of Practical Concepts, Inc. commented that A.I.D. does
not write clear evaluative scdpes of work to insure that it receives find-
ings rather than opinions. For instance he would think that A.I.D. should
tell which of the logical framework targets it wants measured and what ade
ditional items it also wants measured. It should request a statement of
professional standards -- where the data were obtained and what validity
they have. Scopes of work for separate evaluation contracts may be more
detailed than for work orders under Indefinite QJuantity Contracts but are
not superior, according to Rosenberg.

Albert 3rown of American Technical Assistance Corp. said he pays little
attention to a scope of work, other than to assure that it receives tech-
nical compliance. He believes that scopes may come from many parts of
the Agency and that an AID/W writer may not know the project well. In

the field, ATAC teams see voints which need emphasis and others which do
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not. Vhen ATAC hears of a work order, it talks to the technical officer

to learn more than is in the scope about what is wanted and who to recruit,
In any event, they know they must deal with the A.I.D. evaluation system,
in which the project design sets forth indicators and quantitative
measures.

Don Micklewaite of Development A ternatives, Inc. also has little ine
terest in scopes of work, since they are usually written by the AID/W desk
or Development Resources officer. iore important than the contents of the
work order is the time allowed -- six weeks gets more data and the result
is better than three weeks. DAI teams start with the USAID to see what
they want and then work with the host government. (icklewaite says that
truly collaborative evaluations are the exception), If possible, DAI will
also try to ascertain the interests of the target population. As the firm
name indicates, Development Alternatives has a philosophy about the nature
of desirable development -~ that it should improve well-being of people.
Thus even if a scope of work emphasizes production, DAI will also try to
look at distributional impact.

Don Weidman of the Office of Management and Budget (whose articls on
scopes of work was reviewed in Chapter II commented that junior staffers
in the government (not necessarily in A.I.D.) are often asked to prepare
RFPs and tend to be specific about the wrong things. Thus they may try
to spell out procedural techniques for evaluation but be vague about the
information the government wants. He would prefer training program of-
ficers about cha acteristics of good RFPs rather than having agencies
imposing central review of scopes.,

American Institutes of Research has also decided that it has a

commitment to quality of life and often submits "irreverent responses to
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to iFPs which don't know what they're talking about". This was discussed
under the heading "Dissent" in this chapter.

Training of A.I.D. versonnel

Several suggestions were made about formal and informal training
which might improve scopes of work. Charles Molfetto has had two hour
sessions with each staff group in the Development Support 3ureau on eval-
uation procedures. Fe also volunteered that it is important for all pro-
Ject managers to attend the Program Design and Zvaluation seminar. He had
seen an ilmprovement in the products of those who have attended. FEe sug-
gested that a brief refresher for those trained 6 or 7 years ago would
be helpful.

Bernice Goldstein urged prompt issuance of the draft handoook chapter
on project evaluation.

Paul Saenz had recently sent several airgrams on evaluation, each
of them signed by the Assistant Administrator. He also talks about
methodologies with each iiission Director who visits Washington.

From time to time Joan Silver goes to a Mission on temporary duty to
prepare a scope of work or to help conduct an evaluation. She uses these
occasions to alert field personnel to qualities of a good evaluation and
to possibilities for objectively verifiable indicators. Recently, for
example, she prepared a scope of work for a complex project to help es-
tablish a research institute in Egypt. Both the Egyptians and their
advisors from the iassachusetts Institute of Technology, all highly
educated people, were sensitive about an outside team second-guessing
their technical work. 3ilver's scope stressed institutional development
and also utilization and relevance of research, rather than technical

evaluation., The scope was, in effect, training on elements of
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institutionalization. The approach was for each of 14 sub-projects to
prepare their own report and then for a brief visit by a team to look
at the recommendations,

In another case, a Scope on a participant training project designed
to promote Western management techniques developed indicators such as
reorganization of work and reading of U.S., periodicals and then had a
section on selection and training of interviewers. This was sent to
other supporting assistance missions.

Russell Dilts called attention to the brief course on contracting
for personnel outside 0/CH. It stresses scopes of work.

Contract .fonitorine

For Development Support Bureau team evaluations, the project manager
always accompanies the team, although he may not be a team member. For
institutional grants under Sec, 2lld, a team must include an A-T.D/W
Office Director or a Mission Director.

For the Regional Bureaus, as might be expected, Washington-based
officers are not sure about the kind of monitoring given teams in the field.
The Africa Bureau hag recently directed that the second person in each
Mission (Deputy or Assistant Director; should be the Evaluation Officer.
Someone from the Development Resources Office usually goes out with a team.
For the future, Saeng hoped to have a small staff and to send people on
occasion. For LA Missions, Goldstein assumes Hission review of drafts,

In the Near East, Silver says Mission orientation of teams and review of
drafts is expected. 3he tells teams who to contact in (issions. Vance
Elliott in the Asia Sureau expect'that, since many evaluation teams spend
most of the time interviewing rather than gathering hard data, project

Mmanagers may often succeed in conning the teams.
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lichael Snyder commented that, if anything, he thought the monitoring

was sometimes overwhelming.

‘one of the contractors interviewed considering monitoring, or lack

thereof, a problem. Each firm has experienced people who would, as a

matter of course, keep people informed as work proceeded.
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VI, ANALYSIS OF ISSUES AND RECC/RMENDATIONS

The case which provoked this study is an exception in several regards.,
First, almost no other instances of dissent were discovered. Second, the
project was administered in AID/W and financed by a grant, rather than
being a joint host-donor project. Third, the evaluation team lacked an
appointed leader and 3 Supervising contractor,

Aspects of Concern

At second glance, the case contains certain aspects which may be
fairly common to the Agency. For instance, the Scope of work was poor.
It gave the evaluation team nine tasks, a heavy workload to accomplish
in three weeks. The first task was "to review grant documents to ase
certain purposes and goals of the project, the budget plan...and time
Plan..." As the auditors pointed out, the grant document was vaguer than
the project paper. w“hy didn't the commissioner of evaluation specify
what objectives concernsd him?

The next six tasks specified elements to be evaluated: financial
management, administrative ang teaching staff in three locations, curri-
culum, participant selection, oversess training, and participant follow-
up {using reports for the last two). Nowhere were any criteria suggested.
On the basis of looking at these Frocess elements of inputs and outputs,
the team was then to describe the extent to which purposes and goals had
been fulfilled! Finally, it was to recommend improvements in operations
or suggest new directions,

Considering the number of tasks, the short time, and the lack of
criteria, it is obvioug that A.I.D. was not ouying an evaluation but merely

Some professional opinions. Several people interviewed feared that this

~64a



may often be the case in Sureaus other than the one where this case occurred.
The presence of dissent would not necessarily indicate an effort to achieve
objectivity but simply a difference of opinion tetween evaluators who

lacked enough facts to make a valid finding.

Another aspect of the case which is of general concern is that the
nature of evaluation may not always be understood. The use of outsiders
even if they are experts, is not synonymous with evaluation, which is a
systematic effort to get objective evidence about progress towards es-
tablished targets. That last phrase -- established targets -- means that
good evaluation rests on good project design. 3esides targets, wellw
designed projects also contain built-in means for collecting progress data
and take essential external factors into account. A project plan should
also include an evaluation plan which designates critical points in the
life of the project when evaluations should occur ard specify issues that
are expected to be important for each evaluation. With such a foundation,
evaluations can be more objective, whether done by insiders or outsiders.

A third aspect, related to the extent of understanding about evaluation,
was the empnasis put on processes rather than impact of the project. Sev-
eral of the questions about management and staff probably should have been
answered by a normal project monitoring. The evaluation then could have
looked at the crucial issue of whether trainees were applying their new
knowledge and whether that was leading to the desired results in their
countries. Instead of a team of two experts in the United States, ver-
haps one good junior investigator should have visited several countries.

Several of the Zvaluation Cfficers and contractors interviewed thought

that A.I.D. did too little in the way of impact evaluation, This is
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an especial problem for AID/W projects, many of which support other pro-

Jects administered through .iissions, so that their impact 1s one step

removed. While host-donor projects are considered typical, AID/ projects now
constitute nearly half the Agency's portfolio in numbers (not dollars).
However, the lack of attention to impact is not confined to AID/'I, Often
people assume that impact will be delayed or that ascertaining facts about
impact is difficult and so the effort is not made.

A fourth aspect illustrated by the problem case was the discrepancy
between the size of the assignment and the resources devoted to it, Lack
of resources was cited frequently by interviewees. It has several dimen.
sions. One is that outside teams are hired because Mission staff lacks the
time or because travel by AID/W staff is limited. But then the time for
the teams is limited so that they do not obtain evidence,

Another resource problem is lack of data. This has two aspects.
Better macro-statistics are needed for analyzing problems and selecting
projects. But then evaluators sometimes try to use existing macro-data
in lieu of project-specific information. Although the situation is improving,
many projects still fail to collect selected baseline and progress infor-
mation. 3ometimes this requires part of the project budget; at other times
it may simply require attention by advisors and their host counterparts.

Thus the case cortained several aspects of general concern -- a scope
of work which sought opinions on many subjects rather than evidence about
a few, a lack of understanding of the nature of evaluation, emphasis on
processes rather than impact, and insufficient resources for evaluation,

M though dissent has been an exception, the suggestion has teen made
that dissent might be one possible approach to a desirable characteristic

of evaluations; namely, enough breadth of vision to reflect reality. Our
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review of literature reveals that focusing too narrowly may be a difficul ty,
that evaluation tends to select a few variables and to accept existing
structure. Moreover, evaluations tend to have a positive bias when they
are done by staff and when they reflect views of "treated" clients. There
fore we need to bring other viewpoints to bear - host officials, other
donors, and untreated clients.

Approach to Recommendations

The purpose of greater breadth and objectivity in evaluation would
be to provide a better basis for informed management judgments. The hypo-
thesis is that such judgments will contribute to the Agency's goal of
economic development -- now defined as better living conditions for poor
people.

As we consider possible ways to obtain breadth and objectivity we
need a sense of proportion. First, evaluations are more likely to pro-
duce good evidence if they examine a limited riumber of issues, according
to several authorities. Second, the researcher's ideas for good research
design may conflict with the rmanager's desires for speed and economy,
Finally, the professional researcher recégnizes limitations to objectivity
which are inherent in the questions asked, the methods used to find answers,
and the values and cognitive biases through which data are screened and
intervreted. Evaluation, like traditional management, is also a matter of
Judgment and cannot be completely "scientific".

The preceding chapters commented about various actions already adopted
by A.IL.D.for enhancing objectivity. These have included the logical frame-
work approach to design and evaluation with its advance statement of targets
and arrangements for data, the policy for collaborative design and eval-

uation, the formal review of evaluation findings, and the use of outside
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consultants, The system is already complete enough that no startling
changes in procedures can be recommended, Instead, the recommendations
which follow deal with ways to re-emphasize existing procedures or to
"fine-tune" them.

Then the recommendaticns move beyond procedures, which tend to become
rote. As rote, orocedures may be fcllowed without really facing up to
key issues. Therefore, it is strongly recommended that A.I.D. strengthen
1lts evaluation by a substantive emphasis -- more attention to the human
side of development.

Better Understandingz of Svaluation

The recent delegation to the field of authority to approve all pro-
Jects up to $5 million makes a good understanding of the elements of
design more necessary than ever. M{issions may (and should) reduce paper
work, relying more on verbal communication about the strategy of a project.
3ut this simplification should not mean that they stop thinking in terms
of a series of means/ends hypotheses or that they fail to arrange for
progress data. If project design becomes careless, evaluation may play
more of a role as .lissions review and correct their projects after pre-
liminary experience with them. Training or triefing l{ission Directors
can be important, since they set the tone for their Mission's approach.
Some Directors have taken the seminar on project design and evaluation,
either in Yashington or at their Missions. The Africa Bureau Evaluation
Officer is meeting with Directors as they visit Washington.

Apparently, maintaining a good desizn and evaluation system requires
constant vigilance. Personnel turnover and reorganizations make it easy
to ignore procedures. “faintaining a system has several elements. One

is an up-to-date written manual or handbook. A chapter on project
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zv-luation was cleared by bureaus several years ago out has not beer ouba
lished because other chapters on program and Policy evaluation are not
reagy. Another element is monitoring or review. The African 3ureau re-
cently revived its system after more than two years without an evaluation
officer. Review of evaluation reports are also being re-instituted in
the Asia Bureau. Circulation of reports or scopes of work which 1lus-
trate good methodology and give ideas on indicators and evidence can also
be useful. Another kind of review, for scopes of work, will be suggested
later in this chapter.

Because of turnover, training about design and evalustion continue
to be necessary. It is also surprising that some veteran A.1.D. em-
ployees have yet to take such training. For example, in liovember 1977,
the writer was one of a three-man team in Djarkarta giving four seminars
on project desizn and evaluation to Indonesians. The Mission Director
thought all Americans were familiar with the logical framework system
and should not attend. Yet at the January 1979 session in “Washington,
two Americans on home leave from USAID/Indonesia attended the seminar at
their own request and found it useful.

A group needing special attention are the International Devalopment
Interns, who will be given more responsibility as many retirements oceur
because of the Supreme Court decision upholding the mandatory age 60
for Foreign Service employees. Recent interns have not been givca the
full one-week seminar in project design and evaluation, since tuey react
strongly against classrooms, They do get fairly good exposure to design
with a field project and review, However, they we often thrown into
evaluation as soon as they get on the Job in either AID/W or the field,

As new Indefinite wantity Contracts are awarded or new personnel join
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experienced Iirms, these new personnel should also attend the seminar,
Jnderstanding about design and evaluation should be fostered among
host personnel as well as A.I.D. staff. The Professional Studies and
Career Development Division of the Office of Personnel and Training has
recently contracted with a firm which can give the Program Design and
Evaluation Serinar overseas in English. It also reeds to update existing

materials in Spanish and French.

1. Recommendation - Revive efferts Yo enhance understanding of the

Agency's project design and evaluation system. Tc this end, the Office

of Program Zvaluation in PPC, in cooperation with Sureau Zvaluation Of-
ficers, should:

(a) Update the exisfing cleared draft chapter on project
evaluation and publish it without waiting for other chapters in
the proposed EZvaluation Eandbook.

(b) 3rief new :fission Directors on design and evaluation or
encourage them to take the seminar, either in Washington or overseas.

(c) Review with the Professional Studies and Career Development
Division (PSCD) a practical and acceptable way to expose interns to
more understanding about evaluation.

(d) Encourage PSCD to carry through on arrangements for more
overseas training for American and host government officials about
project design and evaluation.

(a) A1l geographic bureaus should review and comment on evaluation
reports from .lissions, at least on a sample basis.

(f) Distribute samples or excerpts of good evaluation reports

and scopes of work.
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Collaborative Svaluations and Formal leviews

technique to achieve breadth of viewpoint is collaborative evale
uation. This has been A.I.D. policy for years, but interviewees indicate
that it is far from general practice. i{issions probably do better on
collaborative design but that could probably be practiced more widely too.
Collaboration between host and donor is essential, not only for realistic
and effective projects, but also for good relations.

One reason for collaborative design is that sovereign nations should
set their own priorities on direction of development. The United States
may not agree with all aspects, but should be able to find some commcn
ground. Another reason is that most of the implementation will be the
responsibility of the host government. Projects are likely to be more
realistic if the host has dscided about staffing and séhedule. Progress
will be better if the host understands and accepts the project targets
and implementation plan.

Collaborative evaluation is another step in getting effective imple-
mentation. Officials who participate in reaching conclusions in an evale
uation about necessary changes in a project are more likely to accept those
findings and put the recommendations into effect.

Collaboration can also improve the quality of evaluations ac well as
their acceptance. Despite cooperation throughout a project, host officials
usually have somewhat different views about an activity than do the Americans.
This differing viewpoint is part of the reality which needs to be examined.
Host officials can facilitate access to administrative information about a
project. Although some officials in a capital city may be just as ignorant
about their rural citizens as foreign advisers, most will probably know

more and interpret evaluation findings more accurately.



In the beginning, collaborative evaluations require more time and
effort., Staff and policy officers of the host government must be briefed
on the purposes and procedures. Their time is limited and the [fission
may have to wait until they are available. Language or cultural differences
may slow communications. But eventually the investment of time will pay
off in less trouble with implementation and less time to negotlate pro-
ject and program changes, as people who tried in various parts of the world
have testified.

The process will not seem so awkward or so forbidding when it is
realized that collaboration need not prevent expedient division of labor
bgtwaen host and Mission officers on both the staff and policy levels.
Thus staff might jointly agree on the issues needing answers for pending
decisions and clear these evaluation proposals with policy officers. Then
staff might divide the tasks of col;ecting and analyzing data or might use
outside evaluation researchers, either from zbroad or from a host univer-
sity or markst research firm. Then staff could analyze the findings and
prepare recommendations for a joint policy review.

Even if the staff work for evaluation is not collaborative, the
policy review can certainly be a joint one. A formal evaluation review
with all interested parties is another technique to. achieve a broad per-
spective. The attendance should include the host project director and
A.I.D. team chief, host planning officials and A.I.D. program officers,
representatives of other donors with related projects, ete. TFor effectiv
ness, a review should focus on a few key questions growing out of the
evaluation findings of staff and should emphasize future adjustments
rather than criticisms of the past. Sometimes such a review can be on a

subsector and cover several projects.
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Formal reviews, like collaborative evaluations, have also been urgr
by A.L.D. for years and are used from time to time in various Missions,
depending on the project, the style of the Director, and the working re-
lationships with of:icials of host agencies and other donors. They work
best when participants have been briefed. If a host official were to call
and preside over a raview, a good atmosphere would be get.

One possible advantage of formal reviews is that suppression or dis-
regard of evaluation findings by Missiﬁn Directors may be a little more
difficult. This would be a kind of application of the "sunshine" principle
of open hearings.

Apparently, formal review sessions are seldonm held for AID/W projects,
Considering that many of these projects lack the inherent checks and balances
which come from host country acceptance and implementation, special care
should be taken with evaluations in order to assure project relevance and
utility for development. Review meetings might be attended by people from
other institutions, by visiting foreign officials, and by representatives
of geographic bureaus as well as the AID/W Bureau sponsoring the project.
(The Development Services Bureau does ﬁave a requirement that an Office
Director must justify to the Deputy Assistant Administrator his decision
to disregard an evaluation team recommendation. This requiremen. wcets
one of the possible purposes of a Review meeting).

The question has been raised whether such a requirement should be~
come general Agency practice, just as offices now report on each audit
recommendation. The writer recommends against such a rigid requirement
for several reasons. iore precautions may be advisable in DSB because
it lacks the interaction with a host government. Reports from ad hoc

evaluation teams lack the stamp of authority represented by an official
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audit report, which has been thoroughly reviewed before issuance. Migsions
are already overburdened with reporting requirements. A dialogue about how
to respond to eveluation recommendations between a Mission and an AID/wW
3ureau could be much more drawn out and burdensome than between an AID/W
Office Director and his Assistant Bureau Chief,

A possible procedure to try to assure collaborative evaluations
vith joint reviews would be to require the signature of a host official
on the Project Evaluation Summary report. Several Missions proposed this
when the draft PES was circulated for comments. The redesigned form has
space which can be used for this purpose but does not require the sig-

nature because it was thought that some governments will not delegate

However, Paul Saenz, when he was Deputy Director and Evaluation Of-
ficer in Panama, found joint evaluations most beneficial and regularly
obtained a signature of a Panamanian official. Now as Africa Bureau E-
valuation Officer, he has persuaded his Assistant Administrator to require
host signatures. At first, the Bureau specified the Deputy Minister of
the Ministry with the project but has since agreed to accept the signature
of a bureau chief.

2. Recormendation - Require collaborative evaluations and encourage formal

review sessions. To this end, the Office of Evaluation in PPC, in cooper-
ation with Bureau Zvaluation Officers, should:

(a) Prepare a directive and airgram for issuvance by the

Administrator.
(b) call attention to the advantages of formal Evaluation

Review meetings for both field and AID/W projects. (The methodology
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part of the Project Zvaluation Summary can be used to report
attendance at such Revieuws).
(c) Consider whether host signatures on Project Evaluation

Summaries should be required by other Bureaus besides Africa,

Scopes of work

The contribution of a good scope of work toward achieving an ob.
Jective, balanced evaluation report which supports.useful action recom
mendations will vary with circumstances, as Chapter V Information from
Interviews makes clear.

Sometimes, too precise a Scope may interfere with good evaluation.
Such a scope of work may inhibit useful methodological initiatives and
innovations by able professional evaluators, who are apt to be more ex-
pert in methodology than most A.I.D. project or program officers who or
pare scopes. Another possible shortcoming of toe orecise a scope of wo
is that it will direct attention, as do many projects, to a limited ase
pect of an inter-related system. If an evaluation adheres to the scope
of work, it may omit the most important evaluation finding; namely, tha
development will not occur until other parts of the system are also
modified.

All four of the reputable contract firms interviewed were frank to
say that they paid only the hecessary mininum of attention to scopes of
work., They may be more important for teams formed of individuals who
are not responsible to a reputable firm which is the case for several
bureaus. Recognizing the limits to the influence of 3 scope of work
on the quality of evaluation, some effort to improve scopes still ap-

vears advisable.

As the original case and as the DSB guidance on scopes of work
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(Appendix ¥) illustrate, A.I.D. scopes of work are apt to ask for diffuse
evaluation and put too little attention on evidence. The scope should tell
which elements of the logical framework are most important at the time,
should request the evaluator to deseribe his methodology for obtaining

data and their validity, and tell which conclusions are based on evidence.

If A.I.D. wanted to institutionalize procedures for handling possible
dissents in evaluations, the contract would be the applicakle document. Eow-
ever, the occurrence of dissent has been rare enough that this hardly seems
hecessary. Generally contractors will continue to be responsible profession-
als. It is to be hoped that A.I.D. contract monitors will keep in close
enough touch with teams that they can anticipate possible difference of
opinion. These can be handled by arranging for more data, by discussion,
or by inclusion of footnotes and minority views as part of a report. 7The
awkwardness arises not from the existence of dissent but rather from ef-
forts to suppress it so that it emerges after an evaluation instead of as
part of it.

Beyond dissent, there is a question whether decision makers will be
better served when different perspectives are encouraged. An example was
cited of a feasibility study in which an economist and an engineer endorsed
a proposed project while a social anthropologist expressed grave doubts.
The economist who headed the team gave short shrift to the anthropologist's
views. (In contrast is *he approach mentioned to me by Dr. James Oxley,
Chief of the Livestock Division, DS3. He says they investigate the social
aspects first, before sending out technical specialists). While A.I.D.,
unlike the IBRD or some authors, does not include feasibility studies
under the term "evaluation", evaluators do have to wrestle with problems

created by poor feasibility studies. Also, feasibility studies for follow-
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on projects are often conducted in conjunction with evaluation of termin-
ating projects.

For multi-disciplinary teams, it may be desirable on occasion for a
scope of work to request that the views of each team member be noted,
along with the team recommendation. Eowever, the weight of authority
from both literature and interviews considered that this procedure might
be awkward for management and could be artificial. Some sugest that the
matter 1s usually covered in briefings of teams by AIL/W and :#ission

officers.

3. Recommendation - Imorove the quality of scopes of work for evaluation

contracts and work orders. To this end, the Office of Evaluation in PPC,

in cooperation with 3ureau Evaluation Officers, should:

(a) Supplement the general instructions issued by 0/CM for
Indefinite Juantity York Orders with éuidance about scopves for
evalution which would:

(1) Urge that the number of issues be limited and

that impact, even if only interim impact, be stressed.

.(ii) Require a description of methodolozy -- where the
data were obtained and what validity they have ~- and a
designation of which conclusions are based on evidence.

(1i1) Require the evaluator to contact hostofficials for
opinions.

(iv) Sugzgest consideration of whether mul tidisciplinary
teams should be asked to present the views of each member as

well as a team recommendation.



(b) Institute a review of scopes of work on a trial basis
in the Bureaus where %valuation Officers do not now review them,
to see whether improvements in draft scopes justify the effort and
possible delay.

(c) Continue to urge project managers to take the short course
on coniracting, which will help them for all types of contracts as

well as those for evaluation.

Resources for Wvaluation

Vance Elliott, the Asia Evaluation Off}cer, suggested spreading
money for evaluation further by grouping related projects in a single
evaluation. This would save travel money for AID/W staff or consultants.
Unless the teams stay long enough in the field, however, grouping pro-
Jects might again force them to skimp on evidence unless projects really
have certain information aspects in common.,

Elliott is also concerned that many projects are still evaluated
annually, even though key decisions may not be pending and annual evaluations
have not been required for several years.

Fopes about resources for evaluation lie in the requirement for in.
clusion of evaluation money in all project funding starting in the current
fiscal year 1979. This also has the advantage that estimatiné funds needed
will force formulation of a more definite evaluation plan for' the life of
the project. However, such funding will not help the majority of projects
for some timé. since projects approved in prior years may have a life of
up to five years.

As for the problem of data, A.I.D. has recently sponsored projects
using the Sureau of the Census, which can help get some basic national

statistics., In addition, krowledgeable Census advisers in country could
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130 counsel grojesct managers on how to get mirimum eviderce atout oro ject
indicators. Instances cited in Chapter V illustrate that able professional
contractors can obtain useful information, even retroactive baseline data,
with modest sampling and interviews. The PPC Office of Zvaluation has urge

increased support for ZuCen projects.

4, Recommendation - Increase the resources available for evaluation,

To this end, the Office of Evaluation in PPC, in cooperation with 3ureau
Evaluation Officers, should:

(a) Insure that the policy on inclusion of evaluation
money in future project funding is adequately followed.

(b) Arrange for the allocation of more to Program Develop-
ment and Support Funds for fisecal 1980.

(c) Ease restrictions on travel funds for evaluation, either
by arranging a re-allocation of administrative appropriations for
travel or by arranging to use Program Development and Support Funds
for travel as well as for evaluation contracts.

(d) Bureau Evaluation Off;cers should review Office and .ission
Evaluation Schedules to:

(1) Be sure evaluations are related to project phases

and pending decisions rather than being annual.

(ii) See if evaluations of related projects can be combined
or terminal evaluations done in conjunction with appraisals of
new pro jects.

ivaluation Officers should enlist the help of Desk and Development

Resource Officers in this review,
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Benefits for People .

The four preceding recommendations -~ to enhance understanding of
evaluation, require collaborative evaluation a'nd encourage formal re-
views, improve scopes of work, and increase evaluation resources - should
do much to improve both the objectivity and breadth of evaluation. Ob-
Jectivity will be helped when better designs establish criteria and ar
range for data. Scopes of work can also emphasize criteria and evidence,
dore resources will give teams more time and help get more data, Sreadth
of perspective will come from collaborative evaluations, formal evalug-
tion reviews with ali interested parties, and from scopes of work that
require the obtaining of host viewpoints and possibly the inclusion of
views of all team members along with team recommendations.

One viewpoint may not bé covered by the above procedures -- the
project clients. A good evaluation must learn what is happening to the
people whom the vroject is designed to benefit. One of the descriptions
of the logical framework approach which is often cited is that it is
ethically neutral. That is, it can be used to design logically con-
sistent projects which do not hecessarily follow A.I.D. policies to help
poor peopie, preserve the environment, etec. These policy considerations
may be included or excluded - but the concern about them is not inherent
in the procedure. '

Because of this, USAID/Zcuador modified the logical framework worke
sheet or matrix several years ago. It divided the column on indicators
into two parts, one for measures of physical or institutional changes and
the other for measures of chanzes in well-being,

“When the draft Project 3valuation Summary was circulated, USAID/

Indonesia was also concerned that benefits for people might not be
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covered by the narratives about project outputs, purpose, and goal. There-
fore, the lission proposed and AID/W accepted the addition of a separate
narrative about benefits for people.

What we are talking about here is not Just another procedure, It is
a matter of substance. Generally, A.I.D's approach to svaluation has been
that the criteria by which projects are to be judged are project-specific.
The evaluation sy:tem does not tell what the targets should be, but simply
helps people sort them out according to a mean-ends seguence of imputs-
outputs-purpose-goal. The first exception to that apprcach was inclusion
of the item on benefits to people in the Project Evaluation Summary .

The time has come to recognize that a neutral, procedural approach
is inadequate. 5ven though this report makes four procedural recommen-
dations, its main argument -- saved for the end of the report -~ is that
the best way to meet the concern of those who commissioned this study about
how to ensure a greater breadth of vision is not procedural but substantive.
ihe main problem is not whether dissent is being suppressed or whether
viewpoints such as those of host officials are being disregarded. Presen-
tation of different viewpoints —- whether different disciplines of eval-
uators, philosophies of host officials, perspectives of other donors, or
concerns of A.I.D. technicians -- cannot assure that evaluations will pay
adequate attention to what is actually happening to the human side of
development, to poor people.

The development community, A.I.D., and the (ongress were first alerted
to this aspect of development by a %“orld 3ark study of 30 years or more
of experience in Colombia. Assistance had begun with the InterAmerican
Institute under Nelson Zockefeller in 1%1. It had continued with Point %,

I.C.A., .5.4., A.I.D. and with the CAS, I=R”D, IDA, and various LN agencies.



The record was good -=- growing GNP, improving foreign exchange, rising per
capita income, increasing azricultural production. Yet the ISRD found that
real income of Colombian farmers was no higher after 30 years! The trickle
down: théofy of economic development did not work. At that point, Admin
istrator John Fannah proposed and the Corgress imposed some policies or
standards for A.I.D.

Thus A.I.D. is now concerned about improving the lot of poor people
and is no longer so concerned about balance of payments, GNP, infrae-
structure, or production., At the sare time, both A.I.D. and host govern-
ments are struggling because officials grudgirgly change their ways of
selecting and managing projects and resist the unknown. Sometimes their
commitment to the new philosophy is more cosmetic than substantive.

In a time of experiment, evaluation should receive more emphasis.
what woiis and what dcesn't? If a project overlooks the real needs of
the poor, an evaluation should reveal the slight. If some approaches are
succescful, the word should be spread to other Missions and other governe
ments, If evaluations do not deal with this problem, they are too narrow.

Kuch of the literature and several of “he contractors consulted felt
-strongly about the need for oroader perspectives. Some of the writers
put the idea in terms of techniques for understanding reality. Others
went veyond considerations of the philosophy of knowledge or secientific
method to ethics, arguing that the professional sociologist or anthro.
pologist or progrum evaluator had an obligation to improve people's well.
being and hence should consider broad criteria in judging social prograums.

A somewhat similar range occurred among the evaluation firms. Per-
haps the most direct aporoach was that of Leon Fosenberg of Practical

Concepts, inc. He urged that A.I.D. could and should do more impact
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evaluations and said these would be more objective than examinations of
project processes. Thus he would stress indicators for project purpose
and zoal. This approach would be apt to stress the effect of the vroject
on people. ide said PCI always tries to recommend ways to improve a
project's impact. (At the same time, Rosenberg remarked that an impor-
tant contribution of an expert was to test the validity of project as-
sumptions about factors external to a project but critical to its success.
Thus he would look beyond the logical sequence of planned targets.)

The strongest views were expresced oy Donald :licklewaite of Develope
ment Alternatives Inc. and Paul Schwartz of American Institutes of Re=-
search. Both are convinced that development cpnsists of improving the
well-being of people and.cannot be evaluated by looking only at output
or production targets or possibly limited purpose targets in a logical
framework. Successful achievement of such targets may not indicate real
development, on the one hand, and failure to achieve targets may reflect
a slighting of critical social aspects, on the other hand. iicklewaite
and Schwartz state thét their firms will hire only those people who ac-
cept this philosophy and will accept only those evaluation assignments
which permit this approach. It is a new definition of objectivity,
Schwartz declared "Our concern is for the quality of life, 'science! is
second."

This effort to see a broader and truer perspective does not necessar-
ily imply dissent. All the contractors believe that they should give
the decision maker the best recommendation possible, baéed on good evia.
dence, B5ut they want to get evidence about more of the system, and spe-
cifically about more of the parties at interest. Thus they seek to under-

stand tne viewooints of host officials and project clients and to obtain
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data about what happened to clients.,

The methodology for obtaining such evidence can be varied. In some
cases, direct information can be obtained as part of the process of ad-
ministrative reporting needed for operating the activity, €.g. informa.
tion on out-patients at a clinic or borrowers from an agricul tural bank.

In other cases, proxy indicators will show trends but not absolute amounts,
€.8. consumer purchases or school attendznce may indicate family welle
being. Sometimes behavior can be observed, e.g. use of agricultural
techniaues,

Sut in the final analysis, one must go directly to a sample of the
target population of the project. The Urban Institute has demonstrated
conclusively that administrative data has its limitations. Even if it is
honest and timely, it can cnly tell about the people who availed themselves
of services and cannot explain about the potential clients who were not
reached. For instance, a sample survey in Costa Rica about a successful
rural clinic project revealed that, despite the excellent record on
numbers treated, the project had reached only about half of the potential
clients. Others did not come becéuse of ;uch reasons as a poor image
caused by fallure to charge fees, inaccessible clinics, and inconvenient
hours of operation. Sometimes the administrative data are inaccurate,
elther because they were processed carelessly or even because of mal-
feasance of project staff. An evaluation of cattle innoculation in one
country revealed Jthat innoculators sold sera and used water in their syringes!

Although accepting the need for client reactions, this writer has
oreviously argued that interviewing clients must Necessarily be an occa-
sional and exceptional procedure because it requires professionals to

drav a sample, devise and test questions, and train intervieyers. Eowever,
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instances cited by both Practical Concepts, Inc. and American Technical
Assistance Corporation convince me that the process need not be as time
consuming nor as expensive as previously thought. It should be done
oftener and is becoming a standard of more projects, especially in Latin
America.

A client survey should have a very limited number of questions about
actions rather than opinions. This elicits better answers from respondents.
It reduces errors by enumerators. It costs less and can be tabulated more
easily. In many cases, the survey can find a control group among newly
enrolled clients who have not received any benefits yet. Some interviewing
of eligible people who are not enrolled may also be needed to reveal reasons
why the project is failing to reach thenm.

As discussed in Chapter III on Codes of Ethics, A.I.D. should be
concerned about precautions for preserving the confidentiality of respone
dents from any inquiries of their own governments for tax or other pur-
poseé. This problem should be considered by the Program Evaluiation Come
mittee to decide whether some special action is advisable to alert dissions
to the need for care. For example, an airgram could go to the field. Or
a reminder could go out each time a i{ission reports in a 1L..ject evalua-
tion plan or an annual evaluation schedule that a survey is contemplated.
At this stage, however, the importance of reaching a small sample for
missing insights should not be made too difficult with ethical safeguards.
If the sample is small, the host government will have little. interest in
misusing individual responses.

The recommended ney evaluation perspective of substantive attention
to the aspect most likely to be underevaluated and reported -- the human

side of develcpment -- will be consonant with A.I.D. policy. It is also



consistent with the idea surfaced in the review of literature that values
are important, should be explicit, and that A.I.D. should specify some of
the most important ones, Joreoever, a substantive emphasis for evaluation
will add interest for both staff and decision makers who may often see
evaluation as a procedural formality which is a nuisance, It will help
distinguish evaluation from monitoring and will raise sights from inputs
and outputs to purpose and goal - an objective for the past ten years.
The new emphasis showld be applicable to all field evaluations. For
AID/W projects, the question of utilization now receives attention, but
ow the question should be -- does this AID/W knowledge or service get
used by ilissions to help poor people? Attention can also be given to
benefits for people in the increasing number of comparative evaluations
oeing initiated by AID/W. These evaluations are being undertaken to
answer questions raised by policy officials whose perspective is broader
than that of individual projects., Such comparative evaluations also have
the potential of greater objectivity,as the literature review pointed out,
Chapter V mentioned comparative studies planned by the Latin American
Bureau and Asia Sureau. The House Appropriations Cormittee requested a
study of rural electrificatior. PPC has set up a division for policy and

comparative evaluations. Each of these should stress the benefits fecr people.

5. Recommendation - Promote 2 pew emphasis in evaluation evidence about

benefits for people. To this end, the Office of Evaluation in PPC, in
cooperation with 3ureau Svaluation Officers, should:
(a) Announce the new emphasis in a circular from the Admin-
istrator which mentions the following actions that will be

undertakep.
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(b) Review project Evaluation Flans received as part of Pro-
Jject Papers to be sure this element is covered.

(c) Review Project Ivaluation Summaries and call attention
to iissions and Cffices which are giving only opinions rather than
data about the item of Benefits for People.

(d) Stress benefits for people in the section of scopes of
work calling for evidence about project impact.

(e) Reccumend more frequent use of sample surveys of target
populations. (Precautions may be needed to protect confidentiality
for respondents).

(f) Stress benefits for people in comparative evaluations

initiated and conducted by AID/Y.bureaus.,



Appendix A - SCOPE OF WORK

The Contractor will provide a report analyzing the
problem of objectivity and candor in evaluation and
the ethics of dissent.

1. The Contractor will search the literature on the
subject Including the codes of ethics of consultant
organizations and of other key professional soclieties;
he will abstract or summarize the results of this

search as appropriate.

2. The Contractor will interview leading contractors
doing work with A.I.D. as well as A.I.D. officials
concerned with evaluation, contracting and legal
affairs, to define problem areas which exist currently
or which are likely to arise given the increasing
volume of evaluation activities and the increased

attention given to evaluation results.

3. The Contractor will prepare a preliminary report
on the above emphasizing the most important problem

areas.

4, Based on this report and on additional technical
guidance provided by PPQE, the contractor will pro-
vide an analysis of the issues involved in promoting
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objectivity and candor in evaluations, in defining

the ethics of dissent, and in protecting the rights

of individual researchers and firms or institutions
participating in evaluations or evaluative research.
The paper will also discuss measures needed to im-
prove and protect the ability of the government to
make effective use of the results of evaluation and/
or evaluative research and the appropriate disposi-
tion of informaivlon gained on the basis of confidentid.
relationships.

5. The Contractor wlll provide a draft discussion
paper for review by PPC/E; the draft will include
the contractor's recommendations for further action

by A.I.D.

6. The Contractor will provide a final report by
March 31, 1979.



Appendix B - ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRADHY
The scope of work called for a search of liter-
ature on the subject of objectivity and candor in
evaluation and the ethics of dissent. The findings
were to be abstracted or summarized as appropriate.
Chapter V of the foregoing report reviewed find-
ings from the literature by topic. Here, summary and
comments are arranged by author. To facllitate selectiwe

review; key words in the comments are underlined,
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Anderson, Scarvia B, and Ball, Samuel The Profession
and Practice or Program Evaluation. San Francisco:
Jossey - Bass. Inc. 1978.

This was the most pertinent and useful discussion
encountered. As a recent work, it has progressed
well beyond the hang-up evident in some older articles
whose authors were struggling to make evaluations
conform to all the norms of scholarship. Anderson
and Ball recognize that evaluation is not pure re-
search but 1is management oriented. However, this
recognition is 8still somewhat limited because they
regard evaluation as ending with the preparation of
a report rather than when decisions are made which
use findingé and recommendations in a report. Another
minor limitation is that the book reflects its
origins in a conference at the Educational Testing
Service (the authors are both affiliated with ET8),
and 1ts examples deal mostly with education evalua-
tions.

The authors touch upon many aspects which affect
objectivity, candor, and ethics, including the purposes
of evaluation, the evaluation strategles, relation-
ships of the various parties concerned in evaluation,

blas from values and ideslogies, reporting style,
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responsibility for dissemination, rights of com-
munities (much more pertinent than rights of in-
dividuals). They include a draft statement of

ethical responsibilities (reproduced as Appendix

D of this report).

The book also discusses other aspects of
evaluatioﬁ as a profession, such as methods, evidence,
utilization training and trends. It is concise and
readable. I suggest that PPC/E offer to buy the book

for any interested evaluation officer,

=92~



Baratz, Stephen S. and Marvin, Keith E. "Resolving
Privacy, Access and Other Prcblems in the Audit and
Reanalysis of Soclal Research for Policy" Zvaluation

and Change Special Issue 1978 of the magazine Evalua-
tion Pages 31-35.

Baratz is a consultant for the General Account-
ing Office and Marvin is an Associate Director of
GAO. They report on a problem which arose when GAO
attempted to review evalations in order to advise
Congress on the probable reliability of information
obtained from the executive branch. Both GAO and
social sclentists were concerned that confidentiality
is essential for obtaining candid responses and that
the presence of auditors while data is being analyzed
or the later reanalysis by auditors might threaten
that confidentiality. This problem is further com-
Plicated by a possible conflict between the Privacy
Act of 1974 and the 1974 amendments to the Freedom of
Information Act.

It 1s not believed that confidentiality is a
major issue for A.I.D. since few projects deal with
individuals in the way many domestic programs on de-
linquency, drug abtuse, mental health, welfare s and

education do. Hence, few evaluations rely on in-



dividual interviews. However, 1f A.I.D. does ever
have occasion to be concerned, it may want to con-
sult two reports reviewed in this article: National
' Academy of Science, "Protecting Individual Privacy

in _Evaluation Research" Washington D.C. 1975 and

Social Science Research Council Privacy Protection

Study Commission "Personal Privacy in an Information

Society, Washington D.C. 1977.
Soclety,



Brandle, John E. "Evaluation and Politics" Evalu-
ation and Change, special issue 1978 of the maga-~-

zine “Evaluation", pages 6-7.

Brandle is a professor of public affairs at the
University of Minnssota and a member of the Minnssota
House of Representatives; He argues that politicians
deal with issues for which there are accommodations,

not solutions. They perceive evaluatdrs as another

interest group who seek truth with rigor and ex-
Plicitness but who present only part of reality--

if evaluations were complete and definitive, poli-
ticians would be unnecessary. Nevertheless, he urges

public dissemination of evaluations to help keep

politicians honest and also urges evaluators to pre-
sent thelr case with skill and force. Finally, he
counsels that evaluations can have the most impact
if they look at experiments and demonstrations be-
fore political commitment is made and if they deal
with mechanisms, organization and management on which

interest groups lack strong commitments.

«95a



Campbell, Donald T. "Reforms as Experiments" Hand-
book of Evaluation Research Vol 1, pages 71-100,
Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publicaticns Inc.

This 1s the classic paper prepared under a
National Sclence Foundation grant and presented at
various social psychology conferences in 1968. The
Handbouok reprints it, with some revisions by the
author, from the April 1969 issue of the American
Pgychologist. The author argues for use of the
quasi-experimental approach to obtain objective

evaluations of soclal reforms and also advises that
human courtesy means that the most dependable means
of assuring a favorable evaluation is to use testi-

monials from those who have had the treatment.
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Cox, Gary B. "Managerial Style: Implications for
the Utilization of Program Evaluation Information"

Evaluation Quarterly Vol. 1 Number 3 August 1977
pages U499-508,

This article is based on a paper given at the
American Psychological Association Annual Convention
in 1976. The author is from the University of Wash-
ington. It is another example of efforts to make |
evaluators understand the organizational and political
realities of management. It argues that written
repcrts may be necessary for documentation but that
managers prefer verbal communication as quicker and
involving more exchange. It urges that evaluators’
oral reporting be frequent, simple, and succinct,
stressing salient points such as a change in trends.
Evaluators should repo~t¢ unexpected or unpleasant

findings immediately.
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Daines, Samuel R. Evaluation of the Haiti Small

Farmer Improvement Loan, Practical Concepts, Inc.

(draft), February 1979.

This report is being prepared for and will be
issued by A.I.D. It is the third annual evaluation
of the project, each one hy a different consultant,
The first two reports concentrated on management of
imputs and outputs, (the institlonal and delivery
éystem objectives) and made useful suggestions for
improvement. Neither looked at impact but both
apparently expressed some doubt about progress. The
Scope of work for the third evaluation returned to
the original evaluation plan in the Capital Assis-
tance Paper which called \Vor a farmer survey. Daines
was able to use a sample of new loan epplicants as a
control group to compare with another sample of loan
recipients. He also constructed a sketchy baseline
from data in loan files. Thus he could compare pre-
sent status of loan recipients with previous status
and with non-recipients. He demonstrates a signifi-
cant rise in coffee Producticn by small famers and
in their income ang living standafd which 1s attribut-
able to the project. ?pe general significance of this

report for evaluation procedures is that it shows that
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objective data can be obtained without unreasonable
expense, that objectivity and hence lack of dissent
is easier for impact evaluation than for process
evaluation, that a useful baseline can sometimes be
constructed after several years of project activity,
and that control groups are fairly easy to obtain

from new clients for a project.



Diener, Edward and Crandall, Rick Ethics in Social

and Behavioral Research, Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1978.

This new bcok is disappointing. In contrast '
with the one by Anderson and Ball, this seems to be
directed ét students rather than professionals and
is rather simplistic. Moreoever, despite a broad
definition of social research as dealing with human
functioning outside the biomedical area, the authors,
who are psychologists, seldom get beyond a view of
research as dealing with individuals rather than
with social programs or trends. Hence the problems
they cite do not often pertain program evaluation of
interest to A.I.D. even when they speak of cross-
bultural research or evaluation of "experimental
interventions." They discuss three areas: 1) treat-

ment of research participants or subjects~--not

harming them, obtaining consent, preserving privacy
2) nrofessional issues such as honesty, accuracy,
use of grants, and giving credit in publication, and-
3) relationships among science, values, and soclety.
In an appendix are selected portions of codes of
ethics of three associations;—anthropological,

psychological, and socialogical.
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Dwelley, Hugh L., Uniform Procedures for Issuance of

Work Orders Under Agency-Wide Indefinite Quantity

Contracts, memorandum issued June 1, 1978 by SER/CM

This memorandune assigns responsibility for
business management of all indefinite quantity con-
tracts (IQCs) to two contracting officers. It also
establishes coordinating technical offices responsibl
for helping ensure proper distribution of work orders
among contractors and for identifying contractors
suitable for the required services. There ié a
specific policy against A.I.D. suggesting use of a
specific individual. The memorandum contains an
outliine for a project implementation order (PIO/T)
which will be the basis for a request for a proposal

(RFP) and a subsequent work order.
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Evans, John "Summary of Testimony to Senate Committee

on Human Resources" Evaluation and Chenge, special

issue 1978 of Evaluation magazine. Page 17.

Evans 1s Assistant Commissioner in the Office of
Eduation for Planning, Budgeting and Evaluation. He
says that his office'prepares designs of program
evaluations studies in-house before contracting out
the studies in order to assure that evaluations are
methodologically sound and are relevant to policy

needs. They also monitor evaluation projects closely

and prepare short Plain-language summaries for ex-

ecutives and Congress.
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Freeman, H.E. The Present Status of Evaluaticn

Research Paris: UNESCO (mimeo) 19376.

This 1s a thoughtful and practical monograph
by a Prefessor of sociology and Director of the
Institute of Soclal Science Research at UCLA.
Unfortunately, it is for limited distribution and
labeled not to be quoted without permission, Free=-
mnan argue3 strongly that evaluation is a political
decision making tool and not ordinary research.
Hence, the leadership comes from p¢licy makers and
the results are not Jjudged by peer assessment of
other sclentists. Correspondingly, the major problems
for utilization are not methodological (except as
studies may take too long or cost too much) but
organizational. Interestingly, he urges a blasing

"of evaluation for results’ meaning that evaluation

should concentrate on targets most apt to change and
stress strong rather than minor program interventions.
Such evaluations would still follow the usual social
science rules on data. He also advocates that the
evaluator become involved with action to provide
quicker and more effective feedback even though such
participation may threaten independent objectivity.
Finally, Freeman suggests that evaluations should pay
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attentlon to the processes used to reach targets
and not just progress toward targets, since he
thinks a major explanation for lack of impact is
incomplete implementation. Process ‘evaluation

can be objective by defining expected action elements
and using samples, records and observations about
such actions., But it can threaten privacy of both
program staff and clients. Thus it could pose an
ethical problem.
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Gurel, Lee "The Human Side of Evaluating Human
Services Programs: Problems and Prospects Handbook

of Evaluation Research, Vol. 2 pages 11-28 Beverly

Hills, California Sage 1975

Gurel is a psychiatrist. Parts of this paper
were presented in his 1972 presidential address to
the Division of Psychologists in Public Service of
the American Psychological Association.

The author says that the evaluator often
perceives what he was hired to do as research and

loses sight of a critical distinction between re-

search and evaluation, which must passess policy and

decision-making implications. He goes on'%hose of
us who are evaluators often act as though we had a
moral imperative to search out truth and we not
infrequently regard those who'hinder our quest as
malevolent or worse". Evaluators must explore the

rackground and reascns for the evaluation and limit

their inquiry to information needed. He considers
but does not glve answers to the differing views

about publication--the manager may be satisfied with

progress reports and a verbal report and resent the
time to prepare for publication while the evaluater
seeks recognition from a professional group. More-

over, the manager fears whistle blowing.
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Guttentag, Marcia and Struening, Elmer L, editors
Handbock of Evaluation Research, Vols. I and II,

Beverly Hills, California. Sage Publications 197s5.

This two volume work was s8ponsored by the Society
for the Psychological Study of Social Issues, al-
though some of the contributors h;ve a background
other than psychology. Guttentag was a Professor
at the Harvard Graduate School of Education and
first President of the Evaluation Research Society.
Struening is a professor at Columbia and affiliated
with the New York State Department of Mental Hygiene,
Individual articles Pertinent to this report have
been listed separately in this bibliography. The
volumes contain many other articles dealing with
such topics as methodology and evaluation examples.
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Guttentag, Marcia "Summary of Testimony to Senate

Committee on Human Resources" Evaluation and Change,
special issue 1978 of magazine Evaluation page 18,

After reviewing inadequacles of traditional
research methods for evaluation, the author lists

8lx responsibilities of evaluators. Two are pertinent

for this report: Explicit statementz on the certainty
of information provided and a routine use of multiple

sources nf information to increase the certainty
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Havens, H.S. "Summary of Testimony to Senate Committee

on Human Resource", Evaluation and Change, special

issue 1978 of magazine Evaluation, pages 11-12

The Director of the Program Analysis Division
of the United States General Accounting Office
speaks of problems of timeliness, relevance and
credibility of evaluations, In relation to the latter
he mentions GA0 reanalyses discussed more fully

by Baratz (see above),
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Levine, Adeline and Levine, Murray "The Social
Context of Evaluative Research: A case Study"

Evaluation Quarterly November 1977, pages 515-542.

This is a case study about evaluations cf the
Gary Indiana school system in 1914 and 1915 in con-
nection with a proposal to adopt the Gary approach
in New York City. The matter became a major politi-
cal issue. The authors argue that the social context
influences evaluative research considerably, that
the'difficulties are intricate. 'Evaluation research
must be understood on its own terms, rather than as

an extension of the research epproach to an ap-
plied problemn.

They dismiss as inadequate various suggestions
by Campbell (1969, 1970, 1971) for achieving objec-

tivity such as replicated experiments with the re-
search divided between two contractors, critical
reanalysis of data with basic data available to in-
terested persons, minority reports and atternative
analysis. These technical controls do not deal
directly with political pressures.

They suggest prior iden.ification of various
interests so that an evaluation design may include

various measures deriying from different perspectives.
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They also suggest use of adversary methods, with

Public hearings and cross examinations.

Among the special issues identified in the case

study were: finaucial and political independence of
evaluators, professional ethics, evaluator's re-
sponsibility for other side of story and for con-

sequences of a published report.
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An Evaluation Scope of Work for P.L. 480 Title II

Country Programs, Robert R. Nathan Associates, Inc.,
1978.

This was prepared for A.I.D.'s Office of Food
for Peace. It outlines a systems approach in which
a Title II program will be related not only to its
own targets but also to other programs and to the
country nutrition, health, and economic situation.

It anticipates unilateral evaluations by a three-
person team over a period of threz :eeks plus re-

port writing time. The team would make some site
visits, conduct extensive interviens and use existing
records. The report lists 10 possible kinds of im-
pacts and suggests indicators for them, most of which
would require tests or surveys not possible in a
regular evaluation. It outlines a seven-chapter

study and report and contains proposed interview
questionaires to use.at MCH Centers, Schools, and Food-

for Work projects.
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Nichols, Donalg, "Summary of Testimony to Senate
Committee on Human Resources", Evaluation and

Change, special issye 1978 of magazine Evaluation,
pages 1ll-15,

The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor for
Program Analysis and Policy Development describes
the monitoring o+ evaluation contracts. Evaluation
Plans of departmental agencles are reviewed in a
Research Clearinghouse. After evaluvation contracts
are let, Nichols' staff participates in gi+e visits,
Semninars and meetings to monitor and give additiona]
directions to the contractors. After an evaulation
report is completed, Nichols! gtaff writes an as-
sessment of its quality and appropriateness. It

also publishes summaries for the department and

Congress.
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Office of Management and Budget, Evaluation Manage-

ment, A Background Paper, May 1975.

This paper prepared primarily by James W.
Morrison, Jr. of the Evaluation and Program Impla-
mentation Devision, OMB argues that evaluatica can
be a useful management tool but seldom is, primarily
because evaulation itself i1s not well managed.

It urges tpat evaluation studies be decision-driven,
that contracts for studies do a better job of
specifying the expected use of findings and that

they be monitored more carefully. The paper dis-
tinguishes between program evaluation ( a systematic
analysis of progress toward objectives) and evaluation
research (adherence to experimental design, not

oriented to specific program decisions).
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Rossi, Peter J. and Wright, Sonia R., "Evaluation

Research: An Assessment of The~ry, Practice and

Politics" Evaluation Quarterly, Feb. 1977 Pages 5-52,

This 1s a revision of a paper presented at a
UNESCO Conference on Evaluation Research at Washing-
ton in September 1976. The authors are members of
the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. The
authors point out that all research requires precisge
definition but that the Precision for evaluation
comes from the program managers who state the cri-
teria for success and the target clients. Moreover,
political or moral considerations may preclude
random experiments or control groups. Nevertheless,
they conclude that there are no differences, for
the most part, in the logic, methods and techniques
used in basic and evaluation research. The most
important methodological difference is that evalua-
tion should be able to detect small effects,since

'the effects of a pProgram will usually be weaker
than the proponents hoped. The Paper than reviews

various major evaluations.
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Salasin, Susan, "Investment in People as a National
Priority: An Interview with the Honorable Harrison
A Williams, Jr." Evaluation and Change, special

issue 1978 of magazine Evaluatioh, pages 19-23.

The chairman of the Senate Committee or Human
Resources talks about his conclusionsg after hearings
October 6 and 27, 1977 on evaluation:

"...I am not comfortable with legislation

that directly regulates proressionalleval-

uators and their associations... Code of

procedures and ethics is needed to guide

the development and activities of evalua-
tion personnel.... profession itself should
move ahead.... 80 that 1its strength and
growth are derived from its own experts and

their universities and research organizations".
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Schelser, Mary Ann, "Program Participants' Positive
Perceptions: Psychological Conflict of Interest in
Social Program Evaluation", Evaluation Quarterly,
Feb. 1978, pages 53-~70.

This 1s a thorough article which shows that
participants (both recipients and staff) think social
Programs are beneficial despite lack of evidence of
progress toward stated pProgram goals. The author
cites social psychology theory and the theory of
cognitive consistency to support her conclusion.

The positive bias goes far beyond Campbell's

idea of courtesy (cited earlier). For instance,
Gordon and Morse reviewed 93 published evaluations
in 1975 (Annual Review of Sociology: Pslo Alto,
California: Annual Reviews, Inc.) and found that
52% of evaluations with poor methodology reported
Buccess while only 229 with adequate methodology
found successful outcomes, Further, evaluators

affiliated with the program were much more likely to

report success (58%) than nonaffiliated researchers
(14%).
The author points out that these findings cast

doubt on various evaluation methodologies, such as
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Campbell in 1974 saying that reports of staff, clients
and families can add important qualitative informa-

tion to more rigorous methods or Guttentag in 1975
and 1976 seeking a Bayesian combination of information
bearing on all participants' values rather than

behavioral changes or the Stanford Evaluation Con-

sortium (1976) advocacy of the evaluator influenc-
ing the program as it proceeds,

The concludes with a dilemma--evaluation must
be Ilndependent of the Program agency but such ine

dependence can bring non-cooperation which precludes

good research.
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SJoberg, Gideon, "Politics, Ethics and Evaluation
Research”, Handbook of Evaluation Research, Vol. 2,
—=—=_00% 0o “valuation Research,

pages 29-54, Beverly Hills: California 1975.

The author argues that the gthics of evalua-

tion are too narrow, that emphasis on the scientific

method leaves out ethical questions arising from the
fact research is a variable and that researchers
tend to formulate issues and select indicators
compatible with the established social order. Some-
what inconsistently, he says that the testing of
hypotheses (the logico;deductive method) is akin to
political liberalism. Another way in which goal-
oriented evaluation is too narrow ig that client-
centered organizations require multiple and ambitious
goals. An alternative approach which might be more
"ethical” or unbiased would the logic of dialectic
in which the evaluator would use "countersystem"
with different values. For example, a school might
be judged by whether it helped students as well asg
by what they learned-~the evaluater should look at

the fallures as well as the successes,
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Weidman, Donald R., "Writing a Better RFP: Ten Hints
for Obtaining More Successful Evaluation Studies",

Public Administration Review, November/December 1977,
pages T1l4-717.

The author is a program analyst in the Mangement
Improvement and Evaluation Division of the Office
of Management and Budget, with previous experience
doing evaluation in the Urban Institute. His "do's"

and ‘don'ts" are summarized in Chapter V.
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Weiss, Carol H., "Evaluation Research in the Polit-
~1cal Context", Handbook of Evaluation Research

Vol. 1 pages 13-25, Beverly Hills, California: Sage
Publication 1975,

The author heads the Bureau of Applied Social
Research at Columbia University. This paper was
presented at the 1973 annual meeting of the American
Psychological Association. She pointed out that
politics is implicit in the evaluation process,
thus affecting its complete objectivity. Evaluation

accepts the desirability and possibility of reaching
stated goals. When evaluation accepts experimental
variables, it conveys that other things in the
situation of the target population are unimportant--
looking at services, not social structure. Evalua-
tion has a reformist bias, wanting to modify without
drastic change.

She argues that both inside and independent
evaluations have a role. The former is consonant
with decision-makers goals and values but may stretch
their sights a bit. The latter, especially when
sponsored by higher echelons, has wider perspectives
with more concern for ensuring that programs are worth

their money.
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A responsible evaluation puts goals in proper
perspective, compares strong intensive programs
with ordinary program levels, locates positive

programs so they can be expanded, and keeps uncover-

ing short comings.
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Welss, Carol H,, Evaluation Research: Methods for

Asgsessing Program Effectiveness, Englewood Cliffs,

New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1972.

This brief and readable textbook is part of a
serles on methods of social science. Weiss defines
evaluation research_more broadly than OMB (see
this bibliography). Her basic theme is that eval-
uation applies the many methods of sccial research
in an action context that is intrinsically inhospit-
able to them. Thus much of the book 1is pertinent
to a general exploration of how tc achieve objectiv-
ity. While much of her advice can be classified
under the heading cf ethics, 1t is not so presented,
Thus when speaking of evaluations commissioned for
covert purposes other than information for better
decisions, she says "the evaluator might well pon-
der whether he wishes to get involved in the sit-
uation or whether he can find more productive uses
for his talents elsewhere." In another instance she
remarks that when an evaluator makes recommendations,
it "behooves" him to indicate which ones are sup-
ported by study data and which reflect his own now-
ledge or values. She does speak of dual obligations
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to the sponsoring organization and to society and the
profession, but implies that they have little con-
flict because the evaluator owes them all objectivity.
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Appendix C - CODES OF ETHICS

The scope of work called for a review of the
codes of ethics of consultant organizations and of
other key professional societies, to be summarized
as appropriate.

In their chapter on "Ethical Responsibilities
in Evaluation" Anderson and Ball note that useful
advice can be found in standards of various profes-
sional groups and that it is to ve expected that
relevant standards from these groups will be met,
But they believe that certain ethical questions
are unique to program evaluation. With this caveat,
cocdes of several associations are reviewed below,

American Psychological Assoclation

This organization has three sets of standards-
for psythologists, for providers of Psychological
services, and for educationsal and pPsychological .
tésts. Parts of the first have some perti;ence for
evaluation. They were revised on January 30, 1977.
One of the recurring phrases is that pPsychologists
"maintain the standards of their profession", which
does not add clarity. '

Ethical Standards of Psychologists

Preamble- Psychologists respect the dignity

and worth of the individual and honor the preserva-
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tion and protection of fundamental human rights.
They are committed to increasing knowledge of
human behavior and of people's understanding of
shemselves and others and to the utilization of
such knowledge end for the promotion of human
welfare.... they make every effort to protect the
welfare of.... any human being.... that may be the
object of study. They use their skills only for
purposes consistent with these values.... While de-
manding for themselves freedom of inquiry and com-
munication, psychologists accept the responsibility
this freedom requires: competence, objectivity....

Principle 1. Responsibility

.+« .PSychologists value objectivity and integrity....
a.) As scientists, psychologists.... select, ap-
propriate areas and methods.... They plan their
‘research in ways to minimize the possibility that
their findings will be misleading. They provide
thorough discussions of the limitations of their data
and alternative hypotheses, especlally where their
work touches on social policy.... In publishing re-
ports.... they never suppress disconfirming data.
Psychologists clarify in advance with all ap-

propriate persons or agencies the expectations for
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sharing and utilizing research data. Ther avold dual
relationships which umay limit objectivity, whether
political or monetary....

b.) As employees of an institution..,,. psycholo-
gists attempt.... to moderate institutional pres-
Sures that may distort reports.... or impede their
proper use.

C.) As members of governmental...., bodies, psycholo-
gists remain accountable as individuals to the high-
est standards of their profession.

d.).... e.).... £f.)euns

Principle 2. Competence

The maintenance of high standards of profession-
al competence is g responsibility shared by all
pPsychologists in the interest of the public and the
profession....

&.).... b.).... Ce)eess do).... e.)e...

Principle 3. Moral and Legal Standards

8.).... b.).... C.)i...

d.) As researchers, psychologists remain abreast of
relevant federal.... regulations concerning.... re
Search with human participants....

Principle 4. Public Statements

(Preamble and nine points about announcing
availability of services).
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Principle 5. Confidentialitx

(In the 1977 revision, the APA Council could
not agree on a proposed draft and retained a 1975
version until a revision has been adopted).
Safeguarding information about an individual
that has been obtained by the psychologist.... is
a primary obligation....
a.) Information reéeived in confidence is revealed
only after most careful deliberation and when there
is clear and imminent danger to an individual or
to society, and then only to appropriate profession-
al workers or public authorities.
b.).e.. cl).... dl)....
e.) }Only after explicit permission has been grant-
ed is the identity df research subjects published.
When data have been published without permission
for ldentification, the psychologist .... adequately
disguises sources. '

Principle 6. Welfare of the Consumer

Preamble and 5 points on clients.
Principle 7. Professional Relationship

....Psychologists respect the prerogatives and
obligations of the institutions or organizations with

which they are associated.
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8c)eeas b.).n., Ce)eves d.)....

e.) In the pursuit of research, psychologists give
sponsoring agencies, host institutions and publica-
tion channels the same respect and opportunity for
glving informed consent that they accord to individual
research participants....

£o)eeer 82)en.

h.) Members of the Association cooperate with....
the Committee on Scientific and Professional Ethics
and Conduct and the Committee on Professional
Standards Review....

Principle 8. Utilization of Assessment Techniques

(Preamble and 5 points on testing).
Principle 9. Pursuit of Research Activities

.-+« Psychologists carry out thelr investigations
with respect for the pPeople who participate....
a.) In planniqg a8 study the investigator has the
responsibility to make a careful evaluation of its
ethical acceptability....
b.)....
c.) Ethical practice requires the investigator to
inform the participant of all features of the re-
search that might reasonably be expected to influ-
ence willlingness to participate....
d.)....
e.) ....respect the individual's freedom to decline
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to participant in or withdraw from research.
£f.)eeer Be)ewoo hl).... i.)....
J.) Information obtained about the individual
research participants.... is confidential unless
otherwise agreed in advance. When the possibility
exists that others may obtain access to such infor-
mation, this pPossibility, together with the plans
for protecting confidentiality, should be explain-
ed to the partieipants as part of the procedure for
obtaining infcrmed consent.
k.)eoouw 1.)....
American Anthropological Association
Principles of Professional Responsibility

(adopted May, 1971)

Preamble

Anthropologists work in many parts of the world
in close personal associgtion with the peoples and
situations they study. Their professional situation
is, therefore, uniquely varied and complex. They
are involved with their discipline.... their sponsors,
their subjects, their own and host governments....
Misunderstandings, contlicts, and the necessity to'
make choices among conflicting values are bound to
arise and to generate ethical dilemmas. It igs a

prime responsibility of anthropologists to anticipate



these and to plan to resolve them in such a way
as to damage neither to ihose whom they study nor....
to their scholarly community....

1. Relations with those studied

In research, an anthropologist's paramount re-
sponsibility is to those he studies. Where there
is a confiict of interest, these individuals must
come first. The anthropologist must do everything
in his power to protect their physical, social, and
psycholbgical welfare and to honor their dignity and
privacy.
8e)eve.
b.) The aims of the investigation should be com-
mmnicated as well as possible to the informant.
c.) Informants have a right to remain anonymous.
This should be respected both where it has been
promised explicitly and where no clear understanding
to the contrary has been reached. These strictures
apply to the collection of data by means of camera,
tape recorders, and other data-gathering devices,
as well as to data collected in face-to-face inter-
views, or in participant observation....
d.)....

e.) There is an obligation to reflect on the fore-
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seeable repercussions of research and publication on
the general population being studied.
f.) The anticipated consequences of research should
be communicated as fully as possible to the individual
and groups likely to be affected.
g.) In accordance with the Association's general
position on clandestine and secret research, no re-
ports should be provided to sponsors that are not
also available to the general public, and, where
practicable, to the population studied.
h.) Every effort should be exerted to cooperate with
members of the host society in the planning and
execution of research project.
1.) All of the above points should be acted upon
in full recognition of the social and cultural
pluralism of host societies and the consequent
plurality of values, interests and demands.... This
complicates choice-making in research, but ignoring
it leads to irresponsible decisions.

2. Responsibility to the public

The anthropologist is also responsible to the
public-- all presumed consumers of his professional
efforts. To them he owes.... candor and truth....

Be)ease
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b.) He should not knowingly falsify or color his
findings.

c.) In providing professional opinions, he is re-
sponsible not only for their content but also for
... explaining.... their bases.

d.) .... anthropologists bear a positive respon-
sibility to speak out publiely.... on what they know
and believ: as a result of their profesaional ex-~
pertise.... to contribute to an "adequate definition
of reality" upon which.... public policy may be based.
€.)ece.

3. Responsibility to the Discipline

An anthropologist bears responsibility for the
good reputation of his discipline and its practition-
ers,

a.) He should undertake no secret research, or any
research whose results connot be fully derived and
publicly.reported.

b.)....

c.) He should attempt to maintain a level of in-
tegrity and rapport in the field such that.... he will
not jeopardize future research there. The responsibil-~
ity is not to analyze and report so as to affend no

one, but to conduct research in a way consistent with



++.. honesty, open inquiry, clear communication
of sponsorship and research aims, and concern for
the welfare and pPrivacy of informants.

L. Responsibility to students

5. Responsibility to sponsors

«+-.. reflect seriously upon the purposes of
his sponsors.... require of the sponsor full dis-
closure of the.... aims of the institution and the
research project, disposition of the research results.
He must retain the right to make all ethical de-
cisions in his research....
6. Responsibilities to one's own goverument and

to host governments

+e.. be honest and candid. He should demand

assurance that he will not be required to compromise
hls professional responsibilities and ethics....

American Socialogical Association

Preamble

Sociological inquiry is often disturbing to many
persons and groups. Its results may challenge long-
established beliefs and lmd to change in old taboos.
In consequence such finm ings may create demands for
the suppression or control of this inquiry or for a

dilution of the findings. Similerly, the results
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http:requir.ed

of soclological investigation may be of significant
use to individuals in power....because such findings,
suitably manipulated, may facilitate the misuse of
power....

For these reasons, we affirm the autoncmy of
sociological inquiry. The sociologist must be
responsive, first and foremost, to the truth of his
investigation. Sociology must not be an instrument
of any person or group who seeks to suppress or mis-
use knowledge....

At the same time this search for social truths
must itself operate within constraints. Its limits
arise when inquiry infringes on the rights of individuals
to be treated as.... ends and not means....

Code of Ethics (adopted September 1, 1971)

l. Objectivity in Research

In his research, the sociologlist must maintain
scientific objectivity.
2. The sociologist should recognize his own limita-
tions and,. when appropriate, seek more expert assis-
tance or decline to undertake research beyond his

competence....
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3. Respect of the Research Subject's Rights to

Privacy and Dignity

Every person is entitled to the right of privacy
and dignity of treatment....

4, Protection of Subjects from Personal Harm

5. Preservation of Confidentiality of Research Data

Confidential information provided by a research
subject must be treated as such.... Even though re-
search information is not a privileged cbmmunication
under the law, the soclologist must, as far as pos-
sible, protect subjects and informants.... However,
povided he respects the assurance he has given his
subjects, the soclolgist has no obligation to with-
hold information of misconduct of individuals or
organizations.

If any informant or other subject should wish,
however, he can formally release the researcher of a
promise of confidentiality.

6. Presentation of Research Findings

The socliologist must present his findings hon-
estly and without distortion. There should be no
omission of data from a research report which might
significantly modify the interpretation of findings.

7. Misuse of Research Role

The sociologist must not use his role as a cover
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to obtain information for other than professional

purposes.
8. Acknowledgment of Research Collaboration and

Assistance

9. Disclosure of the Sources of Financial Support

The sociologist must report fully all sources
of financial support in his research Publications
and any special relations to the Sponsor that might
affect the interpretation of the findings.

10. Distortion of Findings by Sponsor

The sociologist is obliged to clarify publicly
any distortion by a §ponsor or client of the find-
ings of a research Project in which he has partici-
‘pated.

11. Disassociation from Unethical Research Arrangements

The sociologist must not accept such grants, con-
tracts, or research assignments as.appear likely to
require violation of the principles above, and musgt
publicly terminate the work or formally disassociat2
himself from the research if he discovers such a viola-
tion and is unable to achieve its correction.

12, Interpretation of Ethical Principles

When the meaning and application of these prin-

clples are unclear, the socliologist should seek the
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Judgment of the revelant agency or committee designa-
ted by the American Sociological Association....

13. Applicability of Principles
In the conduct of research the principles

enunciated above should apply to research in any
area either within or outside the United States of
America.

14, Interpretation and Enforcement of Ethical

Principles
The Standing Committee on Professional Ethics,

appointed by the Council of the Association, shall
have primary responsibility for the enforcement and
interpretation of the Ethical Code.
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Appendix D - A DRAFT STATEMENT OF ETHICAL RESPONSI-

BILITIES

Anderson ‘and Ball (see bibliography) in their

excellent chapter 8 on
in Evaluation"

hope will serve

"Ethical Responsibilities
include a draft statement which they

as a guide until g statement comes

from the apprepriate professional organizations,

Ethical Responsibilities in Program Evaluation

Evaluator to Commission-
€r of Evaluation (COE),
Participants, Public,
and Profession

To acquaint the poten-
tial COE with those
values and orienta-
tions of the evaluator
that may bear on the
proposed evaluation
effort.

To work toward a con-
tract or "agreement" with
the COE that is ethical-
ly sound.

To refuse to perform
work until such a con-
tract or "agreement" is
reached.

To fulfill the terms of
the contract or "agreer
ment" to the best of

the evaluator's ability.

Commissioner of the Eval-
uation (COE), Participants,
and Secondary Evaluator to
Evaluator

COE: To provide the po-
tential evaluator with as
complete information as pos-
sible about the program

(or proposed program), the
COE's expectations for the
evaluation, and the proposed
conditions and resources for
carrying it out.

COE: To work toward a con-
tract or "agreement" with the
evaluator that is ethically,
legally, and professionally
sound.

COE: To refrain from insist-
ing that work be performed
before such an "agreement"

is reached.

COE: To Cooperate with the
evaluator and to fulfill to
the best of the COE's ability
any commitments or obliga-~
tions called for in the con-
tract or "agreement."
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To acquaint the COE
promptly with problems
arising in fulfilling
such terms and attempt
to work out a solution.

To adhere to relevant
professional and legal
standards and ethics in
the conduct of the evalu-
ation, including appro-
priate provisions for
privacy and informed con-
sent of participants and
confidentiality of data.

To carry out data col-
lection and other evalu-
ation activities with as
little interference as
practicable with the
operation of the program.

To acquaint the COE with
any aspects of program
philosophy or operation
that do not appear to be

ethically sound or phy-

sically safe but are
observed by the evalua-
tor, even if such ob-
servation is not part

of the evaluator's
specific charge; in add-
ition, to inform the ap-
propriate authority if
the evaluator obtains
evidence of legal niis-
conduct by the COE.

COE: To acquaint the evaluy-
ator promptly with problems
associated with the pro-
gram that may affect the
evaluation effort; to work
with the evaluator in at-
tempting to solve any
mutual problems hat arise

COE: To support the evalu-
ator's adherence to relevant
professional and legal
standards and ethies in

the conduct of the evalua-
tion.

COE: To encourage full and
honest cooperation by pro-
gram participants in supply-
ing data needed for the eval-
uation effort.

Participants: To cooper-

ate in the data-collection
effort associated with the
evaluation and to provide
accurate inforrmation in re-
sponse to legitimate requests.

COE: To recognize the eval-
uator's "amicus" role in
noting ethical, legal, safety,
or professiona’ problems
assoclatea with the program;
to seriously consider the
evaluator's observations in
this area.
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10.

11.

12,

13.

To acquaint the COE, in
advance of any response,
with requests received
by the evaluator from
superordinate agencies
for information (testi-

COE: To advise the evalua-
tor on the validity of re-

quests for information from
superordinate agencies.

mony, and so forth) about
the program or evaluation;
to ascertain with the COE
whether such requests are
valid; if so, to acquaint

the COE fully with the
nature of the response.

To present a‘balanced"
report of resluts to the
COE in timely fashion
and in a form usable to
the COE; to spell out
limitations of the in-
vestigation, along with
the evaluator's values
and orientations, that
may bear on the conclu-
sions.

To reserve the right

to publish rejoinders to
any misinterpretation

or misuse of the evalu-
ation resluts by the COE

To identify other groups
with a legitimate con-
cern for the results of
the evaluation and to
make the results avail-
able to them.

To allow interested pro-
fessionals to examine
the data produced by.
the evaluation, within
the limitations of ac-
cepted standards for
privacy, confidentiality
and informed consent re-
lated to the purposes
for which the data were
collected.

COE: To discourage misin-
terpretation and misuse of
the evaluation results.

COE: To advise the eval-
uator about groups that, to
the COE's knowledge, have

a legitimate interest in
the results of the evalu-
ation; to encourage dis-
semination of results to
such groups.

Secondary evaluator: To
specify, at the time when
permission is sought to
review the evaluation data,
the purposes of the secon-
dary evaluation effort; to
maintain professional and
ethical standards in con-
ducting the secondary eval-
uation, including honoring
any relevant commitments
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14,

15,

to those who supplied the
original data; to report
in a professionally sound
manner on the results of
the secondary evaluation.

To reserve the right to
publish rejoinders to

any misinterpretations

or misuse by the secondary
evaluator of the original
evaluation data or
results.

To share with profession-
al colleagues and rele-
vant agencies and in-
stitutions knowledge
about basic processes
(educational, psycholog-
ical, social, and so
forth) derived from
evaluation studies,.

Definitions used in the Presentation:

Program—-institution, organization, activities, or
materials with an interventionist function in improv-
ing human welfare.

Evaluator--person(s) or agency with major responsibility
for planning, carrying out, and reporting evaluation
activities. May be independent or dependent.

Commissioner of the Evaluation (COE)~-person(s) or
agency with major responsibility for securing the
services of an evaluator.

Participants--administrators, staff, program recipients,
and other persons with a role in the program being
evaluated.

Secondary evaluator--person(s) Or agency engaging in

critical review of evaluation activities. May include
reanalysis of pPreviously collected data.
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Appendix E - INSTRUCTIONS ON SCOPE OF WORK

Most A.I.D. evaluations ¥ contractors are
performed under the device known as an Indefinite
Quantity Contract (IQC). A work order is issued to
a contractor who had already quali fied in a general
competition, thus saving the time for a new competi-
tion and negotiation before each evaluation. The
procedures for such work orders are set forth in a
June 1, 1978 memorandum by Hugh L. Dwelley, Director
of the Office of Contract Management. Below is part
of Attachment A to that memorandum giving guidance
to requesting offices about information to be in-
cluded in the Project Implementation Order (PIO/T)
which will be used both for a Request for Proposal
(RFP) to the contractor and then for the Work Order.

Background: (This paragraph should contain enough
information to enable the proposed con-
tractor to understand the context in
which the work is required and will be
undertaken. This paragraph will appear
in the Request for Proposal, but not
in the Work Order).

I. TITLE (The title is used for identification pur-
poses only. It will appear in the request
for proposal and the work order)

II. OBJECTIVE (It is important that the objective be
for the work order, not a larger pro-
Ject of which the work order is a part.
When the contractor is to supply one
member of a team, the objective of
the work order would be something like--
"To provide technical guidance in the
field of to a team which
shall )
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III. STATEMENT OF WORK QOften it is useful to use

"general" and "specific" headings.

Do not include in the statement of

work:

-=background

--what support, assistance etc. is
to be furnished to the contractor

--the submission of reports and other
written items prepared by the con-
tractor.)

The statement of work will appear in
the Request for Proposal and in the
Work Order.)

IV. REPORTS (The report section should cover all
items to be submitted by the contractor
It should indicate if A.I.D. requires
submission of a draft. It should in-
dicate for finals (and drafts if ap-
propriate) when, to whom, and in how
many coples each item should be sub-
mitted.

V. RELATIONSHIPS AND RESPONSIBILITIES
(You should be careful not to split
the technical directions function.
The contractor can not comply with
two, often conflicting sets of directions.)

VI. TERM OF PERFORMANCE
(Straightforward. Will appear in the
request for proposal znd the work order.

VII. LEVEL OF EFFORT
(The technical office must project the
number of days services required and
the fixed daily rate. This item will
not appear in the request for proposal.
It will be used to Judge the reason-
ableness of the level of effort pro-
posed by the contractor. The work
order will contain the level of effort
negotiated.)

VIII. AID ILLUSTRATIVE BUDGET
(This is the Government's inhdependent
estimate. It must contain a detailed




breakdown of the budget. It will not
be included in the request for pro-
posals but will again be utilized to
Judge the reasonableness of the level
of effort proposed by the contractor.
Work order will contaln the negotiated
budget. )

IX. ete. Include the following, as appropriate.

DUTY POST

LANGUAGE REQUIREMENTS (Will assume none
1f not stated)

ACCESS TO CLASSIFIED INFORMATTON (Will
assume none if not stated differently)
LOGISTICS SUPPORT Should detail all
Support to be given %o the contractor,
including material to review, in kind
services to be provided by Missions and
host governments, ete,

If the host government is to provide
services or goods, the language shaald
be precise. For examyle--differentiate
between "will provide" ang "will pro-
vide, if available".
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Appendix F - DEVELOPMENT SUPPORT BUREAU EVALUATION
GUIDANCE

#1: Preparation of Scope-of-Work for Team ProJect
Evaluation

The scope-of-work prepared for a Team evaluation
effort is the basis on which the DSB agrees to ex~
pend funds and its resources. It essential that
these documents be of high quality reflecting the
high professional standard expected of this Bureau.
A good scope-of-work will normally result in sound
recommendations emanating from the evaluation effort
and provide guidance for the Bureau to make manage-
ment decisions on a project.

In developing the scope-of-work, the project manager
may refer to the Cluster Senior Program Officer and
the Bureau Evaluation Officer for assistance. Scope-
of-work for Team evaluation of research projects
should be developed in conjunction with DS/RES.

A scope-of-work is also required for a team evalu-
ation to be conducted under an IQC arrangement (PIO/T)
or under other contractual mechanism (letter to con-
tractor).

The Office Directors are advised that a draft scope-
of-work must be submitted to DS/PO and to Regional
Bureau if project is country specific for clearance

at least 60 days prior to the scheduled date of the
evaluation. This will permit other interested offices
to make inputs and allow participants in the re-

view including the contractor/grantee to make orderly
arrangements.

The cleared scope-of-work is forwarded to the per-
spective cluster DAA for approval with signed copies
to the AA/DA and DS/FO.

To aésist the project manager in the preparation of
the scope-of-work, the following guidelines are pro-
vided:

Outline for scope-of-work

A. Title and number of Project to be reviewed.
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Name of contractor/grantee or PASA implementing
organizations,

Purpose and rationale for having team evaluation.

Composition of team - provide names, organiza-
tional affiliations, brief curriculum vita,
rationale for their Selection, and expected
inputs to the evaluation. Identify the team
leader. If a team member .ias not been identi-
fied at the time of the submission of the scope-~
of-work, indicate the qualifications of the
individual and the Bureau from which such
services may be required. (see PG Evaluation
for criteria in selecting team members, )

Other participants/observers expected at the
evaluation- provide names or organizational
affiliations, purpose for attending.

Dates and places of evaluation.

Cost Analysis for the evaluation - analysis
should provide breakdown of travel, per diem,
consultant services costs and any other costs
incidental to the evaluation e.g. clerical
service, printing, etc.

Project Background - A brief paragraph on the
history of the project indicating starting
date, and dates of previous regular and team
evaluations conducted on the project.

Measurement of Progress to Date - One of the
purposes of an evaluation by a team of experts

is to determine progress achileved hy a contractor
or grantee toward stated purpose and goal. The
basic document to measure sueh progress is the
Project Paper or grant statement when appropriate
and in particular the Log Frame Matrix (LFM).
Before setting forth the methodology for the
team to address progress to date, the project
manager should review the LFM to ensure that

no changes have occurred since the project was
initiated. If changes have occurred the LFM
should be changed to reflect current project
situation.
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Note: Using the LFM (or revised LFM),

the project manager will reflect in this
section where the means of verification
from input to goal levels are and how they
can be made available.

Problems and Issues to be addressed by the Tean -
This is the most important element in the scope-

of-work.

which are

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)
(8)

(9)

(10)
(11)

(12)

It should reflect problems and issues
project specific as they relate to:

adequacy of project design (matrix),
staffing,

management,

reporting,

performance of contractor/grantee to-
ward achieving the target of the project,
at all levels - output, purpose, goal,
adequacy of project strategy,

resource inputs,

implementation plan and implementation
management,

statue of critical assumptions,
impact of unplanned events,

current or projected utilization of re-
sults and impact on A.I.D. target group,

recommendations for changes in project
design or implementation.

In developing the problems and issues, the pro-
ject manager should review the following docu-~
ments but not be limited to such documents.

a.
b.

C.

Administrative history of project,
Project Paper including matrix,
PAF,
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d. R & DC and RAC comments,

e. Contract, Grant and/or PASA document,
f. Annual and other progress reports,

g. Reports on site visits,

h. Previous evaluation reports with par-
ticular reference to recommendations
made and action taken,

i. Publications resulting from the project,

J. Related documentation such ag corre-
spondence, new items etc.

K. List documents to be attached to the scope-of-
-Work for team members €.g. project papers, pre-
vious evaluation reports, annual reports, corre-
spondence, field reports and others as listed
in Par. J above.

L. Agenda for the review - Give dates and time for
actions to occur starting with distribution of
documents to the team members and terminate when
the evaluation report is submitted to the Director
of the sponsoring technical office.

#2: Criteria for the Selection of Evaluation Team
Members

The size of the team should be dictated by the com-
Plexity of the project, problems and issues identified,
and magnitude of the activity. The work scopes should
spell out what special skills that are required for
execution of a successful evaluation, and the curric-
ulum vitae of the proposed consultants should verify
that they have these skills. It is conceivable

that an in-depth evaluation of one project may require
only one person, and yet, on the other hand. it is very
possible that several persons will he required to
address the questions outlined in the work scope

for another project.

The project manager, with the assistance and/or clear-
ance of DS/PO, has the primary responsibility for
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nominating members to t:e evaluation team. The selec-
tion and approval of the team rests with the DAA of
the Cluster. However, to encourage impartial reviews,
it 1is suggested that the initiating Technical Office
submit a request to the interested Bureau offices or
DSB offices providing credentials and qualifications
required of an individual to serve on the evaluation
team. The respective Office Directors will select

and nominate a qualified member of their staff to
serve as team member.

Although the project manager does not necessarily have
to serve as member of the team, he must participate
in all review sessions.

Since evaluations are concerned with problems of pro-
Ject management as well as technical matters, where it
is appropriate, the team should include a person

with program and management skills., The project man-
ager is also encouraged to use whenever possible the
services of outside experts, regional bureau technical
specialists, and country desk personnel as members

of the team. It is the Agency policy that members of
the evaluation team be familiar with A.I.D. project
deslgn and evaluation methods. In selecting team
members to evaluate research projects, it is urged that
at least one member represent RAC and/or DS/PO/RES to
be selected by DS/RES which is the Agency sole con-
tact point with RAC.

If the team members have not been approved at the time
the draft scope-of-work for the evaluation is prepared
(See PG Evaluation #3), indicate the Office or Bureau
to participate and credentials and Ggualification of
type of individual desired to serve on the team.
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Appendix G - LEGISLATION ON EVALUATION
The Foreign Assistance Act had a new Section 125

on evaluation added last fall (P.L. 95-l424, Oct, 6, 1978):

* * * *

The House Appropriations Committee had the follow=-
ing to say about evaluation (page 17 of Report 1195-1250
"Foreign Assistance and Related Programs Appropria-
tion Bill 1979);

EVALUATION

The Committee emphasizes the importance of a strong
A.I.D. evaluation program which:
--provides the A.I.D. Administrator with the infor-
mation he needs to continue to improve the

ures;

--analyzes the impact of technologies used in A.I.D,
projects on the poor;

-=identifies the developing countries that evidence
the greatest commitment to helping their poor
people;

~=1s viewed as a Prestige assignment in the agency;

--recommends improvemeats in A.I.D.'s project de-
sign and management system (such as the gather-
ing of baseline data) to insure the effective
evaluation of programs; and

-=-recommends to the Administrator any revisions in
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programs and pulicies indicated by the results
of evaluations.

Through fiscal year 1978, A.I.D. has obligated
over $260 million for programs in rural electrifi-
cation with $78 million in loans and grants planned
for fiscal year 1979. Given this sizable invest-
ment, it is recommended that A.I.D.'s evaluation

office undertake an assessment of rural €lectrifi-
cation efforts to determine their effect on the poor.

* * * *
The Privacy Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-579, 5USC 552a)
has requirements about handling data on individuals
which can affect raw files on evaluation interviews
and observations. It'has also served to reinforce
the ethical standards about obtaining informed con-
sent. Perhaps its major impact is to make it more
difficult for GAO or scholars to re-analyze evalua-
tive data. Key provisions are summarized below:
---Public disclosure that an agency maintains
a system of records about individuals
---.trictly enforceable procedures for ensur-
ing that individuals have access to their
records and opportunity to correct them.
--=Controls on inter-agency transfer of indivi-
dual's identifiable data.
~--Safeguards to prevent unauthorized access

to data and penalties for violation.

* ¥* * *
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The Freedom of Information Act (P.L. 93-502)
requires adequate procedures to ensure that the dis-
closure of evaluation findings is responsibly ac-
complished. To ensure the availability of evaluation
reports, there are implications concerning indexing,
storage, retrieval, and access control. Another inm-
Plication is that a reporter could reqﬁest and re-
ceive unpublished dissents to evaluation reports,

* * »* »*

The Office of Manégement and Budget circulated a
draft circular last summer entitled "Management Im-
brovement and the Use of Evaluation in the Executive
Branch". Comments have been received and issuance
1s pending. This circular would supersede one issued
in 1972 on the management review and improvement
program and another issued in 1976 on preparation of
management plans. It sets a_policy that all agencies
will assess the effectiveness and efficiency of their
programs and seek improvement on s continuing basis.
It defines program evaluation as a formal assess-
ment, through objective measurements and systematic
analyses, of the manner and extent to which programs
achieve their objectives or produce other signifi-

cant effects, used to assist management and policy
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decision making. Evaluations should focus on sub-
stantive program operations and results. The circular
will require an annual report on management imprbvement
activities, including a listing of officials respon-
sible for evaluation and resources devoted to evalu-

ation.



Appendix H - PEOPLE INTERYIEWED

Agency for International Development

Office of Auditor General
Linck, Eugene G.
Stevens, Benjarnin

Office of Contract Management
Dilts, Russell
Snyder, Michael

Evaluation Officers

Elliott, Vance L. Asia)
Fox, Edwin K FFP)
Goldstein, Bernice LA)
Molfetto, Charles DSB)
Saenz, Paul AFRICA)
Silver, Joan NE)

Office of Management and Budget

Division of Menagement Improvement and Evaluation
Taylor, Oliver.
Weidman, Donalg R.

Consulting Firms
American %ﬁstItutes of Research

Schwartz, Paul

American Technical Assistance Corp.
Brown, Albert E.

Development Alternatives, Inc.
Micklewaits, Donalgd

Practical Concepts, Inc.
Rosenberg, Leon



Aopendix I - RICOEIT.TATIONS

1. Revive efforts to enhance understanding of the Agency's project desien
and evaluation system. To.this end, the Office of Evaluation in PPC, in

cooperation with Bureau Evaluation Officers, should:

(a) Update the existing cleared draft chapter on project evale

uation and publish it without waiting for.other chapters in the
" proposed Evaluation Handbook.

(b) Brief new #ission Directors on design and evaluation or
encourage them to take the seminar, either in Washington or overseas,

(c) Review with the Professional Studies and Career Development
Division (PSCD) a practical and acceptable way to expose interns to
more understanding about evaluation,

(d) Encourage P3CD éo carry through on arrangements for more
overseas training for American and host government officials about
project design and evaluation,

(e) A1l geographic bureaus should review and comment on evale
uation reports from Missions, at least on a sample basis.

(f) Distribute samples or excerpts of good evaluation reports

and scopes of work.

2. Require collaborative evaluations and encourage formal review sessions.
To this end, the Office of Evaluation in PPC, in cooperation with Bureau
Evaluation Officers, should:

(a) Prepare a ( ‘rective and airgram for issuance by tie

Administrator,
(b) Call attention to the advantages of formal Ivaluation Review

meetings for ooth field and AID/W projects. (The methodology part of
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the Project 3valuation Summary can be used to report attendance
at such Reviews).
(¢c) Consider whether host signatures on Project Evaluation

Summaries should be required by other 3ureaus besides Afriea,

3. Improve the quality of scopes of work for evaluation contracts and
work orders. To the end, the Office of Evaluation in PPC, in cooperation
wi;h Bureau Evaluation Officers, should:

(a) Supplement the general instructions issued by 0/CM for
Indefinite Quantity Work Orders with guidance about scopes for
evaluation which would;

(1) Urge that the number of issues be limited and

that impact, even if only interim impact, be stressed.

(i1) Require a description of methodology -- where the
data were obtained and what validity they have - and a
designation of which conclusions are based on evidence,

(1ii) Require the evaluator to contact host officials

for opinions.

(iv) Suggest consideration of whether mul ti~disciplinary
teams should be askac to present the views of each
member as well as a team recommendation,

(b) Institute a review of scopes of work on a trial basis in
the Bureaus where Evaluation Officers do not now review them, to
see whether improvements in draft scopes Justify the effort and
possible delay.

(c¢) Continue to urge project managers to take the short course
on contracting, which will help them for a1l types of contracts as
well as those for evaluation,
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4, Increase the resources available for evaluation. 7To this end, the

Office of Svaluation in PPC, in cooperation with Bureau Evaluation
Officers, should:

(a) Insure that the policy on inclusion of evaluation
money in future project funding is adequately followed.

(b) Arrange for the allocation of more to Program Develop-
ment and Support Funds for fiscal 19€0.

(c) Ease restrictions on travel funds for evaluation, either
by arranging a re-allocation of administrative appropriations for
travel or by arranging to use Program Development and Support
Funds for travel as well as for evaluation contracts.

(d) Bureau Evaluation Officers should review Office and
Jission Evaluation Schedulés to:

(1) Be sure cvaluations are related to project

phases and pending decisions rather than being annual.

(i1) See if evaluations of related projects can be
combined or terminal evaluations done in conjunction with
appraisals of new projects.

Zvaluation Officers should enlist the help of Lesk and Development

Resovurce Officers in this review.

5. Promote a new emphasis in evaluation evidence about benefits for people

To this end, the Office of Evaluation in PPC, in cooperation with Bureau
Svaluation Officers, should:
(a) Announce the new emphasis in a circular from the Administra-

tor which mentions the following actions that will be undertaken.
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(b) Review project “valuation Plans received as part of
Project Papers to be sure this element is covered.

(c) Review Project Evaluation Summaries and call attention to
{issions and Offices which are giving only opinions rather than
data about the item of Benefits for People.

(d) Stress benefits for people in the section of scopes of
work calling for evidence about project impact.

(e) Recommend more frequent use of sample surveys of target
populations. (Precautions may be needed to protect confidentiality
for respondents).

(f) Stress benefits for people in comparative evaluations

initiated and conducted by AID/W bureaus.
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