


ESTABLISING A MISSION EVALUATION SYSTEM:
A CASE FROM AFRICA

: Sincefeffective project implementation is currently in the limelight
in Aiﬁ, évaluation is receiﬁing special attention (albng‘with.monitpring)
aSJthe"mechanism to assure that project objectives are ﬁeing achieved.

lIn.an.AID Mission, where a portfolio of projects is being managed in
collaboration with the Borrower/Graﬁtee, evaluation becomes key to measufe
the.achievéments~ndt_onlynof projects, but also of the Mission program ana
policies;.as well as thosé of the host country. In order to handle the complex
information involved in project, program, and policy implementation, in order
to minimize the repetition of errors, and in ofder to effectively track pfo—
gress, an evaluation system must be formalized involving the AID Mission, the
BorrdWér/Grantee,'the technical assistance teams, the beneficiary groups; and
seleqted others. How to design such a system is the subject of this'repoff.
The strategy described is based on a survey of the relevant literature and on
experience gathered at USAID/Cameroon where an evaluation system has receﬁtly
been ésﬁablished-and<continues to evolve.

.Evaluation is best explained with the imagery of systems. Any system
férganization,=orﬂset~of\organizations can be described by five categories:

resources, components, measure of performance, environment, and management.

Management is the category which "thinks" about the system plan and impleménts

its thinking; it is the category which controls the system via monitoring and

evaluation. <Control, which implies the evaluation of plans and hence a changé

' 1
‘of plans, is often compared to the steersman function of a ship:
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The captain of the ship has the responsibility of making sure
that the ship goes to its destination within the prescribed
. time limit of its schedule... The captain of the ship, as the
manager, generates the plans for the ship's operations and
makes sure of the implementation of his plans. He:institutes
various kinds of information systems throughout the ship that
.inform him where a deviation from plan has occurred and his
task is to determine why the deviation has occurred, to _
evaluate the performance of the ship, and then finally, if
necessary, to change his plan if the information indlcates
the advisability of doing so.
In‘development assistance, each project, as a system, can be described
by the five above-mentioned categories. But what is unique in this context,
is the fact that the management category is composed of several drganizations
of differing and often conflicting orientations which must work in unison to
-assure that the projects which they are implementing achieve their stated
objectives. To do so they must share monitoring information and collaborate
in evaluations.
-Orchestrating this complexity of inter-organizational relations becomes
. more difficult, but even more crucial, when one considers a portfolio of pro-
jects and the management unit composed of the AID Mission, the Borrower/Grantee,
implementing agencies, and beneficiary groups as a whole. Within the individual
structures of these organizations as well as via their inter-organizational
relations must be structured an evaluation system which can provide accurate,
relevant, and timely information in a usable form to enhance the>management of
projects and also to provide information with which to test programs and policies.
Building suchan evaluation system demanding - the participation of various
institutions is a difficult undertaking for several redsons:

First of all, it requires finding a common administrative ground for

institutions whose internal workings are most likely quite distinct.
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Secondly, evaluation is a political activity in which different parties
in the evaluation exercise——policy makers, planners, project sponsors, project
managers, funding sources, evaluation sponsors, beneficiaries, project staff,
and so on have diverse points of view and often distinct interests. It ié
extremely difficult to devise a framework for conducting e&aluation within
which aii these sometimes incompatible interests can be reconciled.

Furthermbre, there are the psychological obstacles to confront.

"Evalﬁéti@nitis,"

a throwback to hierarchical organizations in which planning,
implementation, and appraisal functions were strictly separated, is still
pervasive, Reprogramming people's thinking so that evaluation is recognized
as\crucialfor propef management is a difficult task.
The challenge of establishing an evaluation system, given all the above-
mentioned difficulties, involves three major steps:
(1) Building a structure and procedures within which evaluation
findings can be generated, transmitted, and utilized;
(2)jGenerating an atmosphere in which honest assessment is en-
‘couraged without negative sanctions; and
.(35 Developing evaluation processes which encourage parti-

éipation of implementors and policy makers.

1. Building an Evaluation Structure and Procedures

An evaluation system is defined as a complex of individuals unified by
their implementation of a common project, program, or policy, an implementation
plan, and.the information needed to make decisions regarding whether the
objectives of the project, program, or policy are being achieved. As an in-
formatioﬁ system, an evaluation system also consists of data collection,
analysis, and presentation, and procedures by which the individuals can act

on evaluation recommendations.
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An evaluation system can be designed by traversing the standard steps
for deSighing a management information system (m.i.s.). It is the m.i.é.'
approach which is employed in this paper. 1In addition, howevef, it 1is émpha-
‘sized here that the process of designing and renewing an evaldation‘systéﬁ is
in itself very important, and that it—is the management of this proceSé which
1arge1y determines the system's longevity and effectiveness. Consequently,
procééées are stressed as being almost as important as the structufe of the
"~ system. .

In addition, the inter-organizational linkages between various users are
consi&ered extremely important and must be designed carefully. At the imple-
mentation ievel, one must determine whether the division of responsibility is
equifable'among participating institutions, makes sense for effective imple-
mentation, and is Qorking well in practice. At the monitoring level, one must
detefminé whéther the institutions share resources and information necessary to
assure thét the project is being implemented as planned. At the evaluation
lével, one must determine whether institutions have a coordinated plan for col-
léctiﬁg, processing, and presenting more indepth information on project achieve-
ments and'have the capability of acting in unision to change the project direction
when information so dictates.

It is also the premise of this paper that an effective evaluation system
evolves 6ver time and 1s continually undergoing modifications based on the
negotiations of participating organizations. These negotiations, instead of
diminishing as the system develops, should infact become more dynamic as each
organization ,gains more confidence in itself and its role in evaluation. Though
no individual should dominate the evaluation process, it is most likely that the

Mission evaluation officer will take the initial steps to develop the system.



For the first year, in any case, this will be a full-time undertaking. The
evaluation officer will act largely like a group facilitator, will set-up and
chaip meétings;calledvto discuss the issues elaborated herein, will follow
through with any documentation, will keep communication channels open, and will
keep wdrking at developing the system until it '"takes off" and sustains itself.

.._Evgﬁtually, the facilitator ;ole will be transferred to the host country
as the impetus for evaluation will hopefully come from there. However, parti-
cipation‘df USAID should not eventually be phased out, since as will become
clear, the process of participating in evaluations carries almost as many
benefits as the evaluation findings.

 Systematizing Project Implementation and Monitoring

As-a prelude to formalizing the evaluation system, it is helpful to
Systemapize the project implementation and monitoring systems. This systemati-
zatioﬁ will identify key decision makers, their decisions, and their information
requireﬁents and methods of satisfying these requirements in a routine, or on-
going.fashion.

Of ten, people involved in project implementation take the project imple-
mentatién system for granted and assume that everyone perceives and understands
it in the same way. This 15 often not the case; indeed, project impleméntors
may be;loét in daily tasks and not even conceptualize the system at all. It
is theréfqre a good idea for the Mission to systematize and schematize the
1mplemeﬁtation system, to discuss it with the Borrower/Grantee, and to discuss
the system in a Mission staff meeting and/or a joint Mission-host country meet-
ing. Again; the Mission evaluation officer should take the lead in the process,
which should be completed in close collaboration with the Program Office, and

ideally with one or more individuals within the host country.
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The method to employ to systematize project implementation is to proceed

project—by—project and visually map out each project's implementation arrange~

ments, délineating who is responsible for implementation and what their specific

responsibilities are. Handbook III offers guidance as to the basic implementa-

tion tasks and this list of tasks should be systematically perused and discussed

for each project. As Handbook III and other literature on the implementation

process points out, implementation activities fall into three categories:

(1)

@

(3)

Administrative Tmplementation (those activities which facili~

tate project implementation):

(a) procurement: when and how to procure commodities, techni-
cal assistance, training, etc.

(b) general administrative tasks: all those tasks which help

the project implementors move paperwerk through the AID

system.

Surveillance Activities:

(a) whether GURC and contractors or PVO's are fulfilling their
obligations.

(b) whether funds are being disbursed in accordance with laws
and regulations which guide foreign assistance.

Project Implementation Activities:

(a) whether the implementation of the project is proceeding
as planned.

(b) whether the target group is being affected as plaﬁned.

(¢) whether the project environment is remaining supportive

of the project implementation process.
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As each project is reviewed, one begins to map out the key individuals
and organizations involved in implementing the Mission portfolio and one starts
to see interconnections and interrelations between projects and project imple-
mentors which were not previously apparent. It is not unusual to find two pro-
ject officers who backstop projects involving the same institutions and the
same beneficiaries who are unaware of the linkages between their projects and
of thg fesources that they could or should share. Moreover, one begins to get
a sensé, during this exercise, of the effectiveness or not of project implemen—
tation arrangements, and one may be led to re-design these. The literature
aboundé with fascinating approacheé to designing these arrangements; key ap-
proachés_are-described in Reference Nos. 10 and 11 in the attached bibliography.
These should be used as a guide in this exercise.

A simple chart of the implementation system, like chart A can be sketched
out and serve as the basis for discussion. Discussion can lead to brainstorm-
ing of ideas for improvement. This chart can then be madé moré comprehensive
and dynamic using systems tools, to sketch out the interworkings of the system.

After the implementation system his been mapped out for the project port-
folio, institutions and/or individuals responsible for the USAID pfogram‘or
host country policies which directly affect AID projects should be identified
and their specific responsibilities noted. Here the interplay between host
country and USAID development planning processes will be noted. Closely linked
with this'process of didentifying Individuals responsible for program implemen-

_tation is the process of identifying those responsible for policy making, and
what their functions are. The relationship between these program aﬁd-poliéy
makers to the projects must also be clarified so that the information flow .

from project to program and policy level can be understood. This will become



more important as one attempts to select key participants in evaluations.
Much of this process of schematizing project implementation may seem

obvious or even trivial, but it is amazing how the process serves to inform

. and transform the implementation relationships within the Mission and between
the Mission, the host country, the technical assistance team/institutionm and
.the beneficiaries. A whole new perspective on implementation results and
implementdrs begin to see linkages, organizations, responsibilities, ineffi-
ciencies’ and so on, in a new light and most of all people start communica-
ting.

This review of implementation can lead to the creation of more effective
implementation units. Three such units were recently developed in Cameroon:
the Supply Management Divigion, USAID Project Committees, and the Covérnment
of Cameroon (GURC) Project Implementation Committees. The Supply Management
Division was created to assist Wiﬁh project procurement, since the analysis
of the implementation system identified procuremént as a major weakness,
requiring at least interim support. The Division is a temporary one, which
will be phased out as local hire Cameroonian staff take over the functions.
Projeét‘Committees were also designated for each project. Altthough certainly
not a ﬁew concept in AID, these committees had never before been empléyed as
impleméntation units in Cameroon. In addition, the GURC Project Impleménta—
tion Commiftees became key implementation units. Evolving out of collabora-
tive design efforts, these committees serve to coordinate various organizations
responsible for project implémentation and generally remain as permanent adminis-
trative units, assuring that the project is institutionalized.

For guidance in identifying the implementation structure of projects, who
the key decision makers are and whether or not they have the authority to act,

see Reference No. 6 in the attached bibliography.
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IMPLEMENTORS

Miscellaneous Implementors

- local organizations
laborers, builders
2achers

T

_ect Technical Assist-
.e Team

? carrles out terms of con-
tracts
.2) hands-on implementation of
project

“2chnical Assistance Team's
Backstopping Institutions

- PVO's (CARE, CRS, HPI, CUNA)

- USDA

-~ Consulting Firms

- Borrower/Grantee

- None (Personal Services
Contractors)

BORROWER /GRANTEE :
. Govermment of
Cameroon (GURC) -

lHinistry of Economic
Affairs and Planning

Ministry 02 Agriculture

Ministry of National
Education

Ministry of Public
Health

Ministry of Animal
Breeding and Husbandry

General Delegation for
Scientific and Techni-
cal Research (DGRST)

GURC PROJECT IMPLEMENTA- '
TION COMMITTEES

- appointed by Ministers
to coordinate projects
involving several
Ministries or
Departments

BENEFICIARIES

- Institutions
- Small-subsistence
Farmers

- Local Organizations

CHART . A

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION SYSTEM

€—_____ Project Imple—,,;/’;7

mentation Letters

TECHNICAL DIVISIONS

- Health, Nutrition

and. Population

- Human Resources
Development

- Agriculture and
Rural Developrent

Technical Division Chief

LEE?JECT OFFICER]

- takes or coordinates
taking of all imple-
mentation actions for
which AID is respons-
ible, and the monitor-
ing of project
implementation and
operations activitie

- chairperson of pro-
ject committee

Project Development and

Evaluation

(1) Mission Engineer:
oversees construc-
tion and other
engineering tasks

(2) Evaluation Officer:
assists in imple-
mentation by over-
seeing action on
evaluation recom-
mendations. Also
advises on organi-
zational problems.

(3) office provides
guidance on design
problems which
impede implementation.

AID/WASHINGTON
Regional Bureaus
SER '
DC |

™

USAID/CAMEROON

REDSO/WA
- legal advisor
~ contracts advisor

Migsion Director
Deputy Director
Program Officer
- assures projects
are achieving
program objec-

Controller's Office

7
_ tizzjal imple- (1) assistance in develop-
ientation P ment of finaicial
advice plans for project

(2) assistance in review
of actions by the B/G
which have financial

p; aspects [
@Lﬂ] (3) actions relating to o
- Project Officer the disbursement of o
- Controller AID funds I
- Program (4) project accounting.

- Managezent

-~ Supply Management Management Office
- Project Develop-
ment and Evaluation

Technical Division

(1) administrative back-
stopping

(2) liaison with North

Cameroon Liaison

Office

Performs all necessary
tasks associated with
AID's project respons-—
ibilities, as advisor
to project officer. (a) commodity tracking

. and procurement report-

Supply Management Division

i ing system
- (2) advice on procurement
(3) also contracts office




Outputs of Implementation Review

2The outputs of reviewing and systematizing the implementation of the
USAID pértfolio inclﬁde: |
1. A listing of all major users/decision makers at the project, program,
and policy level.
, 2.' A listing of their major responsibilities and the decisions which théy
must makél
3. A detailing of the major inter-organizational linkages between major
users and how they relate to each other to accomplish their tasks.
4, A detailing of the information needed to perform tasks and make deci-
sions.
| 5. A detailing of the inter-relationships between the implemeﬁtation
stfuctures'éf different projects and the identifiéation of decision makers who
have the responsibility for more than one project in the portfolié.'
6. A shared understanding among decision makers as to who the other main
decision makers are and what the division of responsibility is.
7. lSuggestions for streamlining or otherwise improving the implementa-
tion system.
Monitoring
Once the key decision makers are identified at the projéct, program, and
policy level, their responsibilities and hence their key decisions listed, their
informaiion requiréments should be determined and means of collecting the
information designed. The first level of information gathering consiéfs of
monitoring information. Hence, prior to formalizing the evaluation system, one
should forﬁalize the monitoring system. One should assure that key decision

makers are able to obtain and to share information which allows them to deter-
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mine whether project implementation is proceeding as planned.

Agaiﬁ, as a group process, key individuals should proceed project-by-
project to determine what monitoring tools and methods are currently being
used, and to map out the general monitoring system. How the organizations
share information should be carefully analyzed. The literature categorizes
the sharing of information between organizations as weak, moderate, or strong.
Ideally, strong linkages should exist in all projects and programs. The
matrix‘structure is the archetype of the strong information sharing linkage.
Here. ﬁhe organizations actuéllv share their reports and have joint decision-
makiné sessions. an ideal in technical assistance. Obviously., however, such
dual—renorﬁing schemes are difficult to orchestrate. especially given the
multi-cultural setting of foreign aid. References 10 and 11 offer soﬁe |
guidance on how to define and structure these resource and information sharing
relationships and should be referred to to guilde and refine this process.

As in the case of schematizing the implementation system, Handbook III's
chapter oﬁ monitoring provides assistance by listing standard tools and
processes used to provide monitoring information to decision makers. bBy
systematically reviewing these tools and processes for each project, a‘group
composed of representatives of key implementing institutions can become
familiar with the variety of monitoring tools used within each institution
and can deéide whether to share these tools to enhance implementation. Stan-
dard monitéring tools suéh as site reports of host country counterparts and
AID projéct officers are not always shared effectively. Collaborative
meetings between AID, the host country, the technical assistance teaﬁ, and
beneficiary groups may not be scheduled often enough, financiallreports may
not be transmitted, and technical advisors' reports may not be transmitted

to the host country or discussed in joint reviews. Loopholes such as these
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become more obvious when one schedules group review sessions.

-Again, graphics should be employed to map out the general monitoring
system. Again, systems tools can be used to stimulate brainstorming and group
discussion and can lead to new ideas for improving monitoring and for creating
a shared ﬁnderstanding of the monitoring system. Again, stimulating communi-
cétion is key. A simple chart like chart B can stimulate this process.

In Cameroon, a review of the monitoring process led to the creation of
the commodity tracking system, more detailed monthly quarterly controller
reports, and monthly reports from the North Cameroon Liaison Office, which was
created to help facilitate project implementation in North Cameroon. This
monthiy report summarizes project activities and alerts USAID/Cameroon to
potential bottlenecks or problems. .

References 5, 6, 9, and 10 can be used to guide this process of schematiz-

ing the monitoring system.

Output of Monitoring Review

The'outputs of the monitoring review include:

1. lA listing of the major tools needed to assure adequate informa-
tion for decision makers to accomplish daily tasks.

2. A listing of how the various decision‘makers share resources
and information and suggestions for how to improve this sharing.

3. A shared understanding of the internal workings of the parti-
cipating institutions and how their monitoring systems work.

4. A general assessment of how effectively the monitoring tools

' satisfy the daily information requirements of key decision

makers, and suggestions for improving the dissemination of

information to these decision makers.
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PROJECT MONITORING SYSTEM
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Evaluation Structures and Procedures

Once the participating institutions have a shared understanding of
the implementation and monitoring systems, they can move on to the actual
deéign of evaluation structures and procedures. The implementation and monitor-
ing review sessions should have afforded a clear idea of the management and
implementation structure of projects in the USAID portfolio, the USAID program
stratégy, and policies that affect the program; a specification of key decision
makers (or users of system); a listing of all the types of decisions to be
made; and a listing of all the monitoring tools used to inform daily implemen-
tation'aétions. When focusing on evaluation structures and procedureé, one
must specify the content of the information system, the design of evaluation
‘methods and studies, data énalysis and presentation of reéults, the institu-
tional aépects of an evaluation system, and how to staff the system.

.'The content of the information system is composed of the "indicators" and
"variabies" that will represent the '"project/program reality" which one wants
to measure. In general it is the logical framework which provides this content.
The log frames for all the Mission'poftfolio should Be reviewea and indicators
compafed and consolidated. This is the time also for the Mission and.Borrower/
Grantee to develop indicators for the Mission program and for the policies which
have been selected as most important. This paper does not intend to delve into
this issué, since it has been covered at length in a rich literature. The
purpose here is simply to point out that this issue should be confronted at
this point in the evaluation system design process, and should again be dealt
with by a group process directed by the evaluation officer and including
selected Mission, host country, technical assistance team, and beneficiary

representétives. References which contain helpful guides for this process



- 13 -~

include nos. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. Once one has mapped out the decisions that
the users of the evaluation system must make and specified exactly'how the pro-
ject and its actors will be represented by indicators and variables, then one
must determine how to go about obtaining the information that one néeds. How
to obtain this information continuously via monitoring tools has already been
discussed. At this point, however, evaluation designs and data collection
methods ﬁust be reviewed, consolidated, and refined. Again, it is not the
purpose of this paper to discuss evaluation designs. Rather, it is the purpose
of the discussion to point out that the evaluation designs for each project
should be systematically reviewed by the group to determine where overlaps exist,
whethér'appropriate designs have been selected, whether baseline data is being
collegted, and so on. A design to evaluate the Mission program should also
emerge from this exercise and a framework established such that information
gathered'from specifié evaluations can be stored and used to measure progress
toward the achievement of program objectives. How specific evaluations can be
used £9 evaluate policies should also be discussed. In addition, projects which
have beenlnoted as ihter—related should be examined to determine whether data
gathering efforts cah be consolidated and also to determine if the appropriate
decision makers are involved in the data gathering exercises. It is important
at this point to invoive governmental individuals who are responsible for evaiua—
tion and aléo evaluation consultants if necessary in order to assure that
appropriate designs have been selected. References 5, 6, 9, 10 are helpful.
What this process amounts to in many countries, such as Cameroon, is
almost a training course in evaluation methodology leading to a shared under-
standing by key decision makers of how its results are channeled into the

decision making system. It is also the opportunity to attempt to integrate the
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evaluation function more closely with the planning and implementation functions,
by léading group discussions‘involving evaluators, impleﬁentors,vand planners,
and bettér developing communication linkages. Specific coordination mechanisms
should be structured, such as regularly scheduled meetings, a sharing of key
reports, a joint committee, and so on, in order to assure that these individuals
keép talking.

The next step in the evaluation system design process 1is to assure that
the da;a processing, analysis, and presentation functién is effective.v Thé time
required for information and data processing and analysis is a critical con-
straint in an evaluation system. If data cannot be processed, analyzed, and
presenfed to-project management fast enoughbto make decisions, theﬁ:it is use-
less. .A detailed assessment of the capability of the collaborating institutions
to précesé<and analyze data within an established time frame should therefore
be made.' This should include a review of the data analysis capabilities for
each project»énd for the system as a whole. This is also an opportunity for
decision makers to become aware of untapped resources whthin the host country
for data analysis, including computers, statisticians, and the like. Since such
resources‘had never before been employed by USAID/Cameroon, the review of the
data.précessing cépability was quite informative. Less sqphisticated information
processiﬂg and analysis,caﬁabilities should be assessed including the flow of
documentation throughout each organization. The group should decide how much
and in what form each organization can process information and act on decisions,
The best format for reports should be discussed and certain principles esta-
blished. The management information system literature almost unanimously
agrees that too much data is collected in too much detail by most projects.

The data generally exceeds the capacity of the staff, duplicates information
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already availéble, and imposes intolerable demands on those involved in project
implementation. - How much information ana in which form each decision maker
needs for his or her particular decisions should be decided upon, and a-system
of presentation should be‘designed. This could consist of reports of a certain
type, verbal presentations, etc. References 5 and 6 provide helpful guidance
for this process. |

In general, the references list several criteria for presentation of find-
ings+ | |

(1) Report must be capable of attracting the decision maker's

‘atfention.

(2) Decision makeré must have confidence in the éccuracy of the

aata presented to them.

(3) Findings and conclusioﬁs derived from data must clearly shoy

the possible alternatiyes for future action.

(4). Common body’of findings do not have to be presented té all

usefs; information can be separated by category of users, depend-

ing on user reduirements.

(S)A‘Results should be presented with reference to logical ffamework.

,(6) Reéults should be reported promptly.

The institutional aspects of the evaluation system should next be designed.
An evalﬁa;ion syétem can only be successful if it attunes itself to the insti-
tution(s)‘within which it functions. This means that the system must fit within
the 6fganizationa1 structure of the institutions involved, their organizational
climate, the management style employed, and the distribution of power and autho-
rity within them. Moreover, an evaluation system will be successful only if

there are action patterns worked out such that the participating institutions
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can act to Implement the evaluation recommendations. Moreover, utilization
paﬁterns and channels must be developed such that lessons learned are

stbred in an organizational meméry and that future design and implementation
effofts benefit from experience. References 9, 10, and 11 can be referred
fo when designing the evaluation system to fit within the institutional

context,

Output of Evaluation Structure/Procedures Review

The result of this review should include:

1. A listing of key indicators for each project, program, and
policy, and an understanding of the indicators common to more than one
prﬂject.

| 2. A clarification of the appropriate evaluation designs for each
project, the Mission program, and key policies. Development of multi-
project evaluations aé much as possible.

3. Data collection, processing, analysis and presentation plans for
eacﬁ project, thé Mission program, and key policies.

‘4. Format aﬁd methods of presenting evaluation results to key
decision makers.

5. Patterns of inter-organizational action to implement evaluation
reéommendations.

6. Methods for stofing and utilizing evaluation results and for

tying them into the design and implementation process.

2. Generating an Atmosphere Conducive to Positive Assessment

For evaluation to serve as a positive management tool, it must be
conducted in an atmosphere in which error is condoned and assessment is
not threatening. According to David Korten, organizations can in fact he

categorized as healthy or unhealthy by their response to error. Organi-
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zations can respond to error by denying it, by externalizing 'it, or by
embracing it. Korten's healthy organization, the "learning organization,"

embraces error: .
Aware of the limitations of their knowledge, members of this type
of organization look at error as a vital source of data for making
adjustments to achieve a better fit with beneficiary needs. 4n
organization in which such learning is valued is characterized by
the candor and practical sophistication with which its members
discuss their own errors, what they have learned from them, and
the corrective actions they are attempting. Intellectual inte-
grity combined with a sense of vitality and purpose. Such a cli-
mate in an organization is almost a certain indication of effec-
‘tive leadership.

Although evaluation certainly does not dwell on error, people tend to
equate it with assessment of crror. Hence an organization's attitude toward
error beseaks of its attitude toward evaluation. An organization's attitude
toward érror also determines whether a participatory approach to eyaluation
will be successful. As Herbert Turner points out in "Program Evaluation in
AID: Somé Lessons Learhed,"3

’Oﬁerational experience shows that project managers can evaluate

progress and the continuing relevancy of their own project can-

didly and objectively if there is a climate of constructive inquiry

rather than a climate of recrimination.

}Moreéver, it goes without saying that an evaluation system can only
be successful when decision makers have a genuine interest in knowing how well
their projects ére functioning and what results are being obtained:4

1f decision makers cynically establish programmes without concern

for whether they are effective, there is no place for monitoring
and evaluation.

2Korten, David, '"Organizing for Rural Development: A Learning Process,"
Development Digest, Vol. XX, No. 2, April, 1982, pg 26.

Turner, Herbert, "Program Evaluation in AID: Some Lessons Learned,”
Development Digest, Vol. XVII, No. 3, July, 1979, pg 79.

United Nations, Systematic Monitoring and Evaluation of Integrated Devel-
opment Programs, pg. 41.
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| This cynicism is often generated in organizations with more negative
sanctions than positive rewards, or without a sense of common purpose. These
attfibutes are often a function of leadership style. Hence, the first step
in tfying-to activate an evaluation system in to convince the leadership of
the value of evaluation, so that this leadership can attempt to create a
positive atmosphere within which participatory evaluation can take place.

As the United Nations Evaluation Source Book points out, decision
makers often fail to make a gommitment to evaluation because they do not
see its necessity, do not‘appreciate the nature of the data;5

'Poiiticél' leaders, particularly, appear to prefer ''seeing things

with their own eyes" to basing judgments on data produced by some-

one else. Common sense would appear to confirm that an on-the-spot

visit to a programme is a better way to appraise progress than

reading reports filled with "abstract" data. This is often accompanied

by a lack of realization that what is seen is not necessarily a repre-

sentative sample, nor are the observations systematic.

The United Nations recommends devoting considerable time to explaining
to decision makers how information produced by the system can help supplement
information obtained fréﬁ other sources, including "seeing things with your own
eyes."6

Decision makefs'may also feér results of the evaluation, and in order to
quell threatening results, discredit evaluation research design and hence
findings:in the spirit of "avoiding bad news by killing the meséengers who
bring itf"

Various references relate that this attitude can be dealt with either
by assuring decision makers of the technical feasibility of the evaluation

methodology or by assuring them of the confidentiality of the findings.

The latter approach justifies itself by the assertion that evaluation

>1BID
681D, pg. 4.
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research, as applied research does not have to have uncensored disseminatioﬁ,
as pure research does.Since its purpose is‘to improve program performance, its
dissemination can be festricted. Others assert that the best way to ensure
that findings will be taken into account is to present them in a balanced
way.. It is as bad to over-emphasize negative findings as to minimize them.

 A participatory approach to evaluation is probaﬁly the best method to
assure that evaluation is taken seriously as well as its findings accepted as
valid, since individuals have a stake in the process and cannot easily
deny its worth by criticiging the qualifications of the evaluators. Moreover,
a participatory approach helps to mitigate against the often noted fact that
projéct managers and staff on the one hand, donofs and national governments,’
on the other hand, often_have quite different views of 'whose systemﬁ the
evaluation system is.

In order to elicit a positive environment for evaluation, the Mission
evaluation officer éhould hold meetings with key leaders within the USAID
Mission; the host country, the beneficiary groups,vand the technical assistance
teams and/or institutions. It will then be the responsibility of these 1éadérs
to set the'tenor of evaluation within their respective institutions, and to
direct.the interplay of institutions in the evaluation process. A matter-of-
fact approach is probably thé most éuccessful, involving explaining eévaluation,
its general usefulness, and fhe various ways of.conducting it.

At ﬁSAID/Cameroon, the evaluation officer began publishing a monthly
newsletterlwhich kept the Mission abreast of evaluatioh activities and then
discussed basic evaluation methodologies and issues. The purpose of the

newsletter was to encourage everyone in the Mission to participate in the eval-
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uation process and to lessen the mystique of evaluation which seemed to
permeate. Initial response to the newletter consisted/of wisecracks and
jeering 1aughter, as its enthusiasm threatened bureacratic inertia. However,
over time, as the project officers, project committees, and Mission evaluation
committee became more-and-more involved in evaluation, Mission personnel took
the evaluation newsletter in stride and (consciously or notj began talking the
language of evaluation.

;The newsletter was translated and sent to various ministries within
Cameroon to begin communication networks. The evaluation officer sought out
key individuals within the ministries who had responsibility for or an
interest in evaluation. In Cameroon, in spite of the fact that implementation
respensibilities lean heavily toward USAID, interest in and desire to parti-
cipate in evaluation is very high. Hence, the task of obtaining highrlevel
interest in evaluation was relatively painless. However, evaluationvis not
conceived of as a management tqol to assist in the implementation of projects,
but rather as an ex—post facto assessment function. Hence, within the minis-
tries, as had been the caseApreviously within USAID/Cameroon, the evaluation
function is separate from the planning and implementation functions and is
gnerallf not seen as a mechanism to improve management or planning capabilities.
Through ﬁeetings and throughthe implementation of AID projects and through
participatory evaluations, the evaluation fuﬁction can be better integrated
into its:sister function.

In addition, meetings with technical assistance teams and their
‘backstopping organizations as well as key target beneficiary groups can be

held with key USAID and host country officials to attempt to assure that the
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various organizations share the same concept of evaluation gnd-that they
can work-out interorganizational methods of carrying out evaiuations and
sharing evaluation findings.

| The Mission evaluation officer or whoever has been selected to facil-~
itate thg development of the evaluation system should devise his or her own
strategy as to how to assure that the proper atmosphere exists Qithin which
evaluétion can be conductad and utilized.

References which are helpful for this task include nos. 2, 4, and 5.

3. Evaluation Processes

As noted in this paper, in order to tie evaluation into the management
system, responsibility for evaluation should be placed functionally and
organizatibnally as close as possible to the user who will base his decisions on
the evaluation.findings} This means that individuals involved With»imple-
mentation shoula pléy the leading roles in evaluations. This does not mean
that outside evaluators cannot be used, but rather than if they are used that
they shouid not conduct their evaluations in isolation, but rather within the
implementation Systém.

The reason that implementofs should participate in evaluation is two-~
fold. First, as major users of the evaluation findiﬁgs, they are in a bet-
ter position to assure that they obtain the information théy need to imérove
implemenfation. Second, the process of participéting in an evaluation is often
as imporfaﬁt.as the evaluation findings and recommendations for improving!.
project iﬁpleﬁentation. This is so because it is often lack of clarity of roles,

division of authority, and reponsibility, misperceptions, and conflicting

perceptions of project objectives, and other misunderstandings which impede

project progress. Hence, participation of key implementors in the evaluation
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process is essential so that these problems can be confronted and worked
out.

In addition, the’process of evaluation can serve to transfer man-
égement techniques to the host country and also to encourage the host
counfry to take over the direction of their projects. This is especially
true of a country such as Cameroon in which the division of responsibil-
ity for implementation between USAID and the host country still leans
towérd USAID. Byvparticipating in a group evaluation, the host country
can exert its position of authority in the project and gain exberience
in. taking the lead role.

| An experiential approach to evaluation is also important in order
to measure the attitudinal changes caused by the act of participating in
projects. These attitudinal‘chénges are often unintended effects, ﬁut may
have a far reaching impact on project objectives and may help to trans-
form the development process within a country. Such attitudinal changes
are rarely measured in standard evaluations. |

:Against criticism that implementors are biased against seeking the
truth about their projects, this paper asserts the position that the group
process tends to keepbpedple honest, if it is conducted correctly. More-
over,;, implementors are‘free to and in fact, encouraged to use outside experts
to provide them techniéal information which they feel unqualified to gather,
but are encouraged to use these experts as advisors to the evaluation
process only.

To emphasize the process aspect of evaluation, group process
techniques become key ingredients. All of the project responsibles should
plan and conduct tﬁe evaiuation jointly as a group. The group should
traverse the standard étéps of an evaluation as an ensemble, using whatever

evaluation methodology happens to be applicable to the particular project.
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Data collection can be performed by the gréup or by Seiected enumerators,
an& the group may wish‘to split off for specific tasks and then recon-
vene, or for writiﬁg and presenting particular parts of the evaluation
results. Through such an experiential approach to evaluation, the imple-
mentors actually experience a situation in which they must reorganize and/
or reaffirm inter—organiZational linkages, project structure design, etec,
Such experiencing transfoims the relationship much more effectively than
reaiing about it, In addition, the group is likely to be inter-discipli-
nary and will therefore bring a good mix of perspectives to the situation.

To orchestrate a participatory group evaluation process, a group
facilitator is necessaiy. Initially, the most likely candidate for this
task, especially in countries unaccustomed to taking the lead role, is
the USAID/Mission Evaluation Officer. Later, as the system develops, this
job should be handled by the Borrower/Grantee project ﬁanager or evaluation
expert. The gréup facilitator shoul& be trained in group process and
group dynamics and‘should be able to guide the group tb solve the inter-
pérsonal, inter—orgaﬁizational, and mangement problems as well as to éolvé
‘t'echnical, design, ;>r other problems in the project.

The experiential approach to evaluation is crucial in formative
evaluations, but is also important in evaluations of projecté with élear
dgéigns or in impaét evaluations. Here the group process helps to en-
courage.future planning in unison. Group processes for impactvevaluations
shoﬁl& include decision makers at the program and policy levels.

‘How many individuals, in which positions, to involve in the evalua-
tion deéends upon the purpose of the evaluation and the evaluation method-—

ology selected. Evaluations early-on in a project, which are conducted
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largely to clarify roles, organizational relations, objectives, and
strategies generally involvekmore individuals than evaluations meant to
measure impact.. In‘these‘latter, a larger group of individuals can be
involved in introductory, interim, and concluding meetings, but data col-
leetion and site visits are generally handled best by small groups.
Alsq,'early—on formative evaluations usually involve direct project imple-
meetors, rather than individuals at the program or policy level. These
latter individuals should be consulted if decision makers below them in the
hierarchy cannot act on evaluation recommendations.

An evaluation of the Agricultural Management and Planning Project
(631—0008) in Camefoon was conducted primarily during six meetings last-
ing three hours each, involving the USAID project and evaluation officers,
the techﬁical assistance team and the key Cameroonian counterparts. As

’facilitator, the USAID evaluation officer first became familiar with the
p;ojecf documentation and then conducted individual interviews to find out
whaf the various perspectives on the project were, what eaeh individual

. considered to be the main issues, and what each individual wanted from

the evaluation. The evaluation officer categorized the issuee and con-

kcluded that the major broﬁlems in the project consisted of lack of clarity

(and ﬁence frustration) of the roles of the technicians within the

Ministry of Agriculture, and a lack of clarity and even resistance to
project objectives. Moreover, there was rivalry between the two ministe—
rial services involved in the project. The project had not progressed
sufficiently to warrant a technical expert to evaluate the statistics or
agricultural economics activities of the project. Hence, eight key project

implementors were brought together in the above-mentioned meetings and

LS
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. they evaluated the project following the steps outlined in the AID
evaluation literéture. Meetings were conducted by the Mission evaluation
officer using guidelines established in Sage publications on formative
evaluation and principles of group dynamics. Communication linkages were
crea;ed, roles and project.design clarified, work plané written and
feqommendations for improving implementation. Recommendations which
requi;éd_the specific action of individuals higher in the Miﬁistry of
Agricglture hierarchy were discussed in meetings inﬁolving the key
Cameroonian decision makers. the USAID evaluation officer, and the Chief of the
USAID Agriculture and Rural Development Divisjon. Successive méetings were
held with higher and higher officials until specific orders were given-to
implement the evaluation recomﬁendations.

"Another evaluation, that of the Practical Training in Health Educa-
tipﬁ Project (631-0009) was conducted by the government itself with.the
. guidance of the University of North Carolina technicians. Here, the

purpose of the evaluation was to measure the impact of the project and to

determine whether tﬁe project strategy could be generalized ahd épplied

in other parts of Cameroon. Hence, it was important that individuals
involvéd in program and policy making participaté in the evaluation.
Individuals’from.séveral departments of the Ministry of Health, the
Ministry of Economy and Plan, the Presidency, UNESCO, UNDP, and the Univer-
sity of North Caroliné and key implementors met in a series of méetings

to direct the evaluation. Since a figorous evaluation design was selected
using a structured questionnaire, work groups were selected to design

questionnaires, sampling plan, etc., and enumerators were trained to imple-

ment the questionnaires. After each work session, the work groups reported
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bAck to and obtained the feedback of the core group and involved that

group in the evaluation. The evaluation progressed slowly over several
months, but what emerged from the process was a modified health training
strategy and a plan for its future implementation. Hence, the process
aséured that the project activities were integrated into the existing
ofganizational structure and that results were channeled into program plans
and health policies.

After the experience of these project evaluations, one could begin
to’seg what happeﬁs during the evaluation experience and how this expe-
rience alters ‘the relationship between individuals and organizations. One
could see the differenée between these evaluations and evaluations conduc-
ted by a sole outsidevevaluatbr. Here, the evaluation ofteﬁ contributed
to-miSunderstandings, since the evaluator would sometimes carry bad feel-
ings from one interviewee to another, instead of encouraging improved
communication. |

Over time, one acquires adequate experience to know how many and which
individuals to involve and exactly how to 5est facilitate the process.
Through participa£ing in the evaluations, the host country gets a sense
of how evaluations can serve them, and improves its confidence in coﬁducting
fhem. In Cameroon, evalﬁation before was never seen as a vehicle by which
to improve project implementation, but rather as a purely ex~post facto

'exefcise; After a year of participating, the host country counterparts
started changing their attitudes. Once thelr attitudes change, then more
spécific strategies can be developed to enhance their evaluation cap-
abilities. USAID/Cameroon now includes the development’of a self-sustaining

evaluation capability as part of its‘project designs.
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