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2e OVERVIZW OF EVALUATION.

1.1. WHAT IS EVALUATION?

tvaluation is the process of measuring and analyzing the
rasults of a development project, program or policy, to assist
managers in making well-informed decisions about future
operations, plans and policies.

The measurement, analysis, and interpretation undertaken
during evaluation cover:

¢ HWhat happened (or what changed), and how did this outcome
compare with what was expected?

® Why and how did it happen? (Or why and how did the
change occur)?

¢ What is the significance for future decision and action
of the answers to these two questions?

Whatever the programmatic scope of an AID~sponsored
evaluation -~ e.g., a single project or program, several
projects, a sector program, an overall country development
strategy, or a specific concern that cuts across projects,
programs or strategies -- the measurement, analysis and
interpretation during an evaluation usually focus on questions
that are related to the following five key issues: relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability. The
evidence obtained through a systematic assessment of these
issues enables AID and its borrowers/grantees to improve the
performance of on-going programs and to build on experience in
designing new programs.

Evaluation is an integral part of AID's programming and
management operations. In the AID context, evaluation has
several characteristics that highlight its use as a management
tool. First, AID makes plans for its evaluation needs, and
undertakes different kinds of evaluations dependirng on the uses
for which evaluative information is needed. Second, evaluation
is carried out with reference to the specified objectives of a
project or program, against which progress and achievements can
be measured. Third, evaluation of ongoing projects and programs
is closely linked to their implementation and monitoring, And
fourth, AID staff collaborates with AID's borrowers and grantees
in carrying out evaluations.

Thrse last two characteristics in particular help support
AID's efforts to transfer evaluation as a "management
technology" to its partners in devel! <ng countries. While AID
encourages formal technical training support the use of
evaluation development in program management, the evaluation
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process itself is a major opportunity to encourage counterparts
to apply evaluation concepts and to use information in improving
program performance.

A. Types of Evaluation in AID

As the practice of systematic program evaluation has
developed over recent years in public and private sector
organizations, the "types" of evaluation have multiplied. This
is a healthy sign of management efforts to investigate and use
experience to improve operations in a world of changes and
challenges. But it can also lead to confusion and problems of
communication between managers of specific activities and
evaluators asked to investigate those activities. By the early
1980's, over 100 types of evaluation (more or less "legitimate")
had been identified and given discrete labels. For many years,
AID itself tried to capture a wide range of evaluative efforts
into three designated types: “regular" or "routine" evaluation,
“special" evaluation, and more recently “impact" evaluation (the
only label that still has substantive meaning). Inevitably, the
“routine", "regular" and "special" nomenclature ceased to be
meaningful, and AID abandoned it in 1980 (this change is
formally reflected in the revised "AID Evaluation Summary" form).

In current AID practice, an evaluation is an evaluation,
period. Instead of requiring its operating units to iabel
evaluations according to a predetermined typology, AID requires
these units to state clearly the purpose, scope and main

uestions which an evaluation wilT address, and to indicate when
in the authorized "1ife" of a project or program an evaluation
is undertaken: during the project (interim), toward the end
(final), or following completion (ex-post), or some combination
of these (in cases of multi-project, sectoral or country program
evaluation).

Depending on the reporting requirements of individual AID
Bureaus (as issued in separate guidance), the type of monitoring
reviews that focus primarily on whether various activities,
practices and interventions have been undertaken as specified in
project or program designs or adjusted implementation work
plans, as well as the problems being encountered in adhering to
these designs and plans, may not necessarily be reported as
evaluations. Investigations that examine whether the outputs of
a project are in fact reaching a targeted area or a targeted
population, that try to illuminate the factors that are
persistently handicapping implementation and that go beyond
these factors to examine the issues of project effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance, sustainability and impact are always
considered as evaluations and should be reported as such.

Earlier literature on evaluation distinguishes between
"formative" and "summative" evaluations. This distinction is
still a useful one in thinking about evaluation as a management
toocl.
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Formative evaluation asks the question: "How can we improve
an on-going project or program?" An analysis of what has
happened, and why it happened, is used te guide implementation
and possible redesign as a project or program is being
implemented, while there is still time to make changes. It is
particularly helpful when the strategy for achieving certain
implemenation benchmarks is especially problematical, or when
the project is 1ikely to be affected by some major change in the
environment or in the assumptions on which the project is
based. Such conditions are endemic to most AID-supported
projects and programs. Formative evaluation usually involves
some project staff (and possibly both beneficiaries and higher
officials) in a self-learning, self-correction process.

By contrast, summative evaluation asks the question: "Given
what we've achieved, should we continue the project or program
and, if so, at what level?" As the term implies, the evaluation
analysis attempts to "sum up" the actual effects and impacts
achieved, and relate them to initial expectations and to costs.
Summative evaluation is especially appropriate toward the end of
a project or program or after completion, and focuses on a
measurement of overall program performance and an explanation of
this performance. It is particularly useful for planning
follow-on activities, whether as a subsequent phase or in the
same sector. Usually, the evaluators are not directly
associated with the project or program, partly to maximize
opportunities for a fresh perspective and partly to obtain the
multi-disciplinary skills that are usuallx necessary for this
kind of evaluation.

This distinction, however, is not helpful to AID or to AID's
counterparts if it is used to 1imit the scope of analysis or to
narrow the range of factors to be examined at any given time in
the 1ife of a project or program. The AID programming cycle,
and assnciated discussions within AID and between AID and its
borrowers and grantees, cannot wait for some final "summing-up"
of achievements. Decisions have to be made and funds authorized
for new and continuing activities before the totality of
ultimate effects and impacts can be added up and analyzed.

Similarly, to be most useful, "formative" evaluation needs
to pay attention to interim impacts and their trends, to changes
in underlying assumptions, and to events in the broader
environment oeyond the project that may affect final
performance. It cannot be limited solely or even mainly to
"internal" project benchmarks, pre-established implementation
plans, and management processes. AID's previous experience in
formative evaluation demonstrates that it is all too easy to
overluok the forect for the trees, and to generate “"status
reports" or descriptions or management problems rather than
evaluations.

Moreover, what a project manager sees as a summative
evaluation is seen as a formative evaluation by more senior
managers, diractors and administrators who are concerned with
broader programs and strategies.
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Based on more than a decade of experience in program
evaluation, AID now prefers to see evaluation as a dynamic,
incremental activity through which the gathering of information
on implementation, effects and impact begins very early in the
life of a project or program and becomes increasingly
comprehensive and cumulative as time goes on. Managers do not
wait until the end of an activity to evaluates effectivaoness and
impact. Information is systematically gathered on leading
indicators of the direction of effects and the potential for
impact, and an effort is made to adjust implementation
strategies and activities accordingly.

When this incremental view of evaluation is applied in

practice ~-- especially by building requirements into project
design, implementation practices and overall program management
systems -- AID gains the following additional benefits:

-- empirical quantitative and qualitative information that
can inform imminent programming decisions, and that can
be used in later assessments of a more purely "summative"
nature; and

== a richer explanation of "why" and "how" summative
achievements were obtained, enabling AID to identify
patterns in circumstances and contingencies that
influenced these achievements, and to build this
knowledge into AID's "lessons learned" and into agency
policy.

Evaluation is only one of several sources of information
about AID project and program performance. Other sources
include audits, project completion reports, state-of-the-art
research, feasibility studies and sector assessments. A good
evaluator will review these sources for data, analytical
concepts and useful ideas that can sharpen the focus of an
evaluation and build on what is already known. Requirements for
such a review should be built into an evaluation scope of work,
and evaluators should be directed to AID's library and automated
"memory" of program and research documents.

In AID, audit is an investigation of the degree of
compliance of policies, procedures and practices with stated
rules, regulations, directives, guidelines and laws. It
assesses the adherence of staff and programs to these predefined
management standards. Since AID procedures require program and
project evaluation, auditors may examine the exient to which
this requirement has been fulfilled and the extent to which
actions have been taken to implement the recommendations of an
evaluation. While audit tends to focus on the disposition and
control of funds and other valuable resources according to these
standards, modern auditing practice also requires attention to
the relationship of such disposition and controls to the
objectives of the activity for which funds have been
appropriated and expended. This latter kind of evidence can
provide evaluators indicative evidence of real world priorities,
behaviors, constraints and opportunities.
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AID's Handbook 3 ("Project Assistance") requires project
managers to prepare standard Project Completion Reports. These
reports contain factual descriptions of final project inputs and
outputs and, to the extent that evidence from evaluations was
available, of the accomplishment of broader results and
impacts. Statz-of-the-art research, supported by AID grants and
agreements, sometimes contain broad-based syntheses and
operations research about experience in applying new
technologies, or development strategies, and, more rarely, in
developing and testing new program evaluation methods.
Feasibility studies and sector assessments, in identifying areas
of possibTe new program or project initiatives, often contain
detailed data, information on recent trends, and analysis useful
as baseline or contextual data for evaluation. Other sources of
information on broad program experience and fartors bearing on
this experience are country-specific Country Development
Strategy Statements and Social and Institutional Profiles.

One of the characteristics that distinguishes evaluation
from these other information sources is its overall purpose --
informing future decisions and actions by systematically
analyzing past program experience. AlID's definition of
evaluation includes the phrase: *". to assist managers in
making well-informed decisions about future operations, plans
and policies." AID includes this qualifying phrase
deliberately, to highlight the fact that, in AID, evaluation is
not carried out for its own sake, but to be used. Evaluation is
undertaken by different parts of the Agency for specific
purposes, to address the specific information needs of those who
have to make operational, programming and policy judgements and
decisions. The information pulled tcgether during an 2valuation
helps AID and counterpart management to reduce the degree of
uncertainty about the future, and gives managers somewhat wider
Tatitude, and hopefully greater confidence, in working toward
shared development objectives.

B."Evaluation" and "Monitoring

AID project officers have assigned responsibilities
regarding the implementation of project activities, and
regarding AID monjtoring and evaluation of projects during
implementation. By cooperating with borrower/grantees in
monitoring and evaluating projects, officers support the
effective management of these projects. In adddition, AID
officers report regularly to higher management on the status of
project activities and their results.

AID officers sometimes ask about the difference between
monitoring and evaluation. AID has found that as a pratical
matter, the difference is less important than the relationship
between these two management tools. This relationship focuses
on the fact that an AID-supported project or program is not
simply a set of activities that require regular tracking and
careful control, but is a development effort undertaken to
accomplish desired outcomes, defined in terms of the "purpose"
and "goal" of a project.
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To assist borrowers/grantees to manage projects most
effectively, as well as to meet their own implementation and
reporting responsibilities, project officers must be able to
"monitor” two aspects of a project:

¢ implementation of projects activities, according to an
agreed workplan or schedule; and

® the results of these activities, according to an agreed
set of outcomes that define the purpose of the project.

Such monitoring is undertaken to support two principal
management needs.

o "“Controiling" project activities, to meet both AID's
rules and regulations, and to fulfill workplans.

o "Redesigning" and replanning” activities as may be
necessary to take every practical opportunity to achieve
a project's purpose in changing circumstances and with
greatest efficiency.

The second need would not arise for perfectly-designed
projects undertaken in a perfectly-ordered world. This has
never been the case. AID always anticipates the need for
mid-course corrections in projects, and consequent modification
in workplans.

From time to time, moreover, the concerns of higher
management wmay change. Thus, AID project officers may be
required to examine and report on elements and results of a
projects that are not of immediate interest to the AID officer
or counterpart manager, but which are of very great interest to
higher management. These may subsequently become part of the
officer's "monitoring" responsibilities.

To monitor these aspects of a project, AID officers and
counterparts require information. This information consists of
data and its analysis. For example, data are normally gathered
and recorded on the current status of prnject activities and
related tasks; comparing current status to planned status in an
implementation workplan requires some analysis. Similarly,
measuring results or outcomes is one thing; comparing them with
expectations is another matter. Furthermore, in both cases,
additional investigation and analysis are usually necessary to
understand the following:



--Why any discrepancies have emerged between actual
implementation status and planned status, or between
actual results and anticipated status;

--What the consequences are for anticpated results of any
discrepancies in implementation results:

--What the consequences are for implementation plans of
any discrepancies in results.

These constitute the information required for monitoring.
Without a regular flow of such information, and its use in
discussion and eventual action, project "management" becomes a
hollow term.

In a similar vein, higher management also needs information
to "monitor" broader programs that constitute a development
strategy for the achievement of higher-order and longer-term
objectives, to "control" these programs, and to "redesign" or
"replan” them. In many cases, the information needs of project
officers and higher management overlap. That is, the some of,
information an officer needs to help keep a project on track
toward its purpose in the most efficient way is the same
information that higher management needs to assess the
contribution the project is making to a broader strategy.
Nevertheless, there are differences as well, and these may
impose specific data and analysis demands which can often be
most efficiently handled within a project. Unless they are very
carefully identified, managed and supported, however, these
higher management needs for information may impose an
unrgg]istic purden on AID officers and counterpart managers and
staff.

Where does this information come from? Information doesn't
generate itself; it has to be deliberately acquired. One major
source of information to support monitoring is evaluation. To
obtain this information in the most efficient and useful vay,
AID emphasizes:

¢ The development of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plans
for projects; and programs; and

® An annual evaluation planning process for adjusting the
needs of project management with those of higher
management.

These topics are discussed later in this handbook.

C. Prerequisites for Evaluation

To meet the mandate of the Foreign Assistance Act, as well
as the requirements of good program management, AID has to
ensure certain basic prerequisites for evaluation. These are:
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@ A management system that will pose meaningful questions
and then accept and use evaluation findings; and a
corresponding evaluation system that generates
Tnformation about actual experience, gets this
information to managers in a way that answers
management's questions in a timely manner, and surfaces
new questions or even challenges management's assumptions.

» "Evaluability" of a problem. In AID, this requires
reasonably clear statements of project and program
objectives, or, alternatively, empirically stated
questions and concerns of interest to managers,
decisionmakers and policy-makers.

¢ Objectivity and fairness, in both the concept and focus
of evaluation, and the process of evaluation itself.

¢ The fullest possible participation by borrowers and
grantees in determining the scope of the evaluation, the
interpretation of findings and the development of
specific recommendations for future action.

This 1ist does not single out a precondition for evaluation
that is almost aiways regarded by evaluators as the most urgent
requirement, and one that is often ignored or considered too
late by program managers -- availability of empirical
quantitative or qualitative data to support evaluative
analysis. Evaluators invariably bemoan a dearth of "data" in
developing countries, and the lack of data is in fact one of the
most critical practical problems faced by evaluators in the
field. This is, however, a problem that has to be confronted on
its own merits, not as a prerequisite for evaluation. AID has
to take special measures to deal with this problem.

When managers pose meaningful questions about projects and
programs, and believe that evaluative information will be useful
to them, they will be more likely to pay attention to, and
invest in, data required for later analysis. They will also be
more likely to use the information generated by evaluation. The
system AID has devised to relate evaluation to management use,
decision and action is a highly decentralized one. This system
attempts to place evaluation work most closely to the potential
user, and places responsibility for evaluation on managers at
all levels of AID operations rather tnan on a single central
unit.

A second prerequisite is "evaluability" -- the practical and
conceptual feasibility of subjecting program objectives,
questions, concerns and issues to actual measurement, analysis
and testing within a required period of time, at an acceptable
level of accuracy, and within a reasonable budget. In AID, the
evaluability of any problem posed by management depends partly
on clearly specified questions, and partly on the current
state-of-the-art in evaluation research methods.

AID requires that the projects and programs it supports must
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have specified objectives, to guide action and to serve as an
initial point of departure for evaluation. The present
state-of-the-art in evaluation no longer assumes that such
specification is always necessary to do a good and usetul
evaluation. However, as a practical matter, it certainly helps
to know where you are going, the road blocks along the way, and
if and when you've reached your destination. AID's legislative
mandate further requires specification of objectives. To use
evaluation jargon, evaluation in AID is rarely "goal-free".

Clearly specified objectives help to focus most kinds of
evaluation in AID. Even in cases where an evaluation is
exploratory, as distinct from an effort to measure actual
achievements against an explicit yardstick established before
evaluation is undertaken, the exploration customarily uses the
intended objectives as a pcint of departure.

In designing projects, and some program and non-project
activities as well, AID uses the Logical Framework, or
"logframe" (see Chapter 2 and Annex 1). This is a matrix that
summarizes and displays a logically related hierarchy of
activities and expected outcomes -- "inputs", "outputs",
“purpose" and "goal". The targets at each leval are also
expressed in a form that can be objectively verified according
to suggested indicators, or measures. The logframe for any
givern project includes only one purpose during its authorized
life; changes in the project™at this Tevel require AID to notify
Congress. In sum, the logframe for a project or program
expresses an hypothesis that if certain inputs and outputs
occur, and if certain assumptions hold true, certain purposes
and goals will be achieved. And it provides a way fo managers
to "manage by objectives" as the project is implemented.

The logframe, either as initially constructed or
subsequently modified, gives evaluators reference points, or
benchmarks, that they can use to help answer such questions as:
"How are we progressing?" or "To what extent did we achieve
what we wanted to achieve?”" The "objectively verifiable
indicators" provide suggestions on how improvements can be
measured, how much improvement is expected and in what period of
time.

Much of AID's evaluation work is not undertaken to measure
the attainment of specified objectives. Instead, an evaluation
may focus on other kinds of questions or concerns that managers
have about projects and programs. For example:

"Is the stated project purpose still relevant to the
needs of the intended beneficiaries or to our revised
development strategy?"

"I'm worried about the possibility that village health
huts won't recover costs and sustain themselves after the
project ends."



"We're not really sure if small farmer decisions about
what to Produce are going to be affected by these
reforms."

Managers may call for an evaluation because of an impending
decision; a problem requiring immediate attention; a potential
handicap raised by some change in US or host country policy or
the project environment; or some major change in Mission progranm
strategy. Here the prerequisite is that the questions, concerns
and issues have to be stated in such a way that they are
empirical and "evaluable", and that the answers will be
useable. Evaluations that address concerns or issues may
require different analytical approaches. For example, measuring
changes in farm production and attributing these changes to a
specific project are 1ikely to require research technigues that
differ from those used to ascertain sustainable changes in
institutions or management behaviors.

A third prerequisite is objectivity and fairness -- a
concern for both candor and propriety. This condition applies
to the focus of the evaluation -- the matters that will be
investigated, the questions addressed -- as well as to the
process of carrying out the investigation itself. It is
sometimes tempting to negotiate the focus of an evaluation down
to the least meaningful denominator, and then proceed with an
evaluation that avoids asking the hard questions, including the
question of whether or not a project or program is making a
sustainable change in the development problem. The findings
will be equally meaningless -- and virtually useless. Candor in
evaluation means asking the hard questions, imposing meaningful
criteria, and collecting and interpreting evidence in a way that
minimizes or at least balances bias. Candor does not mean
bluntness, arrogance or insensitivity in how evidence is
collected and findings are presented -- qualities to be avoided.

A final prerequisite for evaluation in AID is agreement
between AID, counterparts and evaluators on all the above.
Unless such agreement is obtained, the evaluation process will
be a very rocky road indeed, and the resulting findings will
probably not be used. Agreement reduces the chance that
evaluation will be viewed as an adversary procedure, and
increases the chance that even unpalatable findings will be
acted upon. Agreement is greatly facilitated when the
constructive purpose of an evaluation is clear to all parties
and is mutually accepted. The next section discusses the
general purposes of evaluation.

In sum, these prerequisites call for an explicit and
mutually agreed way of focusing, or conceptualizing, the
research and analytical tasks to be undertaken.

1.2. PURPOSES OF EVALUATION

The specific concerns of managers and decisionmakers are as

varied as the projects, programs and policies for which they are
responsible, but these concerns typically require information to

serve one or more of the following general purposes:
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e improved project, program and policy performance
@ knowledge gain
® accountability

AID has found that a single evaluation study or series of
studies can rarely if ever satisfy all three purposes,
simultaneously. Often, a good evaluation study, while focusing
primarily on one purpose, will surface information pertinent to
the others as well. Nonetheless, the three purposes are not
always mutually compatible, and the AID sponsor of an evaluation
has to be clear about which purpose is being served.

Achieving any one of these purposes requires the application
of systematic methods for gathering information, analyzing it,
and recording or "documenting" the information. Managers often
act as informal evaluators in their day-to-day work, and over
time they acquire a lTarge store of personal knowledge and
experience. But achieving the above purposes of evaluation
requires much more than occasional personal observation by
managers. It requires a systematic approach, supported by
verfiable, empirical facts and deliberate analysis. By
participating in the evaluation process, managers can refine
their skills in observation and the quality of their knowledge.

A. Improved Program Performance: Evaluation in Action

Projects, programs and policies hardly ever predict what
will actually happen. Because resources for development are
scarce, AID devotes careful analysis to the initial design of
projects and programs -- e.g., refining overall country
development "strategies" and broad sectoral "tactics": selecting
among alternative approaches by applying cost-effectiveness and
cost/benefit analysis; considering social, institutional and
economic variables that will likely affect the success of a
project; and constructing an initial Logical Framework.

However, strategists and designers cannot perfectly diagnose
the present nor predict the future. AID's experience
demonstrates that most projects will require mid-course
modifications. Some of these are major, involving amendments;
others are minor, e.g., changes in a contractor's scope of
work. Managers have to learn as implementation proceeds.
Empirical information gathered during mid-course evaluation of
strategies, programs and projects helps the managers to guage
progress, assign priorities to the use of resources, and
generally redesign activities to direct them toward desired
outcomes.

For managers of specific AID-supported projects and
programs, this purpose of evaluation is not served if an
evaluation focuses primarily on testing the validity of the
initial design, and the hypothesis represented by this initial
design. Managers are not particularly interested in testing
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hypotheses, nor in verifying how wise the stratejists and
designers were in nredicting the future -- they have to confront
the relentless fact that the futuer inevitably becomes the
present., Instead, they want to know such things as:

== the institutional and procedural problems that explain
why certain activities aren't being performed as smoothly
or as quickly as expected;

-- the extent to which changing realities and contingencies
in the development environment (broadly defined) are
supporting or undermining the ultimate achievement of
objectives;

-- interim trends in the direction of immediate effects and
broader impacts;

-- responsive implementation strategies and changes in
initial design that can increase the chances that
objectives can be closely approximated within reasonable
resources and timeframes.

And they usually need this information right away, preferably

——

yesterday but hardly ever a year later.

In AID, evaluation as a process is of equal, or perhaps even
greater immediate value to managers than the information it
provides in the form of useful findings, conclusions and
recommendations. This process is ai essential aspect of
evaluation in action. The resuiting benefits include:

© Clarifying purposes and goals. Evaluations have a way of
tocusing broad or vague purposes and goals. The
evaluation process helps sharpen definitions, making
objectives more concrete, better understood, more
measurable -- and more useful as subsequent practical
guides to implementation.

o Building operational content into vague designs. When,
for a variety of political and practical reasons, funds
are appropriated on the basis of incomplete or inadequate
planning and design, eveluation can be used as a
mechanism for testing snd improving operational
approaches.

® Accelerating implementation. Experience suggests that an
avaluation, or the mere scheduling of an evaluation,
frequently encourages managers and implementors to
address themselves posthaste to elements knowin to ba
behind schedule or of poor quality, and to give these
higher priority un their action agenda. Eveluation can
sometimes breathe new Tife into moribund projects by more
systematically examining handicaps, suggesting ways to
overcome or simply circumvent them, and bringing vexing
problems to the attention of higher management for the
first time.
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® Improving communication. The process of objectively
observing, analyzing and discussing aspects of a projact
greatly facilitates communication between the various
actors involved in the project. It helps remind all
parties of what the project is all about. Technicians
and contractors learn moce precisely what is expected of
them. Supervisors acquire a better understanding of the
problems encountered by staff members. Hidden
misunderstandings or areas of misinformation are
surfaced; quite often the identification of hidden
problems has the effect of making problems more
manageable.

Finally, the use of evaluation to support discussions about
olicy requires specific mention. Evidence from evaluation --
especially the findings from several evaluations in a country,
in a region, or worldwide -- can lend powerful support to
discussions about the desirability of re-examining the
assumptions that underlie development approaches and associated
policies. This evidence can suggest areas where specific
adjustments and modifications in policy might have the greatest
beneficial impact. And it can suggest specific needs for new
policy attention.

Project management is not the only level at which evaluation
can help improve performance, although much of th2 evaluation
work sponsored by AID focuses on project level concerns. There
are "higher" levels of decisionmaking, in AID and counterpart
institutions, where improved performance reaguires answers to
different kinds of questions and concerns -- program
development, strategic planning and policy formulation. dJust as
a project manager has to make decisions about the most effective
use of resources to achieve project objectives, so do
development planners have to decide which of several possible
program approaches can most effectively contribute to broader
sectorial or strategic objectives.

From the perspective of AID and counterpart managers who are
responsible for program developmert and planning, specific
projects and programs are not ends in themselves. Rather, they
are tactics in a broader development strategy. For them, a
"summative" project evaluation is a "formative" evaluation of a
broader strategy. AID Missions overseas and Bureau offices in
Washington can use the results of evaluztion to help the
mid-term revision of Country Development Strategy Statements
{CDSS) and the annual preparation and review of Action Plans to
implement those strategies.

B. Knowledge Gain: The Long-Term Reward

For foreign assistance to be successful, it is imperative
that a body of substantive knowledge and theory of social and
economic development is built up from empirical evidence, and
then continuously applied.
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Evaluation contributes to greater knowledge about
development in two principal ways:

-- by expanding the personal knowledge and insights of
development practicioners; and

-- by accumulating over time documented e\ dence reflecting
real ezperiernce, that can be analyzed, compared and
synthesized.

AID and counterpart staff often report that, by
participating in systematic evaluation, they learn more fully
and more quickly about the environment in wnich they have to
operate, and how this environment is affecting the activities
for which they are responsible. This benefit helps compensate
for the difficulties caused by staff turnover and periodic
reassignment, by informing currently assigned staff and by
creating a documented record of experience for reference by
incoming staff. Participation in an evaluation provides an
occasion for AID and counterpart staff to step back from
day-to-day activities, and to consider the trends, potentials
and broader consequences of these activities.

More systematic gains in knowledge are supported when AID
shares experience and "lessons learned" between its operating
units as well as with partner countries and other donors. A
requirament for AID to share and apply broad-based experience
has been reaffirmed by Congress, and by the U.S. General
Accounting Office (GAO, "Experience -- A Potential Tool For
Improving U.S. Assistance Abroad", June 15, 1982).

Development practicioners recognize that times change and
circumstances differ, so that "lessons” have to be adapted to
particular times and locales. Therefore, one of the most
important elements in sharing experience is information on "why"
and "how" certain achievements were obtained, not just
information on the acnievements themselves. At the same time,
persistent or recurring problems -- handicaps to implementation,
failure to achieve objectives -- alert senior management to the
need for broad-based actions, ranging from relief from
regulatory constraints on implementation ali the way to
reconsideration of fundamental development strategies and
assumptions.

Through evaluation, AID acquires zvidence about achievements
and the factors that limit or support these achievements.
Patterns or themes that emerge from this evidence can, in turn,
be used to inform the following kinds of decisions:

-- refining the design of specific types of projects and

programs so that they are more likely to achieve
development objectives.
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-- selecting from among alternative projects and programs
having the same development objective, those that can
achieve the objective with the greatest efficiency,
the strongest effects and positive impacts, and the
fewest negative impacts.

-~ changing overall development strategies and policies
when cumulative evidence questions the realism of the
very assumptions on which they are based. The history
of AID and its predecessor agencies includes some
notable cases of the last of these kinds of
decisions. They are clearly the most difficult,
traumatic and basic. It usually requires creative
leadership before the weight of accumulated evidence
has an appreciable influence on programs and policies.

How can evaluation best serve this longer-term knowledge
gain?

First, when they plan an evaluation to serve any level of
decisionmaking, AID and counterpart staff can start from the
well-proven premise that the relative "success" or "failure" of
an activity is rarely attributahle to technical reasons or the
adequacy of program resources, but rather to institutional,
political, social and economic factors. Evaluators are more
Tikely to surface information about how these factors are
influencing a project if they keep its objectives (purpose and
goal) in the forefront of their investigations and analysis.
They are less likely to do so if they narrow their focus to the
progress of inputs and outputs.

Second, AID can require evaluators to apply broad, fairly
open, analytical constructs that can help make the most sense of
the pieces of evidence gathered during an evaluation. For
example, in examining specific pr- 'ects, evaluators can use the
hypothesis expressed in the Logic. Framework (especially the
assumptions underlying the logfrar ;, as an initial construct for
focusing the investigation, and then proceed to develop
alternative constructs that better explain reality as suggested
by the evidence. Evaluations undertaken for the specific
purpose of securing information for hroader program, strategy
and policy purposes can apply analytical constructs that more
deliberate’y challenge currently accepted perspectives on
development problems.

Third, AID can insist that evaluators obtain and analyze
even interim evidence on impacts -- positive or negative,
intended or unintended. This evidence, while having immediate
utility to project and program managers, is one of the richest
sources of broader knowledge about development.

Fourth, AID can require evaluators to address "politicized"
matters related to the policy and programming environment within
which projects and programs are designed and impiemented. Such
issues have a strong bearing on the quality and impact of US
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assistance. In AID's experience some "lessons" are well-known,
to the point where their repetition in an evaluation is
considered trite or naive, but they are not yet "learned" --
i.e., not yet applied through decision and action, for political
reasons.More systematic attention to these political matters
during evaluation can provide evidence to support arguments by
AID and host country executives regarding their resolution.

Fifth, AID can require evaluators to address questions
regarding the relatioaship between costs and effectiveness, and
sustainability. A more elaborate social cost/benefit analysis
may be appropriate, when the design of the project includes a
social cost/benefit analysis using baseline data that can be
tracked during and at the end of an activity. By recalculating
these measures at the end of a project or program, based on real
outcomes, evaluators can improve the realism of the projections
made in future projects, and can provide a firmer basis for
future selaction among alternatives.

Finally, AID Missions should ensure that a written
evaluation report is sent to Washington, so that other Agency
staff can gain access to the findings, compare them with the
findings of other evaluations, and undertake additional analysis
and synthesis. AID maintains a central "memory" of evaluation
reports from all parts of the Agency, and uses this as a major
vehicle for feeding back the lessons of experience into future
program development and design.

C. Accountability: Managing Scarce Resources

AID is accountable to Congress, the President, and the
Director of the Intarnational Development Cooperation Agency for
the effective use of resources apprepriated for bilateral
foreign assistance. The Foreign Assistance Act and the U.S.
Office of Management and Budget recognize that evaluation is an
important aspect of a responsible management system. AID, like
other US federal agencies, is covered by Circular 117 of the
Office of Management and Budget, which states:

"A11 agencies of the Executive Branch of the Federal
Government will assess the effectiveness of their programs
and efficiency with which they are conducted, and see
improvement on a continuing basis so that Federal management
will reflect the most progressive practices of both public
and business management, and results in improved service to
the public...”

Accordingly, all forms of assistance managed by AID are
subject to evaluation to ensure their continued effectiveness
and efficiency. As required in loan and grant agreements, a
host country, a voluntary organization and a private business
which accepts AID resources to carry out development-related
activities also accept this requirement for evaluation.
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This purpose of evaluation is served when AID Bureaus,
Offices and Missions, with the cooperation of borrowers and
grantees, do the following:

@ establish management systems for planning and carrying
out evaluations that apply the criteria of program and
project effectiveness and efficiency.

@ carefully examine the cost-effectiveness of projects and
programs during evaluation, as well as issues related to
their sustainability.

@ take follow-up action to use the findings of evaluation,
and to build on accumulated knowledge and experience.

As evidence »of accountability, evaluation is incomplete
unless and until the third step -- follow-up action --is taken.
These actions will usually include modifications in
implementation plans of on-going projects; altering the design
and funding of new or subsequent phased activities; refining
strategies and policies; and resolution by senior management of
persistent problems that are limiting the achievement of whole
classes of activities and programs.

When all three steps are taken, evaluation contributes to
AID's ability to "account for" its management of assistance
resources.

Within AID's decentralized management system, evaluation is
one of several tools that enable Missions and offices to account
for their program management and performance to Bureau
administrators and senior erecutives. This aspect of
"accountability" is discussed in Chapter 2.

D. AID's Priorities

Resources for evaluation, like foreign assistance resources
themselves, are finite. Therefore, AID has to assign priorities
to the above three purposes, and to plan its evaluation work
accordingly.

0f the above three purposes, AID places highest priority on
the first. That is, AID supports evaluation work that will be
useful to managers, planners and policy-makers -- both in AID
and in host countries -- in improving program performance.

This priority has implications for evaluation planning and
the types of questions addressed during evaluation.

For example, if the principal purpose of evaluation were
accountability, then AID would be required to evaluate at least
a carefully selected "sample" of projects at their termination
or at some point following their termination. And the questions
would have to focus primarily on assessing their effectiveness
and efficiency. This approach, however, would not satisfy other

-17-



pressing management questions, and it would leave unsatisfied
the concerns of managers whose projects were not included in the
“sample".

Such an emphasis on "accounting for" the extent to which
planned objectives were achieved would also tend to overlook why
and how these achievements occurred. It would beg the question
of whether the original objectives and their achievement still
remained relevant to the development problem and strategies for
overcoming the problem. And it would handicap the us2 of
evaluation preci.:ly where and when it can do the most good in
meeting management's needs for information -- during planning
and implementation, when evaluation findings can support minor
and major changes in projects and programs to ensure that the
continued investment of foreign assistance funds will always be
directed to the real constraints on development. AID believes
that these latter management needs should largely determine the
allocation of 1imited evaluation resources.

While assigning highest priority to the first purpose of
evaluation, AID requires its managers -- and strongly encourages
counterpart managers -- to use evaluation responsibly as a
management tool, by asking hard, searching and often difficult
questions about projects and programs. These questions are
broadly summarized in the next section ("Major Issues").

1.3. MAJOR ISSUES

To meet the principal purpose of evaluating AID-supported
projects and programs--that is, improving the performance of
projects and programs-- AID requires that its managers raise,
and its evaluatory consider, five classes of evaluation issues,
These major issues are:

© Relevance: Is the problem being tackled by the project
or program still a major problem? Has the problem itself
changed? Does the project or program still have an
instrumental role in promoting the aims of AID's
development strategy?

@ Effectiveness: Is the project or program achieving what
1t set out to achieve? How and why are these effects or
results being achieved? Are the inputs and outputs of
the project or program still plausibly linked to intended
effects and impacts?

o Efficiency: Are the effects being obtained at least
cost, and under the best possible socio-economic,
institutional, technical and policy conditions? Could
the project achieve its objectives at less cost, or
achieve more at a given cost? What is the
cost-effectiveness of the project?
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e limpact: What is happening as a result of the project or
program? Are these effects and consequences positive or
negative? Anticipated or unanticipated?

® Sustainability: Are the positive effects of the project
or program likely to continue following termination of
the AID funding? In what ways, and under what
conditions? Are these conditions realistic? What could
be done to ensure these conditions before termination?

These issues serve as a general guide to the kinds of
questions which should be addressed during evaluation. Usually,
if decision-makers -- including project managers -- are using
evaluation responsibly, their questions, concerns and
reservations about the projects or programs for which they are
responsible will already express one or more of these issues.
In general, these issues require evaluators to focus their
efforts on important management concerns, and beyond an
examination of project inputs and outputs, a description of the
history and current status of project implementation, or a
lTitany of the handicaps that are impeding implementation.

The relative emphasis given to each issue is likely to vary
from evaluation to evaluation, depending on management
priorities and the characteristics of the project or program
being evaluated. However, all five should be initially
considered. Their systematic consideration at the beginning of
the evaluation process helps guide the selection of more
detailed questions appropriate to the specific or unique aspects
of a project or program. During evaluation, they can help focus
the analysis, findings and recommendations.

The issues are pertinent to evaluation at any time during
the 1ife of a project or program. Obviously, a full examination
of some issues is only feasible toward the end, or following
completion. Nevertheless, even an interim evaluation should
obtain evidence on interim indicators, events, trends and
tendenties relevant to the issues. Evaluators can alert
managers to pay more careful attention to these key concerns, or
to consider relevant project modifications.

Systematic consideration of these issues creates a
conceptual link between the information needed by project
managers, and the information needed by those who are
responsible for planning development strategies, for choosing
among alternatives that best support strategic #ims, and for
deciding on resource allocations to meet those aims. Many, if
not most, decisions about resource allocations are forced choice
decisions. Information on the five issues helps make these
decisions more rational and less arbitrary.
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1.4, EVALUATION USERS AND SPONSORS: A.I.D.'s
DECENTRACTZED SYSTEM

In promoting the priority purpose of evaluation, AID
places major responsibility for carrying out and acting on
evaluation on managers of specific projects and programs.
Together with their couanterparts, these managers can use
information from evaluation directly for on-going projects, and
can alert their superiors to findings that require attention and
action at higher management levels.

In addition to these immediate users, however, there are
others who rely partly on evaluation to meet their information
needs:

-- designers of new or follow-on projects and programs;

-- planners of country development "strategies" and program
'tactics" (e.g., Action Plans);

-~ decision-makers who must review, approve or disapprove
country strategies, programs and projects, and who
therefore need to know about recent experience;

-- policy-makers.

AID's programming and management system is substantially
decentralized. AID delegates project and program management --
as well as strategic planning, program and project design, and
most of the review and approval of new activities -- largely to
its operating units: overseas missions and central offices.
Accordingly, AID's evaluation system is highly decentralijzed.
Missions and offices are resporsible for planning and organizing
their evaluation work in a way that makes it most responsive and
informative to all the users in their respective units whose
delegated functions and responsihilities are related to program
performance.

The following diagram outlines how the information provided
by evaluation helps AID users having different levels of
responsibility in planning and implementing activities funded by
US bilateral assistance.

A. Changed Management Perspective

With the decentralization of program management and the
redelegations of authority beginning in 1983, AID's cperating
units --missions and offices-- became accountable for their
performance in meeting the higher-order development objectives
they have set for themselves [as agreed to by Washington); for
planning and managing the use of available assistance resources
amd complementary measures to best ensure this performance; and
for reporting on performance outcomes relative to higer-order
objectives. Thus, the copncept of "management by objectives,"
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which had been established at the level of an individual project
n the context of its logframe, was extended to the level of
overall sector or country programs in the context of broader
strategic objectives,

From the perspective of AID's evaluation system, this change
presents certain requirements. It is no longer taken for
granted that good performance in obtaining the objectives of
individual projects and programs necessarily means that broader
sector or strategic objectives will be promoted. Instead, the
question of whether project and program "tactics" continue to
support a sector or country "strategy" and its objectives has to
be tackled on its merits, and in a broader evaluation framework
that permits the appropriate level of analysis.

Second, the change implies that individual managers are not
the final arbiters of the questions that will be addressed in
evaluations of the projects and programs for which they are
directly responsible. For example, in the question "Are we
doing well enough to continue funding for this project or this
program", the standard of what is "well enough" requires
consideration of issues that may extend beyond the domain of the
single project or program. In most cases, it is too much for
AID to expect individual project managers--AID or counterpart--
to constantly question the very relevance of the projects for
which they are responsible. Instead, AID demands of its project
managers their interest and commitment to seeing that their
projects succeed to the fullest possible extent.

It is, therefore, up to Mission or office management, and
sometimes management at higher levels of AID, to articulate
broader questions for evaluation, and influence which
projects will be evaluated, and when, in ordder to obtain
information bearing on the questions. ’

Third, the change implies the application of evaluation
designs that can gererate information in response to broader
questions at the sector or country program level, or across
several projects and programs.

Finally, when Missions and offices plan evaluations to
investigate broader questions, involvement by the borrower or
grantee in the evaluation process also changes. Evaluations
that are planned to Took into sectoral questions, for example,
will normally engage representatives of higher management levels
in borrower/grantee organizations, including officials who would
not otherwise concern themselves so deeply with an evaluation of
a single project.

The impact of this changed perspective can be illustrated by
the different kinds of questions on which different management
“levels" may require evaluative information, as pertinent to the
scope of their decision-making responsibilities. The potential
range of information about a single project could cover, for
example:
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1. Are the activities in this project still plausibly
Tinked to the attainment of its objectives and intended
impacts.

2. To what extent, in what way, and at what cost is
this project achieving its objectives?

3. What can we do to make the project more effective
or efficient in achieving its stated objectives?

4. What are the unintended positive and negative
impacts of this project?

5. Under what conditions will this project be
sustainable (or recover costs) after AID funding is
terminated? Are these conditions realistic?

6. Are the intended results of this project still
relevant to the development problem it is trying to
resolve? Has the problem itself changed?

7. How does the progress in this nroject relate to
other projects in the broader sectoral or regional
program of our Mission/office?

8. Do the intended and unintended impacts of this
project/program complement, reinforce, overlap,
duplicate or work against other projects/programs--
those of our Mission/office, other donors, and the host
country's public and private organizations?

9. Given the overall strategic program objectives of
the Mission/office, how does the approach taken in this
project compare with possible alternative approaches to
cost-effectiveness, maximizing positive impacts, and
minimizing negative impacts?

10. Does the project still "fit" Mission/office
strategy, AID policy, and overail AID experience in,
and perception of the development process and its
requirements?

AID project officers and counterpart managers tend to
be interested primarily in the first five questions. Much
of the information needed to answer these questions can be
obtained through evaluation that focuses on individual
projects or programs. Higher managers and administrators
tend to be interested, mostly in the other questions.
Getting this information requires broader analytical
framework and data extending well beyond a specific project
or program.

To meet its wide range of information needs, AID plans
and initiates a similar range of evaluation efforts, and
encourages its borrowers and grantees to do so as well, to
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meet their own information needs. Taken together, these
efforts can best be seen as contributing to a continuum of
information requirements, and as an incremental process of
securing information needed by different management and
decisionmaking levels. For practical purposes, it is worth
identifying some evaluation efforts that AID has undertaken
to meet its information needs:

--evaluation of individual projects and
programs, including "non-prouject" (assistance
such as Commodity Import Programs).

--"multi-project” evaluations in a specific
country

--assessments of "whole" sectoral or country
programs

--comparative intra-region project or program
assessments

--worldwide (cross-regional or cross-country)
project or program assessments

While the concerns of management at given level do
differ, from a programming and evaluation perspective the
levels are quite permeable. For example, the objectives of
a specific project and the time period in which the
accomplishment of these objectives is expected are related
to one or more of the higher-order goals that AID seeks to
achieve in the respective country, expressed in the current
development strategy. When evaiuators clarify a project's
objectives, and then proceed to assess progress, they
inevitably surface implications for that development
strategy and for its more detailed benchmarks in the Action
Plan.

AID's yearly Action Plan reviews during “program weeks"
are the appropriate occasions for senior managers to
examine these implications. A well thought out Annual
Evaluation Plan of a mission or office should have posed the
kind of questions and gathered the kind of information to
make this examination as useful and constuctive as possible.

The permeability between levels is evident in another
sense. The day-to-day concerns of a project officer in the
field focus on the nuts and bolts of project or program
implementation. Senior managers customarily do not concern
themselves with these details. However, when patterns
emerge from implementation experience across countries or
across types of projects and programs, suggesting the
existence of widespread problems, then senior managers do
become concerned about these details, and the need for
remedy or relief. The concerns of field managers and
senior executives are often not so far apart as might be
supposed.
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To help users obtain evaluative inforamtion that draws
on broader Agency-wide exprience and "lessons learned",
AID's decentralized evaluation systems includes a central
resource for information and evaluation. This office, the
Center for Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE},
maintains a partly automated "memory" of evaluation
reports; prepares syntheses of program experience as a
means of transfering information within and outside the
Agency; and undertakes selected evaluations and and studies
that help inform programs and policies.

CDIE also carries out staff functions to meet the
evaluation-related needs of the Administrator of AID. As
the highest management "user"” in the Agency, the
Administrator is responsible to the President for reporting
on the effectiveness of the overall bilateral assistance
program and its adherence to development-related policies.

To perform this responsibility, the Administrator needs the
following: (a) assurance that the Agency's portfolio is
being appropriately evaluated over time; (b) confidence
that the findings and lessons learned form evaluated
experience not only are being acted upon at various stages
in the programming and implementation process, in each
Mission and office, but also are being more widely
disseminated within the Agency, its contractors, and its
developing country partners; (c) confidence that standards
of quality are being set followed throughout the
decentralized evaluation system; and (d) assurance that
Al D is regularly communicating with borrowers and grantees
and with other donors on the role of evaluation in
promoting shared development aims.

In tackling the problem of multiple evaluation users
within a decentralized program management system, AID
requires the following:

6 An annual evaluation planning process that is linked to
and integrated with the annual program planning and
management process, and to key events in that process;

thereby ensuring that evaluation work in
a Mission or office will answer
management's questions related to their
delegated functions, and will adequately
cover the Agency's portfolio over time.

2 Planned evaluations of projects and programs that
systematically consider questions of relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability,

thereby ensuring that evaluation can
yield information useful for strategic
planners, program developers and project
designers, as well as for their
respective managers.
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) Information systems for projects and programs that
generate intormation on interim indicators of
Purpose~level efrects as well as inputs and creation of
outputs,

thereby assisting managers and other key
actors to take remedial action during
implementation, and building up data for
evaluation.

o Selected ex-post evaluations and studies focused on
policy and crcss-cutting issues in program areas of
continuing Agency interest,

thereby assisting policy-makers, and

synthesizing experience and lessons to
guide planners.

0 Adherence to certain standards in undertaking and
reporting evaluations,

thereby ensuring that all users know
about the quality of information
contained in an evaluation report and
can gain timely access to evaluation
reports.

"Users" include both AID management and AID's borrowers
and grantees. The activities AID supprorts through
bilateral foreign assistance are not "A.I.D's" projects and
programs; they are activities of the borrowers and
grantees. A decentraliz-ed evaluation system can more
directly involve and inform counterpart users as well as
AID management, and can support their ability to feed back
information into the decision processes of their respective
institutions.

Counterpart users of evaluative information have needs
that may not mesh neatly with those of AID users. For
example, their annual programmming cycle may differ because
their fiscal year may not be the same as the US fiscal
year. They may prepare two-year or five-year development
plans, which might not correspond to AID's revision of
country development strategies. Their ability to act on
evaluation findings may require different bureaucratic
strategies and could require a different presentation of
the questions, answers and evidence in the evaluation
report, as well as its translation.

These differing demands for inforamtion constitute the
principal challenge to evaluation sponsored by AID.
Organizing evaluation work to meet the demands of different
Users most effectively and efficiently is the immediate
practical problem. Much of this problem can be handled
through careful planning.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In practice, no single evaluation of a program or
project can answer all the possible questions asked by all
interested parties. There will always be competing
interests, differences in priorities about what kind of
information is needed, and differences in the quality of the
information considered necessary to support the most
convincing answer. i

AID tries to reconcile these differences through a
planning strategy that is related partly to ihe needs of
managers whc are concerned with implementation, and partly
to the needs of thke broader AID programming process and its
decision points.

Through thoughtful planning, AID tries to increase the
effectiveness of the evaluation process--squeezing as much
useful information as possible from limited resources For
evaluation, and getting this information to managers,
administrators, and planners when they need it.

A. ELEMENTS OF THE EVALUATION PLANNING STRATEGY

This strategy has four distinct, but closely related,
elements:

1. Evaluation planning during the initial design of
projects and programs, to ensure a basic flow of
information about progress zrd impact while the project
or program is being implemented.

2. The preparation of "aAnnual Evaluation Plans".

Every vyear, each AID Mission or office prepares a
"rolling" evaluation plan that looks ahead two years.
This is the occasion when the AID Mission or office, in
close consultation with the borrower or ¢rantee, weighs
various information needs and decides on evaluations
that can best meet those needs. This Annual Plan also
leaves room for unanticipated needs for evaluation.

3. Planning for a specific evaluation and preparing
its Scope of Work. This planning, and the steps taken
to carry out the Scope of Work (AID's document which




details the terms of reference) actually puts into
operation an evaluation undertaken for the purpose of
securing information~-that is, providing useful answers
to specific questions.

4. Planning for "follow up" and "feedback" of
evaluation findings and recommendations. This
planning must be firmly rooted in the above three
elements. It also involves consideration of some
special requi.ements and resources.

All the elements of this evaluation planning strategy share
one common principle:

PLANNING FOR THE USE OF EVALUATIVE INFORMATION AND

FOR EVALUATION EXERCISES SHOULD BEGIN DURING THE
EARLIEST STAGES OF DESIGNING A PROJECT OR PROGRAM, AND
SHOULD CONTINUE DURING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECT OR
PROGRAM.

A corollary of this principle is:

THE BORRUWER OR GRANTEE OF AID ASS1STANCE SHOULD BE
INVOLVED IN THE EARLY PLANNING FOR EVALUATION, AND IN
SUBSEQUENT PLANS AS THESE ARE DEVELOPED AND CARRIED
OurT.

An AID-supported evaluation in a developing country
should never come as a surprise to the principal parties
involved in a project or program funded through an AID loan
or grant. It should be expected, and it should be planned
for in a way that builds a management capacity for
evaluation and follow-up action on the part of the borrower
or grantee.

B. RZESONRCES AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT EVALUATION PLANNING

Both AID and borrower/grantee staff involved in project
and program evaluation can draw on several helpful resources
to support the elements of this planning strategy. Some of
these resources can be contracted under AID project or
program funds (as agreed to by the borrower/grantee), some
through separate AID program funds (PDS), some through AID
"operating expense" funds, and some through resources that
are centrally-funded by AID.

The resources that can be made available include:

--Evaluation specialists skilled in "translating" the
general questions posed by managers and administrators
into evaluable terms, and in recommending feasible,
useful, and cost-effective ways of gathering
information to answer those questions.
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A, THE "LOGICAL FRAMEWORK"

The "Logical Framework", or "logframe", is a requ.red
document in every AID-assisted project. The logframe is
useful as a guide to evaluation planning during the design
stage; it serves as one souce of the type of information
manragers will probably aeed to determine the progress and
impact of the project. The logframe concept can also be
applied to other types of assistance (e.g., "non-project"
assistance, sector loans, and grants), and for designing
evaluations at the sector or overall program levels.

This workshop introduces the logframe technique, and
the use of the logframe in design, monitoring, and
evaluation.
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Project Be Evaluated?




THE LOGICAL FRAMENORK

The conceptual heart of the Logical Framework Acprozch is described in the
paragraphs that follow. This Approach a55u#es that develepiant projects
are instruments of change; that they were selccted from amonq alternative
instruments as the most potentially cost-effective ézproach to achieving a
desired, beneficial result. Our approach accepts the uncertainty innerent
in all development projects by explicitly identifying the nature of the
uncertainty--the development hypotheses. 0On the L:sis of demonstrated
application to hundreds of social and economic developmeﬁt projects, we
believe that the concept is both tactically and stra;egically sound.

A. QVERVIEW OF THE LCGICAL FRAMEWORK APPRQACH

The Logical Framework is a way of organizing information and activities so
that a number of different points of view can te brought to bear
simultaneously, completing rather than cpposing each other. These points
oF view are:

. Program Managemant--uhich dictates that we manage for and hold
management accountable for results,

Eesic Scientific Method--which dictates that nothing is certain,
and all human activity can be viewed as the tecling of hypotheses.

. Systems Analysis--which dictates that no system is defined until
we have defined the larger system of which it is a part.

Given the fundamental character of the above concepts, and the essential
simplicity of any tool that can simultaneously sunport <uch concepts, it is
not surprising that there zre many other points of view that can complement
the Logical Framework. tiost notable in this recird is contract law, for
which the Logical Framework sharpens the "Meeting of the Minds® and oricnts

Zeliversbles to performance specificaticns,

\
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To simplify programs we first recognize that there are three basic levels

of responsibility:
Inputs--the resources We consume and activities we undertake.

. Qutputs--the things we, as good managers, are committed to
produce. These must be stated as results. If we fail to produce
those results, then the burden of proof is on the manager to "show
Cause" as to why he or she failed.

evel objective that causes us to invest in producing outputs

e.g., if our outputs are products, then our purpose may be profit.
If our outputs are social services, then our purpose might be
improvement in the quality of life of a target population.

Having clarified the basic management hierarchy of objectives, let us
introduce basic scientific method:

A1l human activities are uncertain. Therefore, we view our
project as a set of interlocking hypotheses: if inputs, then
outputs; if outputs, then purpose.

Note that what varies between levels is the probability of success. It is
within the ability of a responsible manager to ensure that inputs result in
outputs; we hold him accountable. As noted earlier, he must show cause if
he fails. On the other hand, the hypothesis--if outputs, then purpose--is
problematic. There is enough uncertainty in this hypothesis that the
project manager is held accountable to the reasonable man rule--he must do
what a reasonable man would do to realize the Purpose, but he is not held
accountable for that result.

Now, let us add the third viewpoint important to the Logical Framework-- a
viewpoint too often neglected in both conventional management and opera-
tions research approaches: the System Analysis requirement that we have
not specified a system until we have specified the relationship this system

bears to some larger system.

7
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To do this, we add to our three-level management hierarchy a fourth,
-superior level, called "Goal." Ye define "Goal" as follows:

The higher-level objective immediatzly above project purpose.
That is, the "then" statement for which the project purpose, plus

purpose-level assumptions, must provide a plausible "jfv,

Goal thus relates our project aspirations to aspirations of those for whom
our activities have no intrinsic interest. If our purposes are agency-
level purposes, then our goal transcends the Agency and relates our program
to truly national objectives--objectiyes that may be common to multiple

agencies.

Given the many uncertainties in the connection between purpose and goal, we
also view this final element of our project/nrogram logic as a testable
hypothesis (if purpose, then goal).

To increase our insight into and understanding of the project, we identify
and make explicit our assumptions concerning those factors necessary for
success but beyond our ability to control at each leve] of the project
hierarchy. We further explicitly define the conditions which will
demonstrate successful achievement at each level (indicators) and how we
will verify their occurrence (means of verification).

Interlocking "logics" of the Logical Framework are explained further in
the following paragraphs. Please remember it is nof clear, nor does it
matter, whether the Logical Framework is a "trye innovation" in the sense
that it is "different" from what has been done vefore. Better to view it,
as does PCI, as a crystalization of best practices; a simple way to bring
to bear a multiplicity of analytic and diagnostic perspectives that
include but are not limited to the four mentioned above--managing for
results, basic scientific method, systems analysis, and contract law.

AN
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1. Hierarchy of Project Objectives

The Logical Framework breaks a project down into four separate and distinct
levels of objectives. At the lowest level are the Project Inputs. These
are the activities to be undertaken that will in turn result in the second
level of objectives that we call the Outputs. Outputs are the resylts that
are directly accomplished by management of the inputs. For example, in an
education project, we can produce trained teachers, a constructed and
equipped school building and trained administrators. We do this by
managing a specific set of inputs (e.gq., training .of teachers, con-
struction of school building, etc.). Yet the outputs themselves are not
valuable for their own sake and are not the justification for the project.
What we are really interested in is an improvement in education. This
then, represents a higher level objective that we call the Purpose. The
purpose is what we expect to result from having achieved the outputs. The
outputs are a set of interrelated objectives that, combined, are aimed at
achieving the project purpose.  Within the project itself we have,
therefore, three levels: Inputs, Outputs and Purpose.

The fourth level in the Logical Framework is a higher order objective
called the Goal. The project is one of the necessary conditions for
achieving this goal, but will not be sufficient by itself to achieve the
goal. Using the same example of an education project, the specific project
purpose is improved education and the goal is manpower needs for local
industry met. .n order to achieve this goal, other projects also may have
to be undertaken, such as one to motivate those with the required skills to
work in the region‘in which their skills are needed. Just as- we must
identify all the outputs necessary to achfeve the purpose, so we must
identify all the purposes (projects) necessary to achieve the goal. The
goal is usually associated with specific program or sector objectives.

9
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Specification of outputs to achieve purpose and management to achieve
purpose (hence produce these outputs) is normally the project manager's
function. Specification of all purposes to achieve goal, and management to
achieve goal (hence, “producing" purposes) is normally the program
manager's function.

2. Linked Hypotheses

[t is important to note that the relationship between the levels of
objectives is not random or accidental; there is a definite causal
relationship. When we identify our purpose, for example, and then define
the outputs we will need to achieve that purpose, we are in effect saying:
"If we can produce these outputs, then we should achieve this purpose". In
other words, we select theje outputs because we believe they can cause the
purpose to happen. We are therefore making a hypothesis that if outputs,

then purpose.

An hypothesis is defined as a predictive statement about a causal
relationship that involves uncertainty. A simple example of this is the
prediction that if one boards one's regular morning bus by 8 o'clock, then
one will arrive at one's office on time. However, it is not possible. to
have 100 percent certainty that this will happen because many things could
happen between boarding the bus and arriving at the office, such as the buys
breaking down, or being involved in an accident.

When we design a project using the Logical Framework, we make a series of
predictions which we usually call hypotheses. These are:

l. IF the inputs are managed properly,
THEN the outputs will be produced.

2. [F the outputs are produced,
THEN the purpose will be achieved.

3. [F the purpose is achieved,
THEN this will contribute to achievement of the goal.

10
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This can be viewed graphically as follows:

GOAL .

IF PURPOSE,

THEN GOAL
PURPOSE ] "‘J

IF 0UTPUTS,
THEN PURPOSE

OUTPUTS |

IF INPUTS,
THEN PURPQSE

INPUTS

e hypotheses as shown here are over-simplified. Each time we make such
hypotheses, we have to accept that there will be a degree of uncertainty.
fhe amount of uncertainty increases as we reach higher up the project
hierarchy of objectives. It therefore becomes very important to clarify
the nature of uncertainty so that we can select a design that has the
highest probability of "success. This is done by including in our project
design factors necessary for achieving success but beyond our control. We
call these additional factors assumptions. For exarple, when one predicts
that one will get to the office on time by boarding one's regular bus at 8
o'clock, one assumes that the bus will be in good mechanical condition, and
that there will be no accidents.

Because we recognize the existence of uncertainty, we need to describe the
full dimensions of the hypothesis we are mak ing,

11
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Instead of saying:

IF one gets the bus on time, THEN one will arrive at the office on time.

We must say:

IF one gets the bus on time, AND (1) IF the bus doesn't break down,
AND (2) IF there are no traffic delays,

THEN one will arrive at the office on time.

We have then described the nature of the uncertainty affecting our
hypothesis, and have expressed it in the form of assumptions. (See Figure
II-1 for a set of linked hypotheses and assumptions for a Rice Production

Project.)

3. Assumptions

Assumptions reflect our recognition that there are factsrs beyond our
control that are necessary for successful achievement of objectives at all
levels of the project. In the previous example, we can control getting up
on time, having breakfast and getting to the bus-stop for ourselves. We
cannot control the traffic or ensure that the bus company keeps its buses
in good running order. So by identifying our assumptions, we have expanded
our original hypothesis statement to include the specific nature of the
more important uncertainties that could affect that hypothesis.

12
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Farm tncome Increased
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sttuevent: § o) gt Progect staiug,
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3. Storage facilities exise.
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1. Fertilizers and WYy seed
aistridution system in place, 1. Fertilizer used where needed.
2. Farmers trained. 2. Rainfal) supply adequate.
3. Credit system In place. (imbroved Assumption:

2. 10 inches of rain wil] fal}
between May ang October esch
year.)

InPute Aciinitiny ang Type, 0 Retouicey Level of Er St apendiivie lor each oy Atteciong wap. 1 (g oulput hink;
V4. Bestgn dislribultion system, . y
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21, Recrult facmers, & Fertilier prices remsin stable,
b. Cevelap trainlag facilities and
materialy,
c. Conduct tralalng,
J4. Hire credit specialixe,
b. Develop tystem proceoures,
c. Train stalf,




A more complete staterent of the hypotheses and the uncertainties inherent
in them is shown in diagram form as follows:

GOAL
‘Q\
PURPOSE | ~~-~=mmemmaeaas AND--~---=--- Lf\SSU:‘-lPTIONS

OUTPUTS | ~m=mmmmm e cAND == = m e e m ASSUMPTIOHS

INPUTS .| === memecmc e AND == mmme o ASSUMPT 10MS

Having once identified the assumptions, we can thén try to deal with them
in such a way as to increase our probability of success and consequently
our confidence in our project design. In the case of the bus. example, we
can get up earlier to avoid traffic delays or we could call the bus company
and find out how often thair buses break down. If the answer is 80% of the

time, we might decide to rent a car!

The above is, of course, a simple example. But the question of assumptions
can be the critical factor in a development project. The important point
is that we must define, at any one level, all the necessary and sufficient
conditions {both within our control--the central hypothesis-- and outside
of our control--assumptions) that must be in place for us to achieve the

next level objecfive.

14
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Let us now follow this concept by looking at a more ccmplex development

project. [n the case of development projects we are talking about.

important development objectives and scarce resources, so it is worthwhile
to make the effort to assess whether our predictions in the project design
are good predictions. Before we begin the project, we want to have
confidence that we can achieve our objectives. We must therefore assess
carefully what it is we are assuming about those factors outside our
control that could be detrimental to achieving our objectives. We then
record these assumptions as they are first identified in the Logical
Framework in the assumption column at the same level as the "IF" portion of
the hypothesis is recorded. For example:

HARRATIVE SUMMARY ASSUMPTIONS

Goal

————

Purpose

Important Con-
tract Signed.

Qutputs
1. Arrive at office| ___ 1. Client agrees to
on time. andp----- B final version of
contract.
Inputs
la. Get up in time 1. Bus in good con-
to catch bus, | TTTTTTeme- andp------ = dition.
2. Mo traffic de-
lays.

The logical Framework requires that at each "level" the activities or
results planned plus assumptions at that "leyel® constitute sufficiant
conditions to achieve the next higher level.

15
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Once we have identified as many critical assumptions as possible with
information at hand, it is then time to look more closely at each
assumption. Let us take one assumption from the rice production example in
Figure I1-1 and see how it is used in the project design. Adequate rainfall
is necessary for the project purpose to be achieved. This is not difficult
to understand, but the -project planners and managers will need more
guidance if they are to assess the validity of this assumption. The first
question to be answered is how much rainfall is adequate? We must find out
how much rainfall the crops will need. It will not be enough to know how
many inches of rain are required. We must also know when it should fall.
If we find that the rains must begin in May and last through October, with
a monthly average of 12 inches, the next step is to-find out if it is
reasonable to expect this level and pattern of rainfall. If careful
analysis of climatic history in the region shows that for eight of the last
20 years, rainfall was less than eight inches for the months of June and
July, our assumption of adequate rainfall would not be valid.

We could continue with the project "as is" and accept the lower probability
of success, but generally when the probability of success drops sub-
stantially due to an invalid assumption, we should take some steps to
rebtify the situation. We must first ask if there is something the project
itself can do to effect the necessary change. In the above example,
perhaps an irrigation system developed by the project would bring a
sufficient supply of water to the crops. The project planners should study
this to determine what would be required to develop the irrigation system
and whether the project would have the necessary resources. If the project
€annot expand, perhaps another project could take on this task. If there
are no means to rectify the problem, then two other possibilities arise:
(1) the objectives of the project could be modified (the expected level of
productivity in the above example could be reduced) OR (2) the project
could be abandoned as unworkable, thereby freeing resources for alter-
native projects. If each of the assumptions in the project design are
handled in this manner during the design phase and the project improved
accordingly, the broject manager should have a realistic idea of what the

probabilities are of project success and also be able to anticipate the
kind of difficulties that might arise during the course of the project.

16
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Assumptions are useful not only during the design stage of the project but
also during the course of the project and its evaluation. Once the project
begins, the project manager should monitor the assumptions regularly to
assess their continuing validity. If he finds that an assumption proves to
be invalid, he must take action to rectify the situation. A good project
manager monitors assumptions regularly so that corrective action can be
taken in a timely manner. Assumptions are also important during an
evaluation because their examination can provide insight as to why the
project has or has not succeeded in achieving its objectives.

To develop useful assumption statements, we ask the .question: "What could
happen to make fhis assumption invalid?" For example, if we have a very
general assumption such as "equipment available on time", we would ask:
"What could happen to delay the availability of equipment?" The response
might be that there is a likelihood that a dock strike will occur and thus
we realize we are really making the underlying assumption that the dock
strike would not occur. We can then follow this with a further question:
"What could happen to make the dock strike occur?" Suppose we find that the
government is scheduled to sign a contract with the dock workers" union two
weeks before the project equipment is due to arrive at the port, and thc-e
s a possibility that the government will not accept the union's demands.
Project staff couyld check with the union and with the appropriate
government officials to determine the probability that the contract will
@e signed on time. If the probability appears high, instead of the
original assumption ("equipment available on time"), the following assump-
tion would be made: "Government and dock workers' union sign labor contract
by June 28, 1982 in time for delivery of equipment". The project manager
will know then to keep an eye on negotiations between the government and
the dock workers and, if it looks like the contract may not be signed, he
can replan the project accordingly.

Clarifying assumptions allows for better comaunication between the project
manager and his superiors, By carefully analyzing the uncertainties in a
project before the project beqins, it is made clear to a project manager's

17
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superiors what factors are outside of his control and yet might affect the
project. When the superior: approve the project, they accept the
assumptions as being outside of the project manager's control. They have
shared in the judgement with the project manager that the project has a
hijh probability of success given the clearly stated and validated
assumptions. This shared judgement frees the project manager from
individual accountability for the total project design. If an assumption
then proves to be invalid, thus causing a problem, the project manager can
communicate openly about the situation without fear that he alone will be
criticized for the misjudgement. A good manager should feel free to
communicate such problems to his superiors readily, without fear that he
will be unfairly blamed for poor management. If the manager hides problems,
especially those caused by failed assumptions, he cute off the possibility
of corrective action by his superiors. The project manager and his
superiors should work together to identify problems and find the proper
solutions. whlle assumptions are outside the control of the project
manager, they are not necessarily outside the control of the project
manager's superiors. More will b~ said about the role of the project

manager in a later section.

4. Objectively Verifiable Indicators

It is not sufficient to define the general intent of a project in terms of
the Tinked hypotheses and relevant assumptions for each project level. The
statements of Goal, Purpose, Outputs and Inputs, frequently are subject to
misunderstanding or open to different interpretations by those involved
with the project. Goal ard Purpose level statements, in particular, tend
to be ambiguicus. It frequently happens that a project purpose is
interpreted to m=an as many different things as there are people involved
in the project. For example, a Goal Statement such as "improved living
conditions for villagers" is liable to have very different meaning for all
the different people concerned about the project. If we could visualize
exactly how we will be able to recognize success at each project level,

would be able to sharpen our focus of the project objectives and have
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confidence that all those concerned with the project share ‘he same
picture. ijectively Verifiable Indicators are the means for est:dlishing
what conditions will signal successful achievement of the project objec-
tives.

Indicators are defined as those conditions that are so strictly associated
with certain other conditions that presence of or variation in the former
indicates the presence of or variation in the latter, Indicators
demonstrate results. They are not conditiong necessary to achieve those
results.  For example, an incresse in the temperature reading of a
thermometer would indicate that we have successfully heated water to a
desired level. The increase in the temperature reading, however, is not
necessary to achieve heated water. For that we need the right kind of
heating element.

Thus we can use indicators to clarify exactly what we mean by our narrative
stafement of objectives at each of the project levels (note there is a
variation for input level indicators--where we are simply concerned with
indicators oy consumption of project resources).

As the project purpose is of major concern, the set of indicators at that
level has been given a special name: End of Project Status (EOPS).

This is due to the importance of the Purpose--it is the main thrust of the
project and the focus for programming and project dialogue. It is also due
to the fact that the purpose is frequently extremely complex--involving
such factors as organizational viability, net improvement in comp lex
{e.g;, human) systems, etc. For comblex objectives, it is frequently true
that no single indicator suffices: relevant indicators could be attributed
to alternative events or our "functional specification" is multi-dimen-
sional. Hence the rule for selection of EOPS is similar to that used by any
good manager or applied scientist: if all EOPS conditions are met, then
there would be no plausible alternative explanation (that is, no expla-
nation other than the desired one--achievement/ purpose).
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The Logical Framework therefore encourages the project designer to define
clearly and explicitly what will indicate that the project can be
considered a success. Included directly in the project design is the set
of conditions that will signal successfyl achievement of the project
Purpose. An example follows:

PURPOSE EOPS
Rice Production increased. 1. 30,000 farmers with 7 rai or less

increase rice yields by 50 percent
between October 1979 and October
1981.

2. Rice harvested by small farmers in
1981 is of equal quality (x per-
cent cracked) to rice harvested by
same farmers in 1979,

Notice, in the above rice product example, how the indicators add depth and
dimension to the purpose statement. The purpose "production increased" is
vague. If we only succeed in raising production 2% for one farmer we could

be considered successful--we have increased production! Without the"

indicators, we have no way of knowing the specific intent of the original
design. Also, the way the purpose is written, it is not clear that we are
aiming at small farmer production. When we specify exactly what we
visualize will be in place because we have achieved our purpose, we
actually clarify the purpose. It should be rewritten as follows: Small
farmer rice production 'Ncreased in Northeastern region. When we clarify
the purpose statement we must again examine our indicators. Frequently
they need further refinement. This refinement process is essential for
good application of the concepts. We should not be reluctant to change the
Logical Framework during design-- we should in fact expect to have to
change it as use of the concepts constantly raises important questions and
forces us to continually refine our design until we have high confidence in
its validity. It js much better if we make our mistakes on paper. The
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process of using the concepts is best undertaken co]]aboratively. [t calls
for participation by all parties to the project: programming staff, top
management, project Management, specialized experts and technicians, and
frequently evaluation experts, Notice too that once we have added
indicators to our design we are better able to judge its adequacy.

and assumptions made more explicit. Compare this figure to that in Figure
[I-1 for an illustration of how the concepts are used to build and improve

the design.

our project bbjectives and in addition, give the project manager a clear

target to aim at achieving. It is only when the objectives are clearly
targeted that the project manager can Judge whether or not the conditions
at one level in the project design are sufficient to achieve the next
higher level objective.

Useful rules to remember are:
1. The narrative summary myst provide a clear aiming point for alj
2. The objectively verifiable indicators add depth and under-
standing--establishing a "performance specification" such that

even skeptics would agree that our intended resylt has been
achieved (when indicators are objectively verified),

Four characteristics of good indicators are discussed below.
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FOR
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY

OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS

MEANS OF VERIFICATION

Pionpsm Goas The Buoader obuctive In
*RLh TAS PIOMNCT COnlsDuies

Susll farmer income inzreased fn
hortheastern Region.

Mesrwes of Gool Achievement:

V. Average faraer {ncome raised from 100 bsht
per year in 1976 to 130 baht/yr. in 1978,

2. Sxal) farmer fincome raised from 70 to 110
baht 1In" same period.

IMPORTANT ASSUMPTIONS
Concerning long term vatue of programipeoyect:
1. Inflation doesn’t exceed 123/yr.
2, Sufficient “luxyry® goods avaflishle
for tirmers to spend “Disposable”
{ncome,

J. farmers protected from unscrupulous
merchants.

Pioject Pupore.

Small farmer rice production fncreased
In Northeastemn Region.

Cand:tians that will smcecate Fuwpore hias been
ahesrd Eind of proect shatun

1. 30,000 farmers (owning 7 raf or Tess)
increase rice yislds by S0 2 between
October 1976 and QOctoder 1978.

2. Rice harvested by small farmers {n 1978 is
of better or equal quality (XX cracked) to
rice harvested by same farmers in 1976,

3. 952 of farmers buy HYV seed for 1979
planting season.

Allecung purpose 10 gaat Link :

1. Price of rice daes not fall delow X
7a;l/lnn in 1977, and 1 baht/ton in
971d.
2. Mirket adsorby tatal fncreased pro-
duction each harvest,
). ko 3poilage or waste occurs {n
mrletlnqluorage System,

Ouiputs.

1. Functioning fertilfzer and high
yield variety rice seed distriby-
L1on system in place.

Fareers trainea.

Functioning credit System §n place.

[WR ¥

TTInauts: Activities ang Types of
Resources.

la. Desiyn distribution iyitem,
o. Construct staorage facilities.
€. Trarvaing staft.

23, Becruit farmers.

[ Level of Effary

i 1. & manvanths $15,000  bant 600,000
b, Er:::?gl:ratnlng factlitles and b. 12 renmonths 31, 800,600 baht 900,000
< E;nuuc( t;-.alnlng €. 36 manmonths 150,000  bant 1,200,000
la. Mire credit '.pcciall:l 2. 24 samvonthg 100,000 beht 166,000
b. Dcvelop System procedures. 24 sunminths $200,000
€. Teatin staff. 3. 36 mnmonths 150,000
10TALS: s . . BANL -.

Magritude of Outputs necsnnary and sullhicunt 1o schigve Pt pose,

10 distribytion centers constructed by

12773,

b. X tons fertilizer and X tons seed distribu-
ted ta target group by 12/78.

€. 963 of a1) purchises paid for withing 2
months of purchaje.

2. 35,000 farmers trained by 12778.

b. 982 of those tralned use new plaating and

cultivating techiiques apprapriately.

Bm Baht fssued 13 credits to 25,000 swall

farmers by 1978, by 10 credit area offices

Altacung ouipyt 10-ps 00se bk :

1. Extension 49ents correctly supervize
faraer application of fertilizer.

2. 10 Inches of rafn falls between
My and October each year.

3. " Price of 10ya seed stays at 1975
levels 50 farmers will stay with
rice project and not convert to
s0ya. -

b. Default rate does not exceed 2. of total
Inany,

€. Credit terny acceptable 1o loca) farm
lesders,

evel of Effort/Experditure for each Activity,

Allecting ingmyy 10 auiput hink -

. Fermer: willing to accept new
“cultivation methads,
2. Fertlliger prices do not
$__ per ton.

3. Can recruit locally 150 agricultural
extension agents

exceed
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a. Indicators Measure What is Important

The indicators myst measure what is important in the objective. For
example, in our statement of goal "Small farmer income increased"” (Figure
[1-2), it will be easier to measure farmer income, but we are interested in
small farmer income; thus, our indicators must reflect our interest in
small farmers. And we are talking absut income--but do we mean income in
general or do we mean rea] income? If we mean the latter, this must be
specified so that we can measure the important aspects of our project.

b. Indicators Must Be Plausible

to measure that we are confident our project was dn important factor in the
observable resylts. For example, to state that the presence of farmers
mak ing largé profits demonstrates that a functional credit system has been
established is not plausible. Farmers making large profits could
demonstrate a number of other factors at work--successful Crop production,
unusually high demand and short supply of a specific crop, high levels of
activity in black market products, etc. To démonstrate that we have a
functioning credit system, we must look for indicators more closely
related with what it means to have a functioning credit system--i.e.,
numbers of loans actually issued to small farmers, effective defaylt
rates, speed and efficiency with which loans are processed and adminis-
tered, etc.

C. Indicators Must Be Targeted

Indicators must be targeted in terms of quantity, quality, and time (QQT).
If any of these three are missing we cannot be entirely objective about
whether we have been successful or not. There is a simple, step-by-step
process for targeting an indicator which i described below using one or
the indicators selected in Fioure I1-2 to signal achievement of the
purpose. |
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Step One Identify Indicator
smalT farmers increase rice yields.

Step Two Quantif
30,000 small farmers (owaing 7 rai or iess)
increase rice yieids by 50%.

Step Three Set Qualit
30,000 small farmers (owning 7 rai or less)

increase rice yields by 50% while maintaininy
same quality existing in 1929 harvest,

Step Four Specify Time Frame

30,000 smalT farmers (owning 7 rai or less)
increase rice yields by 50% between October 1979
and October 1981 maintaining same quality exis-
ting in 1979 harvest.

Not every indicator can include all three factors (QQT). In the step-by-
step process shown here, QQT have all been included, but the resulting
indicator is somewhat awkward, In Figure 1I-2, however, quality has been
separate and put in g separate {ndicator. The best method is that which
simplifies. The question of quality is extremely important, but is
frequently overlooked. In this example, the concern is clear--if we
prcduce more rice at the expense of quality, we will have failed. In
setting targets we must ask: Z“How much is enough to achieve next level
objectives, what quality should it be, and by when do we need it?"

In order to answer these questions, of course, we must know the targets at
higher levels. In our exémp]e, we know what farmer income currently is; we
know how much basic necessities (food, seed, clothing) cost him now and can
estimate what they will cost him three years from now. We therefore can
estimate how much income he will have to earn in order to have a real income
that sufficiently increases to make the project worth his time and effort.
From this, we can derive how much rice he will have to sell at what price
(hence, our assumptions about rice prices) by 1981, and in turn, we can
then derive how much rice he will have to produce. This process is used for
deriving targets for all components of the project. Beginnning at the
highest level to determine what we need--ali the way down to calculating
how much it will cost us to finance the project. Ther, given that we rarely
get what we need, we have to look at the availaple resources and work our
way back up the project, testing whether we can in fact accomplish the
desired levels of results, and whether, once achieved, they would provr to

be worth the cost ("cost effective").
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d. Indicators are Independent

Indicators that demonstrate the achievement of an objective at one
specific level cannot be used to demonstrate achievement at the next higher
level. Although this appears to be one of the simplest concepts of Logical
Framework methodology, it is also one of the most common weaknesses in
Logical Framework designs. There is a common tendency to demonstrate
achievement of a result by measuring the means used to achieve the result.
It is frequently claimed that "school building constructed” and "teachers
trained" (outputs) demonstrate imbroved quality of education in the school
(purpose). Or "health Center constructed", "medicines supplied", and the
"medical staff hired", (outputs) demonstrate health care services provided
by the health center (purpose). This is because it is easier to think of
success in terms of the tangible deliverables of the project--we can see
buildings and people. Purpose level objectives are much harder to define.
Instead of struggling with something difficult and perhaps somewhat
abstract, it seems logical to think: "Well, of course, we have improved
nealth; just look at this fine building with full medical facilities and
the first-class doctors and nurses we have working for us." We need to
think carefully about what indicators would truly demonstrate "health care
services provided": i.e., number, type and quality of actual health care
provided to specified target audiences--such as number of children
immunized, numbers of mothers that receive preventive health counseling,
number of babies delivered successfully, etc.

We have thus made a prediction that producing the outputs will achieve the
purpose, but the prediction inciudes uncertainty. Therefore, we cannot
sdy that production of outputs autométical]y dchieves purpose; nor can we
use production of outputs as proof of purpose achievement. We must measure
purpose-level achievement independently of output-level achievement. One
way to check this independence is to determine if the set of indicators we
have identified at the purpose level (EOPS) represents the means to achieve
the project purbose (in which case they are really Outputs, not indicators)
or if they actually describe the conditions that would exist if the purpose
has been achieved.
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Special Indicators

Good indicators are not always available. A good indicator is a direct
measure of achievement. For example, increased crop productivity can be
measured by the change in crop yield per hectare on fields in the area in
which the project is operating. * Evaluators can measure success of this
project. However, when the objective is a "viable industry established" it
becomes much more difficult to measure project success. The industry may
have been developed in such a fashion that it will become viable three
sears after the project terminates. In order o have some confidence of
success at termination, it is necessary to find an indicator that can be
assessed now that will predict later performance. In this case such an
indicator might be a trend in the reduction of production costs per unit
and/or a steady increase in orders.

Such indicators can also be used to measure results when preferred

indicators are too costly to verify. If a preferred indicator requires an-

expensive survey for verification and if this is not within the project
budget, indirect or proxy indicators must be found. If the project wants
to test the quality of education in a vocational school, but cannot afford
to examine the graduates, the evaluators may check how many of the
graduates are being employed at what salary. Irdirect indicators do not
offer as much confidence in success as do direct indicators, but they
represent an acceptable alternative. In using indirect indicators, care
should be taken to assess what other variables could explain the change in
our chosen indirect indicator. In the example above, salaries of graduates
from a vocational schoold could well reflect employer satisfaction with
the quality of the graduate. However, it is possible that there is a
shortage of people with these particular skills and the resulting demand is
unrealistically forcing prices, even if the graduates were only mediocre.*

*/ Eugene J. Webb, Donald T. Campbell, Richard D. Schwartz, and Lee
Sachrest, Unobstrusive Measures: Nonreactive Research in the Social
Sciences.
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5. Means of Verification

As a still further step in the Logical Framework Approach to clarifying
objectives, we must ask the question "How will we be able to measure oyr
indicators?" The indicators prove achievement of objectives--but, if we
Cannot 7ind data about how muéh rice farmers have harvested, then we cannot
prove that yields increased, and therefore We cannot show production
increases in general. And if we cannot measure success (or failure), we
should question the reasonableness of executing the project. Usually,
however, we can substitute an alternative indicator which correlates
closely with the preferred indicator (rice marketed, for example). In many
Cases, if we think about it carefully, we can frequently find appropriate
data by using different means of verification. If farmers do not report
harvest, or there are no weighing facilities, we can do a survey and count
numbers of baskets collected.

The value of an indicator is limited b *he means available to verify the
indicator. As in the example above, if an extensive survey is needed for
obtaining the necessary 'data to verify an indicator, and if the project
does not have the money to pay for the survey, then another indicator must
be found. The verification of some indicators may require just a duick
review of project or government records whereas other indicators require

sophisticated data collection and analysis for verification.

If verification is going to cost the project time and money, then the means
of verification must be identified during the design stage of a project and
the necessary manpower and money included in the project inputs. If these
are not planned early in the project; they may not be available when they
are needed. Sources of evidence on al} important elements of an indicator
should be identified. An example follows:
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Qbjectively Verifiable Means of Verification
Indicator .

2,000 new single family Sales records from land of fice, number
dwellings purchased by of sales and sales dates,

low income, farmer tene-

ment residents by June Data on purchiser's income level from
198G. tax records.

Data on purchaser's former residence

from land office.
In the above example, each important element in the indicator has a means
of verification. The means of verification must be carefully examined to
ascertain the completeness and reliability of the data. Often project
managers will count on government records, only to learn later that (1) the
records are out of date or (2) the data were poorly collected so that the
records are not reliaple, The quality of available records must be
assessed. In.the above example, it was found that the first two means of
verification were available and reliable, but it was discovered that the
land office did not keep records on'purchasers‘ former residences. Thisg
means of verification had tg be discarded and another means found. A
possible alternative wou’d be to visit the new owners to ask about their
former residence. One could also build an information system into the
project so that the necessary data could be collected in the course of
regular project operations. Such a system can provide timely, relevant
information that can be used by decision-makers throughout the course of
the project. Whatever means the project uses tg obtain the information
necessary to verify indicators of achievement, this means of verification
must be made explicit in the project design. See Figure I1-3 for further
examples of means of verification.

Establishing means of verification can be a complex and demanding task. We
recommend that the project manager select verification techniques that
make sense to him and his colleagues. For those requiring more rigor in
verification, we recommend reference to such related documents as "Mana-
ger's Guide to Data Collection", 1979,
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6. Manageable Interest

There is an invisible dividing line between Outputs and Purpose which
makes a distinction between the levels of uncertainty within the project.
Below the line--i.e., producing outputs--has a degree of certainty
obtained from all oyr earlier experiences which gives us a "can do"
feeling. A manager can accept responsibility for producing outputs
because he can be reasonably certain that given certain resources he can
undertake appropriate activities to transform those resources into the
desired outputs. Above the line--i:e., achieving purpose--is where we
have much less experience and correspondingly less certainty that we "can
do" it; we therefore expect and "hope" we will achieve the purpose. We do
our best to define all the conditions necessary and sufficient to achieve
that purpose but there is still enough uncertainty that we cannot
confidently state that it is something we "can do“.

By the term “manageable interest" therefore, we refar tg that complex of
activities and resources that the manager controls in producing outputs
for a given purpose. In effect, the competent manager accepts the
responsibility and accountability for producing those outputs. He does
not accept responsibility for achieving purpose: that is the respon-
sibility of top management. However, he does accept responsibility for
doing all that he can to monitor the progress of the project in relation
to the achievement of that purpose and doing all that he can reasonably do
5 influence achievement of purpose.

Specifying what we "can do"--the "manageable interest"--and "hope" to
achieve--accomplishment of purpose--facilitates clarification of the
manager's job and allows for a constructive, open dialogue between levels
of management. This in turn allows all concerned to focus on what the
project is intended to accomplish, how it can be accomplished, what
factors are outside the control of the project, who is responsible for
what, and when different levels of management should be involved. This
Creates a task-oriented atmosphere in which oppcrtunities, progress and
problems that may impede that progress can be discussed constructively.
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Because the manager knows he is not being held accountable for unrealistic
objectives, he can relax and devote his energies to getting his Job done.
He does not need to worry that he will be blamed for factors outside his
control. However, he is not absolved from his responsibility to use his
best judgement in the project design, to use all means at his disposal to
favorably influence factors that are outside his control, and to
communicate with superiors when he sees that (1) the outputs may not be
produced on time or in sufficient quantity or quality or (2) the outputs
will be produced as targeted but they are not having the predi_ted effect
on purpose-level achievement.

The project manager should take whatever corrective action is available
to him where appropriate and should recommend corrective actions tg his
superiors when their help is needed. It is the project manager who is in
close contact with his field staff and is therefore in a better position
to see what measures could be undertaken to correct the situation. If a
project manager does not Pass 9n his recommendations to his superiors,
then decisions will be made without the insight of the person in the
field.

Communication between the project manager and his superiors must be two-
way communication. The project manager should know, and be an active
participant wherever feasible in establisﬁing why the project is being
undertaken. The Logical Framework aids in this communication by speci-
fying the higher level objectives: Goal and Purpose. The project manager
should understand how his project will contribute to purpose and goal-
level achievement. [f the project maﬁager sees that his project will not
have the expected impact at higher levels, he must communicate this to his
superiors. Often this is difficult for a project manager to do, for it
could mean that his project will be discontinued. Let's look at an
example: the goal is “income of small farmers increased", and the purpose
is "small farmers' rice production increased". The project manager sees
that, although the small farmers are increasing their rice production,
their income is not increasing because of a recent substantial drop in the
price of rice. He should communicate thig information to his superiors.
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They then have an early opportunity to examine the situation and either
add resources or terminate the project in favor of an alternative with
higher probability of success.

3. Error in Logic

An occasional error is made in developing an output to purpose hypothesis.
This occurs when no distinction is made between the synergistic result is
expected when all the outputs have been -produced (e.g., purpose), and a
simple summary or restatement of the oufputs themselves. If we simply
restate the outputs then we have no hypothesis--we have 100% probability
that "if Qutputs, then Outputs." What we are ]ookihg for is a purpose
statement that reflects the results of the hypothesis "if Outputs AHD
Certain other important factors outside our conurol, then Purpose.”" In
such a statement we never have 100% probability that "if Qutputs, then
Purpose." There are always intervening variables (and the assumptions we
make about them) that will affect our ability to achieve the desired

purpose.

BAD PRACTICE GOOD PRACTICE
Purpcse is sum of outputs. Purpose is result of outputs.
Purpose: Modern farming Purpose: Agricultural produc-

methods used by tion of farmers

farmers. increased.
Outputs:
1. Fertilizer used by farmers.
2. HYV seed planted by farmers.
3. Pesticides used by farmers.
4. Fungicides used by farmers.
5. Multiple cropping system used

by farmers.
L
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b. Delegation of Responsib111ty for Qutputs

Responsibility for producing each of the outputs can be delegated by the
project manager to others, be they contractors or subordinates. The
outputs can be broken down in the Logical Framework by Tisting the separate
major activities that are required to produce each output. This s
especially useful when the project manager delegates authority to several
contractors or subordinates for one output or when outputs must be
subdivided for proper resource allocation. The nputs on the Logical
Framework should show the major activities for each of the outputs. The
indicators at the input level should show the manpower, money, and
equipment necessary for each of the activities (sée Figure I1-3, Input-
Output Level, Input Indicator column).

The Logical Framework can be used as a communication tool, not only between
the project manager and superior as described above, but also between the
project manager and others on whom he must rely for cooperation 1n
achieving his objectives. It s especially useful when the project manager
must deal with the many factors that are outside his control. For example,
1f his project purpose 1s "rice production increased 50%" and his outputs
are (1) irrigation canals constructed and (2) high yield seeds distri-
buted, énd the project is assuming that there w11l be sufficient fertilizer
on the market at a reasonable price and that the credit mstitutions will
make loans to the farmers, he may need to influence the fertilizer
producers and distributers and the credit nstitutions without having
direct authority over them. He can do this by sharing his objectives with
them. With the Logical Framework he can explain what the project purpose
1S, what the outputs are that he must produce, and what the assumptions are
that are critical to project success. He shoyld also share with them the
goal of the project so that they can see they are contributing to a
significant and 1mportant undertaking. Finally, he should share with them
the project assumptions, for this allows them to see their role 1n helping
the project manager to accomplish his task.
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B.  BUILDING THE PROJECT DESIGN

Rarely should a project be designed by one person 1n 1s0lation. Designing
a project requires both management anc technical skills. People with the
specific skills needed should be ncluded as members of the design team.
Where one starts when developing a Logical Framework for a project depends
upon the amount of decision-making that has already taken place regarding
project details. Ideally, the Logical Framework should be ysed before the
project 1s even 1denti1fied. In such a case, the Logical Framework would be
a design tool for program/sector piann1ng. Once higher (program/sector)
management has 1dentified a program or sector goal, they vwould then
1dentify the project(s) that would be needed to achieve the goal.

If program-level managers were using their  own fog1ca1 Frameworks to
design programs, the reason for the program would be recorded on fhe1r
Logical Framework as a purpose, and each of the projects needed to achieve
the purpose would be an output. FEach output (or project) would then be
assigned to'a project manager and that output would become the purpose on
the project manager's Logical Framework. H1s goal would of course be the
pu;pose of the Logical Framework of the program manager. This same approach
could be used to delegate responsibility for managing i1ndividual outﬁuts.
This can be seen graphically below, and also In Figure [1-4,

PROGRAM LF

, Geal 7
I PROJECT LF

Purpose faeeaceeeo. ! Goal
' ouTRUT LF

l‘Out:ut R AL T LIPS ’-4‘ Purpose | ceceeea... Goal
Outout 2
Cutoue 3

Inpues Output | -=eeeec.- :1 ----------- [Purpa;e
Outout 2 , —-I

L Output 3
{nputs Output |
Output 2
Inouts T
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When a project 1s assigned to a design team (which should 1nclude the
project manager, 1f possible) 1n thig fashion, the goal and purpose of the
project Logical Framework <re already 1dentified. The design team may
first want to further clarify the purpose by developing 1ndicators for End-
of =Project-Status (EOPS).  Once the scoje of the project purpose s
understood, the next step 1s to develop the project outputs. The design
team must ask themselves what should be produced 1n order to achieve the
purpose. Once the outputs are identi1fied, the next step 1s to 1dentify the
act1v1t1es and resources required to produce the outputs. At this point
the first stage of Logical Framework development has been completed. The
Logical Framework should have the goal, purpose, outputs, and 1nputs
1dentified. The EOPS should be fairly complete and the indicators at the
output and input level (resources) should be roughly 1dentified. In-
variably many assumptions are 1dentified during this 1nitial stage of
project design and they should be noted 1n their rough form so that they are
not forgotteh. This first stage 15 a top-down design, beginning at the
goal and working down to the 1nputs. Figure I1-5 provides a sketch of the
top-down design and the Management 1ssues raised at each level.

The second stage of project design starts at the bottom and works back up
to the goal. Ouring this stage the design team must ask 1f they have
1dent1fied all the necessary and sufficient conditions at one Tevel to be
confident of achieving the next higher level of objectives. A review of
each set of the activities together with their resources 1s made to
determine whether 1t 1s necessary to produce a specific output. The
assumptions must be further clarified and then the team must determine
whether all of the factors (both 'within and outside the manageable
Interest) necessary to produce the outputs have been 1dentified. At this
stage, the experts and project technicians should be called 1n as necessary
to advise the design team and/or project manager.
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The team then moves to the output level ang examines each output to see 1f
1t 1S necessary to achieve the project purpose. Indicators must be
developed for each output. The assumptions being made about the output-to-
purpose hypothesis are further clarified, and then the Judgement must be
made as to whether all of the factors necessary and sufficient to achieve
the Purpose have been 1dentified.

The team then moves to the purpose level and re-exiamines the purpose to
determine whether 1t 15 neceéssary to achieve the goal. All of the EOPS
indicators must be fully 1dent1fied and targeted. The assumptions for the
output-to-purpose prediction are further clarified. The other projects
that w11l also be contributing to goal achievement must be 1ncluded 1n the
assumptions. The design team* must determine whether all of the factors
necessary to achieve the purpose have been 1dertified. At the goal level
the 1ndicators must be fully 1dentified and targeted. This completes the
first cycle of the Ldglcal Framework design.

To further refine the project design, two activities are required and can
be undertaken simultaneously. One of these 15 to develop the evaluation
plan. For this, the first step'1s to 1dent1fy the means of verificat .n for
each of the indicators. I[f the means of verification require additional
project resources and activities, then both have to be included as project
1nputs on the Logical Framework. The project manager must anticipate
dec1510n§ that will be dependent on evaluation results. If mportant
decisions must be made at specific points during the course of the project,
then 1nterim evaluations may be required and 1nterim targets must be
developed for the indicators.

*/ The parties involved 1n the design process can be drawn from different

" department levels and a-eas of expertise, depending on the project. If
@ project manager has not been officially assigned, at least one member
of the design team should be charged with bringing the project
management viewpoint to the design effort. In addrtion, when refining
the purpose and goal of the project, higher-level managemant should be
included 1n the dialogue to ensure that the resulting goal-lavel
clarification meets their programming objectives.
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The kinds of dacisions required must be 1dentified, so that the information
necessary to make these decisions will be available at the croper time. A
simulated evaluation can be helpful 1n 1dentifying the kinds of decisions
and the kind of nformation required. It may be found that additional
indicators and additional assumptions have to be included 1n the project
design to provide a base for measurement 1n the future.

The evaluation will be oriented to 1dent1fying change that has occurred as
a result of doing the project. In order to measure change 1t 15 imperative
to know what the conditions were prior to the project. For every indicator
that 1s to measure change, the project manager must have full data on the
mitial conditions. If the data are not already 1n hand, they must be fully
collected prior to the commencement of other project activities. If
collection of baseline data 1s not a pre-project activity, 1t should be
1ncluded 1n the project design as a project actwvity. If this, 1n turn, 1s
not possible, then the implications of starting the project without the
sufficient baseline data must be assessed and aiternatives considered--
such as not doing the project, or collecting "trend" data so we can at least
see change over time, even 1f we cannot see the 1nitial status.

The second activity required to refine the project design relates directly
to the assumptions. FEach assumption must be fully clarified and 1ts
probability assessed. If the prnject manager finds the probability 1s very
low that the assumption 1s valid, then he must take some kind of action to
Increase the probability of project success. The types of action available
to hwm are discussed i1n the section on assumptions.

There 1s no set formula for dermining the probability of an assumption or
for assessing the combined probabilities of all of the project assump-
tions. In general, 1f any one assumption has a low probability, that should
be enough to signal danger to the project manager., I[f a number of
assumptions are seen to be of somewhat less than high probability, then
their combined probability would have to be considerec low and this would

also be a danger signal to the project manager.
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Assessing the probability of an eéssumption 1s an activity that 1s scrmewhat
subjective 1n nature. If the project manager finds that he cannot assess
the probability of his assumptions because he 15 lacking needed 1nfor-
mation, he may undertake further study to obtain the nformation.
{(Information has a cost.  However, 1t should be weighed against the
possible cost to the project 1f the information 1s not obtained. In the
long run 1t may prove more costly to go ahead without key information.

The project manager 1deally should be 1nvolved 1n the planning of a
project. Often a planner wil] design a project and then pass the completed
design on to a project manager. When this occurs, the project manager does
not have the opportunity to share 1n t = judgeme&t of the design, yet he
must be responsible for project mplementation. In such a case, he should
examine the design and alert top management immeutately to any unrealistic

aspects 1n the design and major problems he foresees.

C.  THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND EVALUATION

The discipline of using the Logical Framework 1n the design process
facilitates the production of an evaluable design--objectives are clearly
stated, the development hypotheses have been explicitly stated and 1ind1-
cators of success at each level of the project hierarchy have been
established. Most importantly, these 1ndicators express what the de-
Signers are'willing to call success; thus the evaluation task 1s simply to
collect the data for those key indicators and "evaluate" the project

against 1ts own pre-set standards of success.

Calling 1n the evaluators during the design phase to ascertain 1f 1n fact
the data can be collected, at a reasonable cost, helps clarify the project
design st11l further. It can also reduce costs of evaluation through
incorporation of some data collection 1nto routine project operations.
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'B. Evaluation Beyond
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C. MONITORING AND EVALUATION PLAN

A monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plan is a description of
management's needs for information about a project or program.
AID requires such a plan, including associategd resources, in
all projects.

Traditionally, AID viewed monitoring and evaluation as
Separate, discrete activities, and tried to spell out a line
demarcating one from the other.

Traditional View:

* Monitoring and evaluation are clearly defined and
distinct activities.

* Monitoring is the regular collecting of information on
inputs and outputs.

* Evaluation takes place once or twice in a project's life.

However, tiiese distinctions proved to be misleading.
Monitoring and evaluation activities meld when one gets down to
such practical questions as: what kind of data ought to be
covered in more or less routine monitoring by managers and
staff using project resources, especially the kind of data that
can "signal" implementation problems impeding project
performaiice and the emergence of effects that depart from those
bostulated in the project design? Who will be responsible for
such data? How often should it be collected during project
implementation? To whom should it be reported? Should it be
reported as a "monitoring" report or an “evaluation™ report?

The distinction is further eroded by the likelihood that
evaluators will require data that can best or only be collected
on a regular basis by field staff and then collated at some
central location. How heavy a data collection burden can
reasonably be placed on managers and staff before it begins to
interfere with their principal implementation tasks?
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The distinction is also blurred when a permanent evaluator
is assigned to a project or program. What parameters should be
set on the data collection responsibilities of such an
evaluator to avoid duplicating the work done by project staff
to fulfill their administrative requirements?

AID no longer makes such a sharp distinction between these
two activities. Instead, AID considers both monitoring and
evaluation as elements of a single "management information
system" for a project or progranm, providing managers with the
information they need to effectively manage a project or
program toward the achievement of intended development
results. AID has found that an effective manager needs to do
two things:

-~ monitor the performance of activities and specific
requirements associated with their implementation (legal,
staffing, contracting, procurement, training, financial flows
and records maintenance) enabling the manager to exercise
appropriate management control over implementation; AND

-- review progress, identify problems and recommend changes
in project or program duration, scope, level of effort, and
financial support, enabling a manager to plan or re-plan
activities (and their associateg requirements) and to take
appropriate follow-up action. 1In particular, to increase his
or her confidence that a project or program will achieve the
intended purpose and goal, a manager obtains at least
indicative evidence on what is happening as a consequence of
outputs and other events in the project environment. The first
requires the manager to "monitor" activities according to the
most recent implementation plan; the second requires the
manager to "monitor" results, or at least trends toward
results, according to the most recent definition of intended
development results.

Where does a manager get the information to do these things
and to report con them to higher management? Much of the
information comes from internal AID project or program records
that are routinely generated and maintained on specific
activities, and reqularly checked against implementation
plans. Some comes from "management by walking around"™ -- site
visits by AID and counterpart managers, contractors and
others. Evaluation is the principal source of information
about progress toward intended results, and of explanations for
the level of results achieved.

Iy theory, "monitoring" covers both tracking implementation
activities and tracking progress toward results. In practice,
the terms monitoring and evaluation are kept separate for three
pragmatic reasons: first, managers have less control over
results at the purpose and goal levels than they have over
project activities; second, the types of data and analysis
needed for evaluation require particular efforts and skills;
and, third, tracking the diverse activities and requirements
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involved in implementation usually goes on all the time,
whereas trackiing results usually goes on more periodically.
Note, however, that the data needed to review progress and
achievement of results may reqguire regular data collection,
such as multi-round sample surveys carried out once or twice a
year over the life of a project, or a series of case studies
over time.

The concept of a "management information sytstem" can be
applied at the level of a sector program or an entire Mission
or office portfolio, as well as for specific projects and
programs. Mission often track certain activities across the
board, such as contract implementation, procurement, financial
expenditures, and participant training. A system that would
also track results against a set of sector or portfolio wide
intentions or benchmarks might be helpful to a Mission in
organizing its program information needs and reporting
requirements, and in planning most efficiently for the
collection and analysis of data that can support the evaluation
of related projects.

- Current View:

* A well-planned information system fFor a project or
program permits the most efficient use of resources for
meeting management's information needs.

* The information needs of managers require the collection
of information on purpose and goal level achievements as
well as on inputs and outputs.

* Ongoing review of administrative data should be an
integral part of effective project management and should be
supplemented by special studies and periodic evaluation as
needed.

An M&E plan in a project paper should lay an initial
groundwork for getting managers this information in a useful
and timely way. The evaluation part of the p.an should
provide for the collection and analysis of data on some key
factors, and should be amenable to change and refinement during
the life of the project.

What are the issues and types of data that can be covered
or an initial M&E plan? Some possibilities are outlined in
Table _ . Preparing the plan provides designers (or the
information specialist on the design team) an opportunity to
identify the kinds of problems they anticipate will be
associated with the project, to discuss these with
representatives of AID and the borrower/grantee, and to direct
initial data collection activities to these problems.
Consultation with the borrower/grantee is especially important
if the nature of the project implies assessment of changes in
institutional capacity or management effectiveness in a
borrower/grantee organization. Designers can also highlight
events and linkages which they expect to be critical for
achieving the project's targets, both within and outside the
domain of the project.
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POSSIBLE ISSUES AND DATA ITEMS FOR PROJECT
MONITORING AND EVALUATION

ISSUES

Efficiency/Effectiveness
of Implementation

(Likelihood of) Success

Broader Effects
*Sustainability

*National Policies and
Programming

*Institutional Capacity
*"Unplanned" Effects
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TYPE OF DATA

*Activities
*Progress toward targets

(Inputs, Output, Purpose).

*Assumptions
*Costs

*Achievement cf targets
(Output, Purpose, Goal)
*Milestones and Leading
Indicators
*Assumptions
*Data to Substantiate
Cause-Effect Linkages
or Eliminate Alter-
native Explanations
(1f appropriate)

*Evidence of Effects
*Data to Substantiate
Linkages or Eliminate
Alternative
Explanations (if
appropriate)



The plan should be arranged in a way that will enable
managers to regard it as a component of the project to be
implemented and adapted as necessary to secure the most useful
information; as having specific funds, technical advisory
resources, commodities and training; and as having
institutional requirements. The steps necessary to carry out
the M&E plan should be incorporated into- the basic
implementation plan for the project. Otherwise, as AID's
experience has amply demonstrated, data collection and analysis
will be downgraded or dropped altogether as implementation
proceeds.

Designers can also refer to available guidelines for the
evaluation of certain categories of projects or programs.
These guidelines are based on practical experience with issues
that typically emerge, various evaluation designs and their
data requirements. AID's central Office of Development
Information and Evaluation CDIE issues such guidelines from
time to time.

The types and amount of data collection and analysis
planned for at the beginning of a project should relate to the
complexity of the project. It is best to keep initial plans
simple, by carefully selecting some key indicators of the
factors and events that can best illuminate the amount and
direction of changes being promoted through the project. By
keeping the initial plan simple and by bearing in mind that
they are anticipating what managers will need to know,
designers can avoid the possible limitations of early plans;
for example,

-- in many cases, the specific users of the information may
not be interested so far ahead of actual implementat:on.

—-— early planning for "everything" managers may need to
know presents a serious risk of overly compiex or
"academic" plans.

—= managers may come to regard the plan as a blueprint or
obligation instead of a means for learning.

The evaluation part of an M&E plan should never call for
data collection and analysis activities without also specifying
the necessary resources, the institution or unit which will
assume initial responsibility for the activities, and t..e
priority users (AID, borrover/grantee and beneficiaries) who
will be expecting the information for their decision-making or
planning purposes.

It may not be possible during initial design work to
specify the borrower/grantee location for data collection and
analysis responsibilities, and in some cases it may be
inappropriate to do so. Developing country organizations may
be unequipped to handle the task. Many are loath to share
information; placing responsibility for an M&E plan in such
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organizations wouid defeat its purpose. In these instances,
designers can adopt a strategy of placing initial
responsibility in a temporary, independent unit, subsequently
requiring this unit to build an informatior system as part of
the regular organizational or adminstrative structure engaced
in carrying out the project.

In most cases, an M&E plan will provide for some regqular
collection and analysis of data; specific case studies and
short-term surveys; external and internal evaluations; and a
preliminary schedule of reporting requirements.

AID operating units -- Missions and offices -- are
encouraged to include evaluation or information systems
specialists as a member of design teams. For projects or
programs that are expected to have very substantial
institutional or socio-economic effects, designers can consider
the advantages of a permanent evaluator, either as a full-time
member of the implementation team or as having part-time
responsibilities over the life of the project. Assignment of
long-term responsibilities to such an individual does not
relieve AID and borrower/grantee management of the need to
ensure that evaluations will address their concerns, but it can
be of considerable benefit to management.

How does one actually put together the evaluation part of
an M&E plan? The principal steps are:

l. Identify users and their information needs

2, Clarify project or program design

3. Identify prioritiy questions and problems

4. Select key indicators and identify existing data

5. Determine appropriate methods for obtaining additional
information

6. Identify roles and responsibilities and ensure commitment
7. Establish feedback procedures
8. Develop a budget

9. Specify preliminary evaluation schedule, tied to
reaching certain benchmarks in implementation and/or
anticipated programming decision points.

These steps are more fully elaborated on the next page
in the form of a check list. AID staff should work with
counterparts in developing and M&E plan. A good joint plan
can go along way tcward setting the stage for collaborative
evaluation.
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C. CHECK LIST FOR A PROJECT PAPER
MONITORING AND EVALUATION PLAN

1. Users of Monitoring and Evaluative Information

Are the users of the information and their organizational
affiliations stated?

Is the anticipated timing of the users’ regular
information needs outlined (e.g., quarterly or annual
reports, decision points, or program cycle/fiscal year)?

2. Project Goal, Purpose, Inputs/Outputs

Does the plan reference the logframe, expanding if
necessary on targets and anticipated “casual" linkages
requiring continous or periodic tracking?

3. Priority Questions/Problems for Managers' Attention

Has the plan identified questions at the output level and
at the purpose/goal level in a way that high priority
questions or problems can be distinguished from those
having lower or medium priority as seen at the design
stage?

Does the plan indicate which of these questions or
problems will require information on events outside the
project domain (e.g., external factors, assumptions,
potential negative impacts)?

4. Key Indicators and Existing Data to Answer Managers'
Questions

Has the plan selected a set of key indicators that will
be used initially to answer managers'’ questions?

Does the plan describe existing data and administrative
records (and their location/responsible agency) that can
be used for these indicators?

Does the plan recommend the design of new formats or
administrative records and/or desirable procedures for
organization information into short, useful reports?

5. Appropriate Methods for Obtaining Additional
Information

Does the plan note those indicators which are necessary
for an initial baseline, from which project-supported
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changes will be tracked and measured, and for which data
are not yet available?

Has the plau set forth a feasible strategy for obtaining
additional information requiring intensive investigations
during the life of the project? (The strategy should
include a combination of methods for gathering and
analyzing data; the type of data; the frequency of
studies to be carried out and reported on; and the
availability of both private and public sector
organizations able to carry out the selected methods of
data collection/analysis.)

Has the plan estatlished some initial criteria regarding
the duration of special studies, and requirements for
interim reports of the findings of longer-term data
collection/analysis activities?

Does the plan include both external and internal
evaluation?

6. Borrower/Grantee Support and Involvement

das the plan identified the borrower/grantee agencies to
be directly involved in data collection, analysis and
reporting? The nature and level of effort of this
involvement and support? The instiiutional location of
an M&E unit?

If contracted support is required, does the plan make
recommendations regarding host country or AID
contracting?

Has the plan outlined training, technical advice, and
other resources to sugpport borrower/grantee capacity?

Has the plan made recommendations regarding the nature of
borrowar/grantee participation in external evaluations as
likely "stake holders"?

Has the borrower/grantee agreed to the level of effort
recommended by the project designers?

7. Feedback Procedures

Does the plan suggest a feasible and straightforward set
of procedures for the regular reporting of information to
the users?
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Does the plan demonstrate a practical grasp of the
administrative, programming, budgeting, and related
decision-making characteristics of the borrower/grantee
as well as of AID?

Has the plan addressed the possible need to translate
reports as necessary for immediate and potential future
use of the information?

8. Budget

Has a line item been included in the project paper
financial plan to cover the requirements of moni toring
and evaluation? (Consider long-term TA, snort-term TA,
training and workshops, commodities such as calculators,
computers as appropriate, software.)

Has an additional margin of funds been included in the
financial plan to enable appropriate development of
borrower/grantee management information capacity?

9. Evaluation Scheduling

Has the plan identified known future programming/
budgeting decision points (fur AID and the
borrower/grantee) before which evaluative information
will be needed by managers? (These initially include the
PACD, tranche dates, completion of a project or pilot
phase, basic revision of a CDSS.)

Have the project designers indicated approximately the
type of empirical data (collected for monitoring and
evaluation) that will be available for review by an
evaluation team?

10. Borrower/Grantee Agreement

Has the borrower/grantee agreed to the plan?
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E. EXAMPLE OF AN M & E PLAN IN A
PROJECT PAPER

PRIMARY HEALTH CARE PROJECT
(AID funding: $10 million)

I. USERS OF THE INFORMATION: The primary users of the
information generated by this system will be the Director
General of the Department of Health (DOH) in the Ministry of
Health, Director of Public Health, Deputy Directors,
Division/Province Health Directors and the relevant project
and program officers at USAID. This information will also
be planned with and made available to the volunteer health
workers (VHWs) and representatives of the Province Council.

ITI. INSTITUTIONAL LOCUS: The institutional locus of the
project's built-in data collection, monitoring and
evaluation system is the Health Department's Information
Service. sStaff from the Information Service will be
responsible for training VHWs, Rural Health Center Staff
and Division/Province staff in procedures for data
collection. Supervisors will be responsible for day-to-day
supervision of data collectors and for ensuring that the
forms are filled out accurately, completely and on a timely
basis.

ITI. PROJECT GOAL, PURPOSE, OUTPUT QUESTIONS, INDICATORS,
AND DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGIES:

A. PROJECT GOAL: The goal of this project is to reduce
the morbidity and mortality caused by diarrheal disease,
malnutrition, selected infectious diseases and improper
obstetrical care in children under five and their
mothers,

- Goal-Level Question: To what extent have morbidity
and mortality rates declined among children under
five and their mothers?

- Indicators: For morbidity, percentage change each
year per district in the following:

(1) diarrheal #/1,000

(ii) moderately and mildly malnourished/age
#/1,000

(iii) neonatal tetanus #/1,000

(iv) number newborn enterirg surveillance system
#/1,000
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FAr mortality, percentage change each year per
aistrict in:

(i) diarrheal disease #/1,000
(ii) neonatal disease #/100
(iii) maternal deaths #/1,000

- DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY: The
project calls for the development of an improved
information system to monitor project progress,
manage the project effectively and plan further
programs. To ensure that this information system
provides a useful management tool, the overall
approach used will be a rapid appraisal feedback
system through which members of the user group
receive information on critical indicators (both
process and outcome) every six months. This type of
approach will allow for a continual analysis of
trends toward achievement of project objectives over
time to ensure that reasonable progress is taking
place. 1In this way, problem areas can be identified
and corrective action initiated as they arise.

Information on the indicators listed above is not
currently a part of the Department of Health's
administrative or statistical records. As a part of
this project, Village Health Volunteers will be
trained to fill the appropriate forms to report this
information regqularly to the Department of Health.
The Department of Health will then forward this
information every six months to the M&E unit for
analysis. The M&E unit will analyze the data and
provide the results of the analysis to the users
every six months.

PROJECT PURPOSE: The purpose of this project is to
expand village volunteer health services and to improve
the quality of these services.

- Indicators:

of expansion

(1) number of CHWs and AMWs and TBAsS trained,
equipped and deployed;
(ii) percentage of villages with CHWs and AMWS.
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of improvements

(1) overall village sanitation, including latrine
number and use results of sanitation checks;

(ii) frequency and attendance at personal hygiene
lectures;

(iii) number of immunizations, curative treatments
and total patients by VHW;

(iv) for the AMW, number of prenatal visits, percent
of children and infants in regular weighing,
and percent of infants and children having
diarrhea.

Data Collection and Analysis Methodologies: Data

on the indicators listed above will be collected on a
continual basis as part of a project's built-in data
collection, monitoring and evaluation system. The
methods used to generate this information will be a
combination of simple record keeping, observation,
and interviews using a structured questionnaire. The
information will be collected by selected
Division/Province staff, VHWs and Rural Health Center
staff. The Department of Health's Information
Service, with assistance from the technical
evaluation information specialists, will be
responsible for training data collectors and
supervising the effort, preparing simple data
collection forms, analyzing the data, and preparing
the findings that will be included with output level
information in a bi-annual report.

PROJECT OUTPUTS: The project's outputs will be

modifications and improvements in existing health care
services, through better trained, equipped and
supervised volunteer health workers and communi ty
programs.

Output-Level Question: To what extent has the

number of trained VHWs increased, by type of
worker? How many villages are now covered by
trained VWHs? What improvements have been made in
the training of VHWs?
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- 1Indicators:

= average number of days worked by a VHW over a
six month period;

- number of VHWs trained (broken down by type):
(1) preservice and (2) inservice;

-~ additional material included in training such
as diarrheal disease and weight surveillance;

- Ppercent of VHWs that have received initial
supply kits upon graduation;

= average number of days that a VHW works without
full supply kit during a six-month period;

- number of additional villages covered by
trained VHWs every six months.

- Data Collection and Analysis Methodology: This
information will be collected every six months by
selected Division/State staff, VHWs and Rural Health
Center staff as part of the project's built-in
monitoring, data collection and evaluation system. With
the assistance of the technical evaluation information
specialists, the Department of Health's Information
Service will be responsible for developing simple data
collection process, analyzing the data and preparing the
findings in a format useful for effective project
management. Furthermore the Health Information Service
will also be responsible for preparing the final written
document containing the findings and disseminating
copies to the members of the user group on a semi-annual
basis.

IV. SPECIAL STUDIES: Some goal and purpose level
questions require more in-depth investigations and studies;
these questions and ways to answer them are described below.

Goal and Purpose-level Questions: Following the analysis

of data and trends, managers will want to know which factors
are responsible for variations in morbidity and mortality
by district. Similarly, they may want to learn why VHWS

are more effective in some areas than in others. To answer
these questions, rapid, low-cost studies will be under taken
in the districts in question. Two public health workers
will write a report based on interviews with VHWS and
project participants, to be completed in six weeks. In
addition, a series of special studies will be conducted on
both operational and technical subjects to provide DOH with
information to manage the pregram more effectively. Subject
areas may include financing, private sector roles, cost
efficiency and workload evaluation.
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V. FEEDBACK: It will be the responsibility of the
contractors providing technical assistance to the Health
Information Service to develop a plan that ensures that data
is collected, properly analyzed, and fed back in a timely,
actionable format to the users identified in section I.

This requirement will be included in the technical advisory
contract for this project.

VI. BUDGET: Principal costs include the design of simple
administrative reporting forms and questionnaires, training
of relevant sts’f in data collection, observation, and use
of forms, data processing and analysis time, external
evaluation, and report preparation and distribution.
Therefore, $150,000 of the $10 million total AID funding for
this project has been set aside for data collection,
analysis and monitoring and two project evaluations.

A. Government Support:

Office Space: Office space for the monitoring and
evaluation units of the Department of Health.

Staff: Ten full-time staff persons for the M&E unit
will be provided. Appropriate numbers of staff to fill
out administrative data forms in each district will be
designated and trained.

B. AID Suppcrt:

Long-term Technical Assistance: 18 months of
long-tern technical assistance to the M&E unit.

Short-term Technical Assistance: 12 months to assist
M&E unit in training and data collection tasks.

Commodities: Hand calculators for each district.

VII. EVAL'JATION SCHEDULE: The evaluation schedule and
budget has been set forth in the project paper. The results
of the data gathering and analysis on the indicators listed
in Section IV will be available to provide an empirical
basis for the findings and recommendations of a mid-term and
final evaluation.
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III. THE ANNUAL EVALUATION PLAN



A. OVERVIEW OF THE ANNUAL EVALUATION PROCESS

To link evaluation work to managers' future or upcoming
information needs, the process of organizing an Annual
Evaluation Plan in Missions and Offices occuis at the same
time these units prepare their Action Plans, which also look
ahead two years. These plans precede and lead up to budget
submissions in the spring of each year. The evaluation
plan, and the pertinent evaluation schedules, are included
in the Action Plan document. Both are reviewed in
Washington, during "program weeks". This review provides
senior management a regular and systematic opportunity to
comment on the evaluations to be undertaker, the specific
projects and programs involved, the issues to be addressed,
and methodological and resource implications, and to
intervene as appropriate. When Missions or Offices
subsequently am2nd or alter these evaluation plans, they
report to their respective Bureaus, usually through a
regular updating procedure. Bureaus may waive the
requirements for a formal plan in special cases (e.g., small
country programs).

Senior management in Washington has two other regular
opportunities to plan for the information they will require
from evaluation, if this information will not be generated
by, or cannot be easily meshed with, the work being planned
by Missions and Offices. First regional and central bureaus
may plan evaluative studies that directly address the
concerns of their respective management. Some issues can
only be addressed in this way, because they mav require
inter-country or cross-project comparisons employing scopes
of work carefully designed to support analysis. These
studies are incorporated into the consolidated Bureau
two-year plan, which is submitted at the beginning of the
fiscal year covered by the plan and which includes the
respective mission or offices plans.

Secondly, in the course of preparing its forward
agenda, CLCIE discusses with senior adninistrators issues of
Agency-wide concern, usually related to policy and
anticipated program trends.

Below is a summary of the steps leading to the
preparation of Mission and Office Annual Plans. The items
under each step illustrate some of the matters and choices
involved. It will usually prove necessary to reiterate
steps. For example, when a first cut suggests that a plan
simply won't be feasible, or will be too costly, or won't
get the information to the managers in time, then the
Mission or the Office will have to narrow down or recast
their priority questions, or rethink their strategy. The
entire process should call on full discussion within the
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Mission or Office, drawing on the suggestions of staff and
contractors, and engaging participation by
borrower/grantees. :

Preparing the plan provides an opportunity for managers
to review the initial M&E plans of their respective projects
or programs in light of the priority questions, and to
modify them as appropriate. Similarily, the formats of
contractors' reports may require modification to focus more
sharply on some of these questions.

Some matters usually considered in preparing Mission
Annual Plans are presented below in the form of a check
list.

Experience su~gests the utility of a mixed strategy.
That is, an evaluation plan should seek the most efficient
and least duplicative way of getting the information needed
to answer the questions. The check list summarizes some
typical information that managers need to assess and report
on progress, and that can trigger evaluation during the
course of a two-year period. The number, frequancy and
scope of evaluations included in a plan is determined by the
feasibility of handling several needs--and their timing
requirements--in a single evaluation design or exercise.

Missions and Offices do not include regular project
implementation or status reports in Annual Plans. These and
Project Completion Reports are transmitted through reporting
systems set up by each Bureau. While AID encourages
borrowers, grantees and contracted implementation teams to
undertake periodic self-evaluations as a good
managementpractice, these efforts do not replace or
substitute for AID's evaluation requirements.
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STEP 1:

STEP 2

STEP 3

STEP 4

STEP 5

B.

STEPS IN PREPARING "ANNUAL EVALUATION PLANS"

Develop a Forward "Decision Schedule"

Broad programming decision (e.gq., upcoming CDSS
revision, key decision points in borrower/grantee
development planning)

Portfolio decisions (e.g., upcoming extentions,
terminations, follow-ons and phases)

Other Action Plan decisions and actions

Define Key Questions Related to Decision Schedule

Strategic Issues
Questions relating to achievement of Action Plan
benchmarks
Project/program-specific questions
-~review project M&E plans
--solicit additional questions from project
managers

Assign Priority to Questions

Identify overlapping and residual questions
Cluster related questions

Ensure priority to Action Plan benchmark
measurements

Review recently completed evaluations and related
studies for available"answers"

Develop Evaluation Strategy to Get Timely Answers

Comprehensive program assessment?

Sector or multi-project evaluations?

Single project/program evaluations?

A mixed strategy?

Validate/modify project M&E plans?

Alert CDIE to anticipated needs for information on
broader experierce and lessons learned?

Establish Two-year Evaluations Schedule

Assess feasibility (e.q., resources--AID, host,
country, contracted)

Formalize borrower/grantee participation

Include special requirements for data collection/
analysis, evaluation, and/or management
information specialists
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STEP 6:

STEP 7:

Ass

ign Responsibility for Action

Project Managers/project design officers
Program Office

Evaluation officer

Mission or AID/W Office Director

Tell Managers When They Can Expect Evaluative

Information
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C. CHECKLIST FOR AN "ANNUAL EVALUATION PLAN"

Scope of the Plan

Does the plan cover the key decision points anticipated during
the upcoming two vears, e.g., regarding programming/budgeting,
possible extensions/amendments, any scheduled revisicen of the
CbSs?

Will the planned evaluations produce information before these
decisions points, e.q., before Action Weeks, preparation of
AES? (Note any differences in borrower/grantee decision points,
and fiscal years.)

Does the plan clearly state the questions that each evaluation
will address?

Does the plan incorporate an appropriate balance between AID's
questions and those of the borrower/grantee?

Does the plan clarify the relationship between the information
required by managers of projects and the information required
by senior manager/administrators for broader program and
planning decisions?

Does the plan indicate the possible implications of a
cancellation or postponement of an evaluation, e.q.,
postponement ot a project evaluation may incur a loss of timely
information necessary to answer questions about programs and
strategies?

Has the plan consolidated as appropriate related evaluation
requirements and/or eliminated duplicative requirements?

Has the plan been formally discussed with appropriate
representatives of the borrower/grantee?

Has the scheduling of specific evaluations in the plan taken

into account such external conditions as national holidays,
seasonal weatler conditions?
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Resources

Has a specific AID staff member been assigned responsibility
for overseeing implementation of the plan, and for reporting
periodically to senior management?

Are the AID and borrower/grantee staffing requirements for
implementing the plan realistic and adequate? Does the plan
note any peak periods i~ the implied level of effort?

Does the plan specify the amount, kind and source of funds
necessary to implemer -he plan? Have funds been included in
the relevant &33?

Are pre-evaluation needs incorporated, e.g., preparatory
surveys, planning workshps for evaluation teams, use of
short-term services of evaluation specialists?

Does the plan take fullest advantage of multi-purpose data
collection and analysis, e.g., across several projects, in a
geographic area of AID program concentration, to meet a
longer-term borrower/grantee need.
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D. WHAT INFORMATION IS NEEDED

- Periodic information on trends in benefit incidence,
intermediate impacts, and similar leading indicators of
purpose-level effects and trends, and explanations of any
marked departures from anticipated effects or changes.
Information is needed by project managers to replan and
control activities during implementation, and to modify M&E
plans as necessary. 1Information is also needed by program
directors to help assess and report annually on the
continued role (substantive benefits, their prohable timing)
of a project or program in promoting planned program
objectives. May trigger interim evaluation, rapid
reconnaissance or small-scale surveys for benefit
moni toring.

- Information on purpose-level accomplishments or
trends before decisions regarding renewed funding (project
extention, subsegnent phase); project expansion
(incorporation of new responsibilities, moving from pilot tc
full-scale effort); contemplated change in sector strategy
requiring major refocussing of project efforts. Triggers
final (or multi-project) evaluation.

- Information on impact on project or prcjram of
significant policy change, macroeconomic change, or
break-through in research and technology. May trigger
evaluation of core activities in portfolio.

—- Representative information on portfolio achievements
(technical, development, and/or distributional effects) to
support revision of CDSS, or assessment of achievements of
special concern (e.g., portfolio effectiveness in supporting
private sector, role of women). May trigger multi-project
evaluation of representative activities in portfolio.

- Information on purpose-related trends and
sustainability to support decisions about project turnover
to host; continuation of a research activity into a
subsequent stage; or similar issues relating to momentum of
benefit achievement and costs to sustain momentum. May
trigger final evaluation.

- "Lecsons learned" about project and programs to
support design, strategy development and policy formulation.
May trigger evaluation of representative projects and
programs in AID's worldwide portfolio of on-going or
completed activities.,
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IV. PLANNING A SPECIFIC EVALUATION

A. DEVELOPING A SCOPE OF WORK FOR AN EVALUATION

A clearly thought-out and well-written scope of work is
essential if an evaluation is to be worth (1) the funds
expended on it, and (2) the investment of AID and host
country personnel time that a good evaluation typically
requires.

A good scope of work makes it possible for the
evaluation team to concentrate on substantive matters and to
produce a report that effectively presents the information
most needed by project managers and other decision makers.
On the other hand, a hastily drafted scopc~-or one that is
vaguely worded or overly general--causes the evaluation team
to fritter away precious time on procedural matters;
moreover, the evaluation report will likely be delayed and,
when submitted, it will likely fail to present well focused,
clearly stated, and easily utilized conclusions and
recommendations.

For these and other reasons, project managers should
realize that .in investment of time in producing the best
possible scope of work will, in nearly all cases, result in
greater time and effort savings later on.

For the majority of evaluations, the following general
framework for a scope of work is most likely to guide the
evaluation team in producing a report that is useful to both
project managers and program decision makers. It is
suggested that the first version of the scope be regarded as
only preliminary, and that it be circulated within the
appropriate offices for comment to ascertain whether it most
effectively presents what is needed. :

A scope of work is an integrated piece--each section
is related to and affects the others. The methodology is
closely related to the specific questions and issues to be
addressed, and to the needs of the individual(s) who will
use the findings and recommendations. The composition of
the evaluation team is related to the methodology selected,
as are the time and budget allocated for the evaluation.
Clearly delineated questions and issues are necessary to
focus the research, and the conclusions anud recommendaticns
of the final report. 1In AID's experience, evaluation scopeas
of work have often been far too ambitious, given the budget
and time allocated for the effort. If there is little or no
budget flexibility, it will be necessary to limit the
questions and issues, or employ less thorough methods.
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Be specific about reporting requirements, including an
initial written outline. The scope of wcrk should require
that the report itself be kept short, and organized in a way
that makes it most useful to the borrower/grantee as well as
to AID. Detailed material can be presented in annexes. The
scope of work should specify translation, if one is needed.

AID requires all evaluation reports to contain:

~Table of Contents

-A short "Executive Summary" that covers some
standard topics. This may be modified to meet the
presentation requirements of the borrower/grantee.

AID also requires the sponsorinc Mission or office to
fill out a standard AID form, the "Evaluation Summary".
(The Evaluation Summary is discussed in the chapter
"Collecting and Presenting Evaluation Data.") The executive
summary for the evaluation report can be used to help fill
out the narrative section of this ferm. The form includes
those actions which AID and the counterpart intend to take,
based on the findings and recommendations of the evaiuation.
It also provides an opportunity for these parties to
comment on asnects of the evaluation.

Completion of the "Evaluation Summary" is a
responsibility of the AID Mission or office sponsoring the
evaluation, not of the evaluators. However, the evaluators
can often be helpful in further "translating" their
recommendations into specific actions. If this is desired,
then the scope of work should iiclude this requirement and
the time for it.

71



Advantages and disadvantages of internal and external
evaluators are presented in the following table. Some of
the advantages of an "external" evaluator may be obtained
from AID or counterpart staff who are not directly
associated with the design and management of the activity,
€.9., an individual from another office or from
AID/Washington. As the table suggests, a mixed team or one
led by an "external" AID staff member, can draw on the

advantages in most cases.

As a general rule, AID encourages participation on
evaluation teams by staff, or at least persons representing
their interests, in mid-course evaluations of projects and
programs for which they are directly responsible.
Especially, when the evaluation is led or facilitated by an
experienced external evaluator, the possibilites for
learning and communicating associated with such
participation far outweight the obvious risk of bias or
narrow perspectives. Conversely, AID discourages such
direct participation in a final evaluation or one in which
decisions will be made regarding a follow-on project or
program. While managers and field staff should always serve
as major sources of information in final evaluation, asking
them to judge the merit and achievement of activities for
which they were directly responsible poses too great a

potential conflict of interest.

SOMEONE FROM INSIDE

SOMEONE FROM OUTSIDE
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of view
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short term
Less expensive
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c conclusions which are
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He tends to accept the having his recommenda-
assumptions of the tions adopted
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B. SELECTING AN EVALUATION TEAM
Who should evaluate?

There are no hard and fast rules. There are, however,
some guidelines and criteria. These derive from AID's
experience with finding evaluator- having skills in
gathering and analyzing empirical data, experienced judgment
in interpreting the data, and ability to respond
constructively to the needs of managers and administrators
at several levels in AID and AID's counterpart
organizations. They also derive from AID's experience with
the impossibility of locating purely disinterested or
"objective" evaluators.

Selection should flow from the scope of work, rather
than the other way around. Most evaluations will require
evaluators having technical or disciplinary qualifications
related to the questions to be examined, knowledge of local
conditions, and possibly language ckills. What evaluation
planners sometimes forget, however, is that technical and
disciplinary skills are not the same thing as evaluation
skills, and that the purpose of the exercise is evaluation.

Should evaluators come from "inside" or "outside?" In
most cases, AID will have to use external evaluators simply
because a Mission or Office may not have the necessary
technical, multi-disciplinary and evaluation skills
available within its own staff, or even with the larger
staffing of the Agency, or else the relevant staff may be
too busy. The same constraints may hold for cooperating
governments and organizations.

External evaluators possess certain advantages over
"inhouse" staff. A respected consultant not directly
associated with the U.S. government may carry greater weight
with the borrower/grantee than would someone from AID or
another U.S. agency. 1In some cases, the AID sponsor of the
evaluation may feel constrained by its official character
and its future relations with the counterpart organization,
and may prefer using an independent consultant who can more
freely prepare a frank and candid report. External
evaluators can bring fresh perspectives and insights as well
as specialized knowledge. They lend the appearance of
greater objectivity to an evaluation, an advantage that may
be important for instilling public confidence. A final
advantage of considerable importance is that external
evaluators can facilitate communication between the parties
involved in a project or a program,
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C RECOMMENDZD FORMAT FOR AN EVALUATION SCOPE OF WORK

Name of Country (USAID) or Office (AID/weshington)
Sponsoring the Evaluation

Title of Project or Frogram
(or Title of Proposed Evaluation Report)

EVALUATION SCOPE OF WORK

I. ACTIVITY (PROJECT/PROGRAM) TO BE EVALUATED:

Identify the activity that will be evaluated. For example, if
one or more A.I.D. assisted projects are to be evaluated, state
the project number, title, cost, life-of-project déates, and
most recent PACD for the project or projects to be examined.
Modify appropriately if the evaluation is to cover a program,
or only selected components of one or more projects.

II. PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION:

Specify the rleanning, programminc or implementztion reason for
the evaluation, and the specific agencies which are €xpecteé to
use the resvlts of the evaluation. Provide information on the
- following guestions: To what uses will the evaluative
:nformatinn.be put (e.g., upcoming decisions or longer-term
planning needs requiring this information)? When will the
information be needed to enable its practical use? Who are
going to be the immediate users of the findings and
recommendations? Are there other anticipated users?

Refer to appropriate project or program monitoring and
evaluetion (M&E) plan(s), or program documents such as CDSS or
Action Plan.

Indicate whether or not the evaluation was plannec¢ for in the
current Annual Evaluation Plan.

III. BACKGROUND:

The sponsoring Mission or office should outline in no more than
two pages a brief history to date of the activity to be
evaluated, and what is generally agreed upon by A.I.D. and the
borrower/grantee as the present status of the activity (i.e.,
what has happened, what the activity is achieving).

Include names of key organizations and individuals involved in
the activity (spell out acronyms of organizations).
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IvV. STATEMENT OF WORK:

State in explicit terms the gquestions that the users of the
evaluation need answers to, and state that the evaluators have
to focus their investigations on the gquestions, and are
expected to provide answers to the guestions. 1In formulating
the questions, keep in mind the anticipated use of the
information that will emerge. Remind yourself: Why do I need
this information? How will I use it when I have it?

State between five and ten primary gquestions (no more) and
indicate their priority. Expand on these essential guestions
by identifying subordinate guestions or issues. Questions
shouvld be based on, and go beyond, what is already known about
the status of the activity to be evaluated -- don't waste the
time of the evaluators in covering old ground (that is, leave
up to the evaluators the extent which they believe it may be
useful to examine earlier events and assumptions).

As appropriate, one of the gquestions may r:late to the adequacy
and utility of the existing M&E system, and to opportunties tc
improve data collection before a subsequent evaluation.
Otherwise, these matters may be covered in the reguired
appendix on methodology. ‘

State that the evaluators will be required to provide in a
final report the following:

-- their findings (i.e., the "evidence");

-- their conclusions (i.e., their interpretation of the
evidence and their best judgment based on this
interpretation);

-- their recommendations besed on their judgments
Require the evaluators to distinguish clearly between their

f£indings, their conclusions (that is, their interpretations &nd
judgments), and their recommendations.

A listing of specific, explicit questions, together with an
indication .of priorities, is crucial for getting a report that
tells the intended users what they need to know. A scope of
work that merely says: "The evaluation team shall address the
following subjects -~ matters, concerns, issues -- or the
extent to which a project has achieved its inputs, outputs,
purpose and goal" is likely to produce a rambling evaluation
report that fails to pinpoint the aspects of the project most
needing attention and to provide useful information.
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V. METHODS AND PROCEDURES:

This section of the scope of work should identify the design
and data collection methodolocies that will be used. This can
be clarified by the sponsorinc Mission or office by ottaining
the advice of an evaluation specialist familiar with bcth
current state of the art in evaluation and the practical
circumstances in which the evaluztigp will take place.
Otherwise, ensure that the evaluation ream itself includes an
evaluation specialist.

The methods and procedures must zlso take into account the
funds budgeted for the evaluation.

The design selected for the evaluation, the associated
procedures, and the cost, are based primarily on the guestions
asked by the users. The conceptualization, or research plan,
for an evaluation is likely to vary from case to case. 1In
A.I.D.'s experience, however, there are some practical matters
that can be taken care of through a scope of work, and still
allow for the flexibility that evaluators will need. These are:

~-- duration and time phasing of the evaluation (e.g.,
whether one or more team members, including an
evaluation specialist, should be available in advance
for preparatory work, or later to see the report
through its final drefuing; time for a team planning
meeting);

-- any reguirement for tear members to work a six-day week

-- national holidays, working hours, communications/
travel problems, geocraphic dispersion of project or
program sites, and lancuage problems that may affect
the team's activities; note availability of local
translators;

-~ availability and location of data that may be useful
in measuring changes or impacts in the area addressed
by the project or procram; list documents that team
members should receive and be familiar with before the
team begins its investication (provided by the Mission
or office);

-- review of relevant materials from CDIE;

-~ characteristics of the beneficiary population that may
affect interviewing procedures (e.g., gender, ethnic
group, homogeniety);

~-= an estimated division of time spent between research
and interviews in the U.S., in-country gapitql_city
interviews and document review, field site visits, and

analysis and report writing. Note any hardship or

rigorous conditions (health, climate, roughness of

travel, field site living conditions) that may affect

the selection of team members; - \
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-~ other administrative/logistical support to be provided
by the sponsoring Mission or office (if not otherwise
included in the PIO/T);

-~ state whether all or a portion of the scope of work is
appropriate for small 8 (a) minority and women owned
firm contract,

VI, COMPOSITION OF EVALUATION TEAM:

The composition of the evaluation team should flow from, rather
than determine, the statement of work. Too often, the AID
sponsor selects team members on the basis of gqualifications
related to the technical aspects of the project or program,
when  such individuals lack the skills needed to design and
carry out an evaluation. Especizlly for a major project or
brogram, an evaluation specialist should be included on the
team. When extensive field work in rural areas is envisioned,
or when economic issues are a focus, include such specialists
as development anthropologist, rural sociologist, development
economist or political economist. At all times, seek a multi-
disciplinary team, and one that includes an appropriate male/
female balance. 1Identify languace requirements, if any.

Indicate the team composition in terms of representation by the
host-country borrower/grantee, host countrv's externel
contractor, beneficiary groups, USAID, Bureau, U.S. external
contractor, U.S. implementing contractor. As a generzl rule:

-- The team for a final or ex-post evaluation should not
include the USAID staff, host country agency
personnel, members of the project design team, or
contracted U.S. organization technical team who are
directly managing and irplementing the project or
program. There are just too many potential conflicts
of interest. On the other hand, these people should
Le used as major sources of information, and as
sounding boards for the team's analysis. (U.S.
contractors implementinc projects are, of course,
encouraged to carry out their own self-evaluations,
but these do not substitute for an 2ID-sponsored
evaluation).

-- The team for an interim evaluation should preferably
include individuals directly involved, or at least
persons representing their interests. They can gain a
great deal from interaction with external evaluators
on the team during the evaluation process, and in turn
can help the latter understand the objective of the
project or program as cu :ly defined. The team can
work out among themselves _uterviewinyg procedures that
avoid the problem of the effects on interviewees of

the presence of oificial project staff.

77



Specify the skills, background and experience that the team
leacdar should have.

The shorter the duration of the evaluation, the more essential

it is to

have at least one team member who is familiar with the

country gnvironment and the sector of the project or program,
and who is experienced in working for AID or other development

agencies.

Describe

the team members' roles and responsibilities (e.q.,

"the team leader will be responsible for preparation the final

report",
analysis

VII.

etc.), especially if special kinds of technical
will be required.

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS:

1. Format of the report. State that the evaluation team

should pr
sections:

epare a written report containing the following

Basic Project Identification Data Sheet. (See outline

that follows);

Executive Summary. No more than three pages, single

spacea. (See outline trat follows);

Table of Contents;

Body of the Report. The report is to include a

description of the country context in which the
project or program was developed and carried out, and
provide the information (evidence and analysis) on
which the conclusions and recommendations are based.
It is advisable to specify the general length of the
body of the report (e.g., no more than 40 pages), and
allow the evaluators to include details in appendices
Oor annexes.

The report should end with a full s-atement of
conclusions and recommendations. Conclusions should

be short and succinct, with the topic identified by a
short subheading related to the questions posed in the
Statement of Work. Recommendations should correspond
to the conclusions; whenever possible, the
recommendations should specify who, or what agency,
should take the recommended actions;
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-- Appendices. These are to include at a minimum the
following:

(a) The evaluation Scope of Work:

(b) The pertinent Logical Framework(s), together
with a brief summary of the current status/attainment
of original or modified inputs and outputs (if these
are not already indicated in the becdy of the report

(c) List of acticns taken, anc¢ status of actions
not yet taken bkut still considered valid by the
evaluation team, based on the recommendations of an
earlier evaluation of the project(s) or program(s).

(d) A description of the methodology uced in the
evaluation (e.g., the research approach or design, the
types of indicators used to measure change of the
direction/trend of impacts, how external factors were
treated in the analysis). Evaluators may offer
methodological recommendations for future evaluations;:

(e) A bibliography of documents consulted.

Other appendices may include more details on special topics,
and a list of agencies consulted.

If the lission or office wants the evaluation team to 4 the
ebstract for the A.I.D. Evaluation Summary, this requir
must be includec in this section.

af
me
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2. Submissior 2f Report. The Scope of Work should specify
both what portion or version of the report (e.g., a preliminary
craft) will be presented to the sponsoring Mission or office
upon ccmpletion of the field portion of the evaluation, and
when the final draft will be submitted to the sponsor for
formal review. If a Mission intends to include other host
country or the AID/Washingtun Bureau in a review of a
preliminary draft, additional time will have to be butilt into
the Scope of Work to encompass this process. The Scope of Work
should state that the evaluation team leader will be
responsible for seeing the report through to a timely,
professional completion. 1If all or a portion of the evaluztion
report is to be translated by the evaluation team (i.e., under
their contract to the sponsor), specify those portions.

-t o

Submission of Data Sets ancd Documentation. If the
evaltation involves the production of a data set (i.e., a
series of systematic observations or measurements), the Scope
of Work should require tle evaluation team or the relevant
contractor to provide the AID sponsor with a fully documented,
reusable copy of that data set as a deliverable, with the
concurrence of host country shtould such concurrence be
necessary. Suggested wording for this requirement is contained

in the AID publication "Selecting Data Collection Methods and
Preparing Contractor Scopes of Work", August 1985 (PN-AAL.-057),
available from CDIE. 29 :
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4. Debriefing(s). Specify the timing and audience(s) for
debriefings by the evaluation team or team leader.

VIII. FUNDING:

Estimate the cost of the evaluation, and state how the cost
will be met (e.g., project funds, PD&S funds, other resources,
or some combination of these).

The following outlines for completing the Basic Project
Identification Data Sheet and the Executive Summary must be
attached to the Scope of work.
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BASIC PROJECT IDENTIFICATION DATA

(Outline)

l. Country:

2. Project Title:

3. Project: Number: (Grant and/or Loan?)

4. Project Dates:

a. First Project Agreement:
b. Final Obligation: FY-- (Planned/Actual?)
c. Project Assistance Completion Date (PACD):

5. Project Funding:

a. A.I.D. Bilateral Funding (Grant and/or Loan):
b. Other Major Donors:
Cc. Host Country Counterpart Funds:

TOTAL:

6. Mode of Implementation: (Eost Country or A.I.D. direct
Contract? 1Include name o:
contractor,)

7. Project Design: ' (Organizational names of those
involved in the design of the project,
i.e., the Government of Sri Lanka,
USAID/Colombo, and the Internationzal
Science and Tecnnology Institute
(ISTI)

8. Responsible Mission Officials: (For the full life of the

project.)

a. Mission Director(s):
b. Project Officer(s):
9. Previous Evaluation(s):
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LAECULIVE SUMMARY OUTLINE

The Executive Summary ‘s a two to three page, single-spaced
document containing a clear, concise summary of the most
critical elements of the report. It should be a self-contained
document that can stand alone from the report. The summery
should be written in such a way that individuals unfamiliar
with the project can understand the project's basic elements
and how the findings from the evaluation are related to it
without having to refer to any other document.

1. Name of mission or AID/W office initiating the
evaluation, follcwed by title and date of full evaluation

report.

2. Purpose of the activity or activities evaluated. What
constraints or opportunities does the activi“y address: what is
it trying to do about the constraints? Specify the problem,
then specify the solution and its relationship, if any, to
overall mission or office strategy. State the logframe purpose
and goal, if applicable.

3. Purpose of the evaluation angd methodoloygy used: Why (ang
if a single project or program evaluation, at what stage -
interim, final, ex post) was the evaluation undertaken?
Briefly describe the types and sources of evidence used to
assess effectiveness and impact.

4. Findings and conclusions: Discuss major findings and
interpretations related to the guestions in the Scope of Work.
Note any major assumptions about the activity that proved
invalid, including policy related factors. Cite progress since
any previous evaluation.

5. Recommendations for this activity and its offspring (in the
‘mission country or in the office program)., Specify the
pertinent conclusions for A.I.D. in design and management of
the activity, and for approval/disapproval and fundamental
changes in any follow-on activities. Note any recommendatiuns
from a previous evaluation that are still valid but were not
acted upon.

6. Lessons learned (for other activities and for A.I.D.
generally). This is an opportunity to give A.I.D. colleagues
advice about planning and implementation strategies, i.e., how
to tackle a similar development problem, key design factors ,
factors pertinent to management and to evaluation itself.
There may be no clear lessons. Don't stretch the findings by
pPresenting vague generalizations in an effort to suggest
broadly applicable lessons. If Items 4-5 above are succinctly
covered, the reader can derive pertinent lessons. On the other
hand, don't hold back clear lessons even when these may seem
trite or naive. &address:

e Project Desian Immlications. Findings/conclusions about
thiec &ctivity that bear on the design or management of other
similar activities and their assumptions.

e Broad action implications. Elements yhich suggest
action beyond the activity evaluated, and w@;ch need to be
considered in designing similar activities in other contexts
(e.g., policy recuirements, procedural matters, factors in the

-

country that were particularly %Snstraining or supportive),.
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D. AN EXAMPLE OF A SCOPE OF WORK

SUBJECT: Farming Systems Support Project (936-4099),
Evaluation of Farming Systems Development Project Eastern
Visayas (FSDP~EV) (492-0356)

SUMMARY: The farming systems support project (FSSP)

assistance is requested in (1) reviewing proposed
candidates for evaluation team, determining whether
individuals named will be available and suggesting
alternatives and (2) commenting on the overall
evaluation. Plan and if interested making a proposal
to implement it.

FSDP-EV project management has tentatively scheduled
the mid-project six-week evaluation, beginning March
1985.

Evaluation is expected to (A) identify changes in
project implementation that will improve impact of
project during remaining LOP (FYI while present PACD is
September 30, 1985, GOP has requested extension until
June 30,1987); and (B) make recommendations for
possible follow-on activity, with specific attention to
activities that will facilitate moving from the project
purpose to attainment of the goal of improving the
livelihood of small-scale, vain-fed farmers in selected
agroclimatic areas of the Eastern Visayas (Region
VIII). We expect evaluation to build upon results of
process evaluation done in late 1983 (see Ref B which,
in addition to reporting on the process evaluation,
gives basic information on the project).

Eight key evaluation questions have been identified:

(A) Adequacy of process by which information on target
beneficiaries and local situation is factored into
decisions on research priorities at the site
level.

(B) Extent to which mechanisms have been developed for
identifying: (1) the needs of the less
influential, less endowed smallholder farmers and
(2) a process to screen out lines of research or
actions which are unlikely to be useful to limited
resource farmers.
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(C)

(D)

(E)

(F)

(G)

(H)

(L)

Extent to which research and development process
continues to begin with "Research Station
Technology" as opposed to beginning with
indigenous and traditional technology.

Extent to which mechanisms are in place and being
utilized for making "up stream" research
responsive to the needs of limited resource
farmers.

Extent to which the research and development
process is dealing with the issue of tenancy/share
cropping.

Extent to which risk and uncertainty are
considered in assessing the potential benefits of
technologies.

Extent to which the research and development
agenda is part of an overall conceptual approach
to development and whether this conceptual
framework can accommodate updated empirical
information.

Adequacy of the farming systems approach as
presently being implemented for identifying
critical issues in the land use systems and the
suitability of this approach for identifying
management strategies for dealing with
variability.

Adequacy of existing links and administrative
arrangements between the Ministry of Agriculture
and Food (MAF) and the Visayas State College of
Agriculture (VISCA).

It is anticipated that these questions will be expanded
and refined over the next four to six weeks.

Project management would like to have a
multi-disciplinary six-person evaluation team composed

of:

economist, social scientist, livestock specialist,

resource ecologist, agronomist, and USAIC
representative.
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10.

Project management has identified the following
candidates for inclusion in the evaluation team (names
omitted):

(A) Agronomists =--

(B) Social Scientists ==

(C) Resource Ecologists --
(D) Livestock Specialists --
(E) Economists --

FYI: Both of the agronomists and social scientists are
Filipinos. Two are currently working with the rain-fed
resources development project and have relevant direct
experience with farming systems activities. Two others
are both associated with the University of the
Philippines at Los Banos and have excellent
international reputations in their respective fields.

Mission has proposed an IDI, with a strong background
in agricultural economics, as the USAID representative
on the team.

Farming Systems Support Project is asked to:
(A) Comment on the proposed team compcsition,

(B) Determine whether candidates proposed for the
position of resource ecologist, livestock
specialist and economist are available to
participate in the evaluation as scheduled,

(C) Suggest other candidates for all positions and
provide information on their qualifications and
availability.

FSSP is further invited to comment on the overall plan
for the evaluation and, based on the issues already
identified, to make a proposal for carrying out the
evaluation. A rough cost estimate should be included.

Copies of evaluation conducted by FSSP, such as ATIP,
should be provided.
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A. FOLLOW-UP AND FEEDBACK

An investment of time, money, and effort in evaluation
is worthwhile when the information is used to make a
decision or to take som2 action--that is, the information is
used. Uses normally include:

-steps to reaffirm, modify or terminate a specific
project or program; and

~deliberate efforts to gather and disseminate
information and apply to the planning of future
projects and programs.

Planning for follow-up should begin early in a project,
so that all the relevant parties (AID and counterpart) are
involved in both the evaluation and the subsequent use of
evaluation findings and recommendations. Project managers
and administrators should be able to expect that evaluations
will provide information that is helpful to them in their
own decisions and actions, and in advising their superiors.

To ensure that managers follow up on specific
recommendations of one or more evaluations, it is helpful to
keep a list of these recommendations as part of a management
information system, checking off the recommendations as they
are carried out.

In applying the information from past evaluations to
the planning and design of future projects, it is not enough
to identify "lessons learned." Designers should demonstrate
that they are actually applying the pertinent lessons, and
should show how the design of a new project has taken the
lessons into account.

Some general concepts regarding good follow—up and
feedback practices are presented below. To support the
feedback process, AID maintains a "memory" of past
experiences. This "memory" includes abstracts of evaluation
and audit reports, as well as copies (on microfiche) of the
full reports. 1In addition, AID prepares synthesis of AID
and other donor experience in selected areas (e.qg.,
irrigation, rural roads, education); these are listed in the
bibliography (in English) of AID's evaluation publications.

Designers of new projects and managers of on-going
projects can request a search of this experience by sending
an inquiry to:

PPC/CDIE/DI
Agency for International Development
Washington, DC 20523
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LESSONS NOT LEARNED
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FOLLOW-~UP

AID requires its overseas Missions to indicate the specific actions

they intend to take. in cooperation with their host country
counterparts, based on the findings and recommendations of an

evaluation. These *“follow-up®™ actions are stated on the first page

of the standard AID evaluation summary form. and require
endorsements by the BRID Mission Director.

Some Missions have established a "management information system® to
help them monitor the extent to which the actions are being carried

out or completed.

An example of one Mission's system is enclosed. 1In the exZmple,
the Misgsion lists {in shorthand form all the actions and puts this
information into a computer. Once a month, the Migsion Evaluation
Officer discusses the status of each action to indicate which
actions have been taken, which are still outstanding, and any
problems that are handicapping or preventing steps to implement an
action.

A similar system could also be set up manually, or on a word
processor. One advantaqe of having this information on a computer
ie that it would be possible to pull out all the actions in a
specific sector (e.q.., aqricultural research) or pertaining to a
counterpart orqanization (e.q., Ministry of Aqriculture)., as well
as by the AID project number (the AID project number has no
management significance for counterparts). This can facilitate
mutual discussion about desirable actions, or help consolidate
related actions.
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REDESIGN PROJECT TO FACILITATE EVALUATION

DIVISION: AGR
CFFICE: a
IAST NEXT OOMPL. DATE
PROJRCT EVAL. EVAL. CF EVALUATION
NUMBER PROJECT NAME DATE DATE EVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS RECCMMENDATTONS
0027 G RICE RESEARCH AND TRAINING °5/Q01 NA PROMOTE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF NRI 02/01/86
EITHER NARRCA SCOPE (R ELIMINATE MECHA-
NIZATION OOMPONENT 01/01/85
EXTEND TA CONTRACT FCR BQUIPMENT INSTLLTW. 04/01/85
IMPROVE COCRDINATION WITH OTHER PROJECTS 10/01/85
EXPAND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES WITH EMPHASIS
QN BIAST 02/01/86
POLICY DIALGGUE ON RICE PRICING AND
INPUT SUPPLY 30/00/00
0031 G  AGRICULTURAL MECHNIZATION 85/ 00/00 FOCUS ON DEVELOPING MANAGFEMENT STRUCTURE  03/00/85
IAND IMPROVEMENT SUBPROIRCT SHOULD FOCUS
ON SOIL ANALYSIS £3/00/85
SIMPLIFY LOAN PROCEDURES & OONSIDER
EXPANDED CREDIT ACTIVITIES 03/00/85
0041 G  AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT SYS 81/Q2 00/00 PENDING 00,/00/00
0064 G  AQUACULTURE DEVELOPMENT 00/00 85/Q1 PENDING 00/00/00
0070 G MAJOR CEREALS IMPROVEMENT 84/Q02 85/Q3 INSTITUTIONALIZE INTEGRATION OF RESFARCH
EXTENSION WORK 06/00/85
IMPROVE STATISTICAL ANALYSIS/ESTARLISH
DATA BASE 06/00/85
EMPHASIZE IMPROVED MANAGEMENT SKILLS IN
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 06/00/85
QOMPLETE CONSTRUCTION &S SOON AS POSSIBLE 07/00/84
QOMPLETE SEED PROCESSING/PROD & STRENGTHEN
SEED PROD/DISTRIBUTION 00/00/90
0079 G SMALL FARMER PRODUCTION 83/Q3 86/Q2 CONDUCT SHCOND SURVEY TO MFASURE IMPACT 12/31/83

09/30/83
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06

G

ARICULTURAL MANAGEMENT DEVEL 84/Q2 00/00

EXPAND CAPACITY OF CAMD TO MEET 2G SECTOR
MGT TRAINING NEEDS

IMPROVE FOLLOW-UP SYSTEM FGR TRAINEES
COMPLETING BASIC COURSE

IMPROVE ABILITY OF R&E TO FUNCTION UNDER
CAMD's MGT TKNG OUURSE

FOCUS TA EFFORTS ON DEVELOPMENT COF
OCURSE~STAFF NEEDS, TASKS

DEVELOP FINCTICNAL STATFMENTS FOR EACH OF
CAMD's FIVE WNITS

INCLUDE EXAMPLES OF COMMCN MGT & CRG'L
ISSUES IN CAMD QOURSE

CETERMINE CAMD VIDEO & VIDEO FRODCTN.
NEEDS (EQUIP & STAFF)

07/00/84
05/00/84
05/00/84
09/00/84
05/00/84
06/00/84
06/00/85



"I left undone those things which I ought to have done hecause | lost my list of things 1o do."

MONITOR APPROVED ACTIONS BASED ON AN EVALUATION UNTIL ALL

ACTIONS HAVE BEEN EITHER TAKEN OR SPECIFICALLY RESOLVED!!



B. FEEDBACK PRACTICES

The following practices relating to the feedback of
evaluation findings have been found helpful and are
recommended for wider adoption as appropriate. Not all of
them will be applicable in all circumstances, or to all
types of evaluation findings (e.g., the main feedback for
ongoing evaluation will generally be to the prciect itself
rather than more widely) or to all kinds of donor agencies
and to all recipients. However, they are based on a wealth
of hard-earned experience and, if conscientiously applied,
could help bring about a real improvement in feedback which,
after all, is the main purpose of all evaluation activity.

1. MECHANISMS FOR EFFECTIVE FEEDBACK

People are more likely to respond to evaluation
findings if there is a personal encounter between evaluators
and the people they feel should take account of the findings
than if evaluation documents are merely distributed "cold".
(More formal and impersonal methods of dissemination of
results are also necessary, however, as a complement to
personal encounter.)

Evaluation findings from past projects are more
likely to be acted upon if they are fed into the "working
up" of new projects at the earliest possible stage, i.e., at
project selection or formulation.

Evaluation findings from ongoing projects are more
likely to have an impact on those projects the more speedily
the findings are fed to the project managemrent.

Evaluation findings are less likely to be overlooked if
formal provision is made, when new projects are being
prepared for funding, for an assurance to be given that
relevant evaluation findings have been taken into account.
(Formal procedures in themselves may not be enough, what is
needed is that evaluation findings are genuinely applied
to project planning.)

Evaluation findings and lessons learned are more likely
to be used if program review and approval procedures require
a systematic and formal consideration of evaluation
findings, lessons, and experience. A demonstrated
commitment to the use of evaluation resources by total
senior management is central to the institutionalization of
the feedback process.
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The critical importance of a system for distributing
and marketing the lessons from experience to development
practitioners needs to be recognized. Resource support for
dissemination, both human and financial, is essential and
needs to operate in .andem with substantive efforts to
distill lessons learned.

Evaluations are more likely to have effective impact if
the findings are made available to decision makers in time
to affact decision making, and in a form of a quality that
makes them relevant to current issues.

2. AUDIENCES FOR FEEDBACK

Good evaluation feedback processes for ongoing and
completed activities suggest that findings be disseminated
widely and shared with host countries and other donors and
not be treated as restricted documents for internal use by a
donor agency. If parts of a report must be subject to
limited circulation, it is better that these be handled
separately rather than withholding the whole report from
broad dissemination.

Evaluation findings are more likely to be widely used
if host country participation in evaluations and in framing
recommendations is an integral part of the evaluation
process. A sense of ownership and mutual understanding
through host country participation in the intellectual
proces-es of evaluation, and a stake in successful project
outcomes, are key to creating an environment which
facilitates learning from experience.

Evaluations are more likely to have an impact on policy
if they are submitted regularly to a committee of senior
policymakers.

Evaluation activity is more likely to be effective if
the selection of projects or topics for evaluation is based
on the perceived needs and concerns of AID administrators
and recipients. (But this need not rule out continuing to
make some provision for more general evalration work not
geared to preselected issues, whilst most ongoing evaluation
activity will continue to be linked to management and
monitoring systems.)
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Training of donor and host country agency staff in the
acquisition and application of lessons from experience helps
build a constituency for using experience integrally in the
planning and implementation of programs and projects and
removes the undesirable element of “"mystique" about
evaluation.

Evaluations can be more effective in helping to improve
the efficiency of development activities if full use is made
of them for staff training within development agencies and
within the developing countries.

3. NATURE OF EVALUATION FINDINGS

Feedback is more likely to be effective if evaluation
findings have direct operational relevance to some or all
parts of the programming process, i.e., from developing a
country programming strategy, through guiding choices among
project selection alternatives, to project identification,
design/appraisal, implementation, and measuring progress
towards goals.

Evaluation findings are more likely to be utilized by
senior management if they are (1) as broad in coverage and
issue-oriented as possible (e.qg., evaluation syntheses by
sectors of issues are more useful for policy purposes than
one-off project evaluations); (2) presented in readily
accessible form (automated systems of information storage
and retrieval are of growing importance); and (3) written in
a succinct and an easily understandable way.

Evaluation findings are more likely to bring about an
improvement in the quality of project preparation and
appraisal work if they are used as a feed-in to project
appraisal and sector planning manuals.

There is more likely to be "instant feedback" into the
project if evaluators work in harness with developing
country staff and make a practice of sharing their main
findings with the recipient's authorities before they leave
the country.

A potentially valuable form of feedback is for

evaluation findings to be considered as part of regular aid
program discussions with recipient governments.
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4. MONITORING ACTION ON FEEDBACK

To make optimal use of feedback from evaluation efforts
(findings and lessons learned), a system for follow-up on the
implementation of critical evaluation recommendations is
essential. Recommendations made as the result of evaluations
are not always documented.

Evaluation teams, as part of their scope of work, should be
instructed to address actions taken on previous evaluation
recommendations in a separate-section of their report.

D. EXAMPLE OF FEEDBACK Il PROJECT DESIGN

In 1983, AID contributed to a large irrigation project
in Pakistan, the Irrigation Systems Management (ISM)
Project, which included a Command Water Management (CWM)
program. The designers of the project drew on an evaluation
of the impact of an earlier AID-supported project in
Pakistan, the On Farm Water Management (OFWM) project, as
well as on the findings of a World Bank study and an AID
conference and report on world-wide exoerience in
irrigation.

The following exerpt is taken from the Project Paper,
which cited lessons learned and how these lessons were taken
into account by the designers.
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1. LESSONS LEARNED FROM OFWM

a. Design Flexibility

"The designs for projects--particularly pilot projects--
which are to b: implemented in a variety of physical and
cultural settings; need to allow greater flexibility to adapt to
lccal conditions than did the OFWM project. As already noted,
permitting flexibility in terms of financial participation would
Fave permitted adaptation to the growing popularity of the OFWM
project, once it caught on, permitting better use of funds
@available. Greater design flexibility would have permitted
better adaptation to local needs, such as the need in Sind for
more watercourse lining or the need in NWFP for different
channel design--perhaps funded through sliding-scale cost
sharing arrangements,"

The CWM Program aliows for control of designs by
Sub-Project Management Offices, whose location in the
sub-project areas and close coordination with farmers will
ensure that designs are appropriate tc local conditions.

b. Watercourse Maintenance and Farmer Cooperation

"Watercourse maintenance is critical to sustained benefit
from watercourse improvement. Such maintenance, particularly in
a cultural setting where community cooperation is not the
tradition, is highly dependent on building a formal structure
for local cooperation and collective labor. However, promotion
of voluntary cooperation--perhaps through extension agents or
through media outreach programs to educate farmers as to its
benefits--seems a more promising route than externally imposed
legal sanctions to conform, although such cooperation is likely
to be more difficult to achieve in villages with pronounced
rivalry."

This concept of voluntary farmer cooperation is key to
CWM's development of Water Users Associations, and is the
foundation for other cocperative undertakings which CWM will
promote.

c. Land Ownership

"Land ownership patterns have a profound impact on the
benefits of irrigation improvement schemes such as the OFWM
project. Where water is controlled by a landlord, the poorest
tenants--precisely those whom such efforts are intended to
benefit most~-may see little or no gain from increased water
supply. Similarly, size of land holding largely determines the
ability, or at least the willingness, of a farmer to take
advantage of PLL (precision land leveling); participants are
often only those with sufficient land to permit a portion to
lie fallow after leveling and those with their own implements
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(to cut the cost and thus the perceived risk). Future projects
need to give more thought to ways of reaching the small farmer
under such conditions."

The CWM design reflects GOP/PID/IBRD concerns about the
equity impact of attempts to increase production. Land
ownership often affects the distribution of benefits under OFWM.
Thus, the CWM Program's monitoring and evaluation activities
will give specific attention to small farmer and tenants as they
are affected by CWM. (See Section V.C., Social Soundness
Analysis.) The monitoring and evaluation effort will also
document lessons learned during the life of the CWM Program to
assist the anticipated future replication of the CWM approach in
other common areas of Pakistan.

d. Excension

"Extension services are essential to the full achievement
of on-farm water management, since they deal with effi.ient
water usage and better cropping practices once water supply is
improved. However, when the extension function in hooked up
with cn-farm water managemernt, overlapping with an existing
extension service is a risk; in these instances, more thought
must be given to integration than was the case in this project.
Furthermore, training farmers to change age-old cropping and
irrigating practices may be much more difficult than
reconstructing a watercourse, and require more specialized
training than that possessed by most agricultural graduates;
much more attention must be paid to the training of extension
agents than has so far taken place in Pakistan."

This recommendation is reflected in the design of CWM,
which emphasizes SMO and extension staff training and includes a
technical assistance component which will help develop and
support new and existing institutions at the command level to
ensure that provision of water is linked to appropriate
agricultural inputs and advice supplied at proper times during
the farming year.

e. Baseline Data

"To the extent that the success and replication of a pilot
project relies on the establishment of quantitative data on
project impact--although replication of the OFWM project seems
not to have depended on such data--it is essential that baseline
data be collected. The recently initiated efforts of Pakistan's
Water and Power Development Authority need to be accorded high
priority in order to provide better information on the impacts
of the expanded follow-on proje : now underway. It will be
helpful to have more post-improvement measurements of water
losses in the watercourses."
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The WAPDA feasibility study, which was completed in 1983,
forms the basis for CWM activities in the sub-project areas.
That study will be supplemented by more detailed baseline data
collection, and impact studies will be undertaken as part of the
program's monitoring and evaluation activities.

f. Institutional Focus

"Greater attention should have been paid to developing
awareness of, and commitment to, on-farm water management on the
part of local government and elected bodies in the
implementation of the project.”

OFWM Directorates at the Provincial level and WUA's work
closely with local councils, and CWM will build on this existing
framework to promote the involvement and participation of local
government officials and rural leaders in the CWM Program.

g. Importance of Farmer Participation

"Pakistani farmers have demonstrated a willingness to
respond to projects when they readily perceive potential
benefits. 1In the OFWM project, farmers responded to direct
benefits by contributing about 50 percent of the costs of
watercourse improvement and maintenarce. Private investment in
tubewells is another indicator: in spite of inadequate and
unreliable power supplies and import restrictions on small
diesel engines, an estimated 165,000 private tubewells have been
installed."

The CWM Program will build on the demonstrated willingness
of farmers to participate, by promoting the development of Water
Users Associations (WUA's) that will channel individual
participation into more forceful and organized group initiatives
in watercourse 0&M, agricultural input purchases, agricultural
credit acquisition, and other water management activities.

2. LESSONS LEARNED FROM OTHER COUNTRIES

A World Bank-commissioned study of the management and
organization of irr%gation projects in Indonesia, India,
Pakistan and Taiwan“ provides many recommendations that have
been taken into account in the CWM design. The study stresses
the importance of baseline surveys, containing physical,
technical, economic and social data. This should be followed by
a performance evaluation, measuring productivity, equity,
environmental stability, cost and cost recovery. Equally
important is an evaluation of the quality of planning, design
and construction and an analysis of project organization and
management, to include organizational structure, at national and
provincial levels, and the scope, limitations and performance of
government agencies. The study details the role of agricultural
extension and the farmer's role in management.

2 Comparative Study of the Management and Organization of
Irrigation Projects, A.F. Bottrall, World Bank Research Project
No. 671/34, August, 1979.
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The first AID-sponsored worldwide conference on irrigation
was held in May 1983. The conference, reported on in AID
Program Evaluation Report No. 8§, was based on the results of
impact evaluations of AID-assisted irrigation projects in the
Philippines (2 projects), Korea, Indonesia, Sudan, Pakistan,
Egypt, Bangladesh, Afghanistan, Peru and Somalia. The following
recommendations of the conference are reflected in the design of
the CWM Program.

a. Increase emphasis on training and community
mobilization both for diaynosis of rehabilitation
needs and for operations and main‘enance.

b. Build on existing water users associations where
appropriate rather than create new forms. At the
intermediate level between farmer organizations and
state bureaucracies, project design should explicitly
include a strategy for: (i) institutional linkages:
and, (ii) problem identification and resolution at
the national level. AID should collaborate with
government institutions to develop strategies for
irrigation data collection and analysis at all levels.
Project design should include methods to recognize and
react to changes in an interdisciplinary, incremental
and integrated manner.

The conclusions and recommendations of the July 1984
FAO/AID Conference on Farmer Participation in
Irrigation Management, which were based on seven Asian
Case-studies, are reflected in the CWM approach to
farmer participation:

a) Development, improvement and operation of
irrigation systems are generally most effective
when farmers have the opportunity to participate
effectively in the process from the initial
stages. "Participation" here implies playing a
significant role in decision making. FEffective
sustained participation generally requires
planned interventions to assist farmers to evolve
appropriate forms of organizations. -

b) Enhanced farmer participation has significant
technical, economic and social benefits. These
benefits comprise items important to farmers
including landless farmers, and include:

(i) increased agricultural production;
(ii) improved irrigation system designs;

3 "Irrigation and AID's Experience: A Consideration Based on
Evaluations." AID Program Evaluation Report No. 8,
AID/Washington, August, 1983,
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c)

d)

e)

(iii) reduced levels of farmer/government officer
conflict; and

(iv) increased mobilization of local skill,
labor, materials and money, reducing
government capital an recurrent cost
obligations; and,

(v) more equitable water distribution.

Farmer participation is most likely to be useful
and effective where:

(1) rehabilitation or 1mprovement of existing
irrigation systems is needed;:

(ii) new system construction is contemplated
where a farming community is already in
place;

(iii) problems of poor management and inequitable
water distribution are more promlnent at

lower levels than at the main system
levels; and

(iv) group action by farmers is necessary to
secure a water supply by new construction
efforts or by participation in higher
levels of decision making.

Successful efforts to develop sustained farmer
participation in irrigation system planning,
construction, operation and maintenance have
important common elements such as:

(1) the use of specially trained committed

people from outside the local community as
"catalysts" in the organizing process.
Initially, these catalysts operate outside
the traditional civil service hierarchy;

(ii) high-level government commitment to the
principle of increased farmer
participation;

(iii) the perception by farmers of the value of
the assistance from the government, and of
the fact that they are likely to receive
substantial benefits from the program;

(iv) a strategy of development in stages with
experience gained during early stages used
to modify and shape subsequential efforts;
and,

(v) close integration of technical and
institutional development activities.

Donor support should be provided within the
overall framework of promotlng an approach to
irrigation development in which technical,
social, economic and institutional factors are
optimally integrated.
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Areas specifically mentioned for donor support to
national programs are:

(1)

(ii)

(iii)

development of methodclogies for farmers'
mobilization and organiczztion, training of
the various target groups, and monitoring
and evaluation, particularly through
assistance to experimental and pilot
projects (as elements of a learning
process), training programs, development of
training materials, and action research;
dissemination of information and transfer of
experience gained in countries having
successful participation programs,
particularly through study tours, seminars,
workshops and consultancies; and

promotion of effective cooperation among the
national agencies involved (such as
departments of agriculture and irrigation)
and among researchers and practitioners in
various disciplines dealing with irrigation
development.
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I. COLLECTING EVALUATION DATA



MANAGER’S GUIDE TO DATA COLLECTiON

Prepared for the Agency for International Development

by PRACTICAL CONCEPTS INCORPORATED

Project Director and Principal Author

Molly Hageboeck

(November 1979)

Contributing Authors: Glynn Cochrane, Lawrence Cooley and
Gerald Hursh-Cesar

Editorial and Research Staff: William Wheatley (Senior Editor),
Leon J. Rosenberg, Lawrence Posner, Roger Popper, Marcus Ingle,
Jane Hersee, Michael Dalmat, Noel Berge and Els Van Wingerden

The views and interpretations in this publication are those of
the authors and should not be attributed to the Agency for
International Development.



PREFACE

The Manager's Guide to Data Collection becomes available at a
critical time in the evolution of A.I.D.'s program evaluation
system. The Administrator's decision to assign a high priority
to socio-economic impact assessments, sectoral and cross-
sectoral evaluations and other policy-oriented studies, is
ultimately a challenge to our ability to measure directly the
effects of development assistance on the social and economic
well-being of the poor.

Managers are responsible for the design, management and evalua-
tion of development assistance programs and projects, yet they
usually do not have the capability themselves to collect the
data critically needed to support those management functions.
As managers turn to experts for data collection services, they
are confronted with the classical problem of how effectively

to use expertise without becoming its captive.

There are three parties concerned with data collection:

-- the data collectors/enumerators who ideally should
know the language and socio-cultural characteristics
of the target aroup;

-- the evaluation/census/survey research experts who
design the study and specify the data collection pro-
cedures;

-~ program and project managers who need data as a basis
for decisions on design and implementation issues and
for evaluative judgments.

This Guide is intended to assist this last group to define
and direct the efforts of the other two parties and to Jjudae
their products. It attempts to tell the manager what can and

cannot be done adequately under certain conditions, at reasonable

cost and within a reasonable time. It also tries to help the
manager differentiate between credible and suspect data. Those
who have an experienced knowledge of statistics and survey
techniques will be thoroughly familiar with the concepts in
this Guide.
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INTRODUCTION

OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE OF THE GUIDE

The collection and analysis of data requires both time and
resources. Well planned and managed studies can provide infor-

mation on a timely, cost-effective basis. Poorly designed
studies can consume both time and money without providing useful
information. Guiding a data collection process for a specific

program or project requires an understanding of what information
is needed and what research methods are most appropriate for
collecting and analyzing it.

The Manager's Guide to Data Collection has been developed with
the project manager in mind. Tts purpose is to provide AID and
host government personnel with a basis for planning and monitor-
ing studies that yield information in a timely manner and at
reasonable cost. The "manager" for whom the Guide is intended
may be an AID project manager or project design.officer, a host
country official in charge of a specific development project, or
a contractor or grantee involved in the implementation of an
AID-assisted project.

The Guide is concerned almost exclusively with project informa-
tion. Our objective is to improve the manager's ability to
undertake data gathering efforts in developing nations. Man-
agers will not necessarily be involved in the day-to-day conduct
of such studies. But they should be active participants in
decisionmaking about:

¢ What should be studied.
@ How it should be studied.
¢ How the findings should be analyzed.

o What uses are made of information.

vi



Because this Guide is written for non-specialists, its treatment
of data collection is quite basic. For some readers, it may be
too elementary. Nonetheless, we prefer to err with simple
explanation in favor of those untrained in empirical field
studies. The Guide does not attempt to convert managers into
mathematical statisticians or anthropologists. Rather, it tries
to give managers some of the basic tools they need for control-
ling the process by which data are obtained.

The Guide is divided into three parts, each of which contains
two chapters. Part One focuses on the manager's role in data
collection efforts. Its chapters address the question of how
to determine, very specifically, what information is needed to
make decisions and how to go about managing a process that will
provide you with this information.

Part Two is concerned with the strategic choices that must be
made in designing a field data collection effort. The factors
that affect the quality of information in these studies and the
basic approaches used in carrying out field data collection are
central topics.

Part Three addresses the specific techniques and procedures that
can be used to gather information 1n the field study situation.
Procedures for selecting the specific study units from which
data will be collected are addressed along with tactical deci-
sions about the best wcy to secure data from them.

This Guide exists, in part, because countless others have made
the effort to document their knowledge and experiences in books
and reports that deal with the various topics covered in the
Guide. The bibliography that appears following Part Three
provides a selected listing of reference material you may want
to consult when a more detajled treatment of some topic would be
useful,
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CHAPTER ONE

THE MANAGER'S ROLE

As designers and managers of development projects, we often need
to acquire information that will help us to plan, monitor or
evaluate our projects. This chapter reviews our role in data
collection and analysis efforts that are undertaken to support
project level decisionmaking. The mechanics of this role are
considered in this and the following chapter. Four distinct
aspects of the manager's role in such efforts are examined,
including:

¢ The responsibility for identifying why information is
needed, when it must be available, and what data must be
gyathered and analyzed to meet management's information
needs.

¢ The responsibility for deciding on an appropriate level
of investment in information gathering, including an
assessment of the cost, money, time and quality of
information trade-offs.

¢ The need to identify, on a tentative basis, the best
general approach for securing the information that is
needed, i.e., specification of the appropriate balance
between reexamination of existing, readily accessible
data and new field data collection.

@ The responsibility for managing the process by which
data is secured and analyzed to address management's
information needs.

The first three of these are examined in this chapter. The
following chapter addresses the task of managing data collection
and analysis activities.
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A. THE SPECIFICATION OF INFORMATION NEEDS

For AID designers ard managers, information requirements are
closely related to a predictable cycle of development assistance
activities. This cycle begins with efforts to define problems
and a project approach, and nermally ends in an effort to
evaluate our success in achieving project objectives.

Planning, monitoring and evaluation information are closely
related. Sometimes we appear not to understand this, e.g.,
in our initial data collection effort we gather only design data
and not the baseline information that will be needed for evalua-
tion. When we ignore the interrelationships, we lose the
opportunity to develop an efficient data collection and analysis
plan that will serve us at all project stages. The key thing to
remember is that we can anticipate many of our impartant deci-
sions and institute a process that brings together the pertinent
information on a timely basis.

At any stage in the project cycle there is & range of decisions
that can be made, e.g., to fund a project, to terminate or
expand efforts in a specific sector, to replicate a pilot effort
on a national scale, etc. There also tend to be a set of ac-
tions that cannot be taken. For example, AID cannot decide for
a host organization what projects will be given priority. Nor
can AID managers decide fcr a farmer what he will plant next
season. Being clear about what actions can and cannot be taken
helps us focus on what information we really need for decision-
making. Some of the questions and issues that might lead us to
need specific types of information are suggested below:

9 Is lack of transportation a constraint on development in
this region?

@ Which of two approaches for improving diet should we try
in this project area?

¢ This project is not having its planned effects; should
we modify our approach or terminate the project?

¢ What final actions must be taken before we turn this
project over to the host government for long-term
operation?

@ This project worked well; shall we replicate it in
another area?

Information that addresses these questions will not be available
unless we collect and analyze relevant data.

Some project decisions can be identified in advance; others

cannot. When the need for a decision arises gquickly and unex-
pectedly we may find it necessary to proceed based on the
information we currently have available. We do not have the

luxury of slowly gathering together relevant information as is




the case when we know about an upcoming decision six, twelve or

eighteen months in advance. If we want to make informed deci-
sions in either situation, we need to have good basic project
information available at all times. In most projects, we will

be able to make informed decisions in a "crisis" if we have been
conscientious about securing the information required to make
other decisions -- the ones we can anticipate.

When we identify one or several decisions we expect to make, we
begin to specify the information we will need. 1In practice
we tend to proceed by asking ourselves and others a series of
questions, e.g., What will it cost? Who will benefit? Can
labor-intensive approaches be used? Is it feasible? I[s arogress
being made? The information we need is often a set of answers.

When we first formulate our questons, we often state them in
very general terms. While this may seem adequate, it usually
turns out thet our questions are noi answerable until we refine
them and become specific about the concepts and terms we are
using. For example, the question: Who are the poor? sounds
reasorable until we try to define how we wiil answer it. At
that point both "who" and "poor" may require further clarifica-

tion. In one context an appropriate answer concerning "who"
might involve classification by occunation. In another, we
might need to answer the question in terms of Age, ethnic group,
caste, or any number of other possible classifications. "Poor"
in one situation might mean "those earning less than $100 per
year." In another context it might be that the term "poor" is a
euphemism for malnourishment, the unemployed or for those w+o
live outside the money economy. Figure 1-1 illustrates the

different ways in which we use familiar terms.

WHO are the POOR?

e Men/women ¢ Those above or below
$100 income per year
¢ Older than 30/younger

than 30 ¢ Those with primary
education/not ha.ing
¢ Those living within ten access to or taking
km. of the town hall/living advantage of primary
beyond ten km. of the town education
hall
® Those within ten km. of
¢ Migrants/residents a heelth clinic/beyond
ten km.

¢ Agricultural workers/
industrial workers ¢ Those having spendable
cash/having only goods
and services to barter
Figure 1-1: Terms have different meanings
in different contexts.




Qur questions, once this type of refinement is made, become
answerable in exactly the way we intend they be answered. If we
fail to define our terms clearly, and we ask others to provide
us with answers, the answers we receive may surprise us. They
may not in fact answer the questions we thought we asked.
Rather, they may respond to the meaning the data collector
attached to our words. In most situations where we find our-
selves dissatisfied with the results of a data collection and
analysis effort, the problem can be traced to a failure to
define completely the study questions and the type or form of
answer we want.

Once our terms are adequately specified, our questions can be
written at a level of detail that allows us to assess what will
be required to secure answers. Questions can be answered
at different levels of precision, depth, and with different
potential for generalizing the answers to a larger population.
Decisions concerning what constitutes an appropriate answer
Tor a specific question are among the most important the man-
ager makes in forming and directing a study. They are also
the decisions that most directly influence a study's duration
and cost.

A clear formulation of the questions, and types of answers we
need helps narrow the scope and limit the cost and time required
to complete a study. Such clarifications tell us whether the
main concerns are economic, social or technical. They also help
us understand whether ihe subject of study is people and their
behavior or the objects and systems that result from this
behavior.

One nearly foolproof way to ensure that our questions have been
adequately clarified is to take a piece of paper and write out
an answer to «ach question which, while fictitious, would be
acceptable to us in terms of detail, format, etc. When we do
this we may find ourselves drawing graphs, maps, takles with
subdivisions that give us information on different subgroups of
the population we want to examine, etc.

When we undertake this exercise we are, in effect, formulating
an analysis plan -- a plan for turning many small pieces of data
into information that will be meaningful for the decisionmaking
proceass. In most cases the answer we need will be more than a
simple "yes" or "no."™ On the other hand, it does not recessar-
ily take a lot of data to answer our questions. Too often
studies are approached with the idea that "first we wiil get the
data, and then we'll consider how to process and analyze it."
Thus, we often collect more data than we need, perhaps more than
we will ever use. We may find that data collected in this way
is not easily or cost-effectively processed and analyzed.
Further, we may actually fail to collect some important and
pertinent information if the analysis plan is not well concei .d
in advance of data collection.




While not all AID and host managers have a great deal of expe-
rience in specifying their information needs clearly, it is
relatively easy to achieve a good working skill in this area.
Too often data collection specialists are called in to define a
study, or to design its details, when the preliminary thinking

about information needs and uses has not been completed. Only
when we know what we want from a study can specialists proceed
efficiently. The best researchers know this and will not

proceed until management information needs and uses have been
fully defined.

B. INVESTING IN INFORMATION

Much unnecessary effort would be saved if we sought data only
where its role in generating decisionmaking information was
clearly understood. This orientation, coupled with an emphasis
on cost-effectiveness and optimum information, could lead to
more focused, useful studies. When we are considering gathering
data we should always ask:

e What is the value of having this information and is it
equal to or greater than the cost of getting the infor-
mation?

¢ What is the value of the information compared to some
other product or service we consider important, i.e.,
what are the opportunity costs of our resources?

® What value would be added if we spent more (say 25%) to
improve the quality and representativeness of study
data?

When we view data collection efforts in this light we tend to
consider our options in terms of data quality, timeliness and
cost more realistically. This perspective also helps us to
identify the most efficient approaches for securing the infor-
mation we need.

In many situations we can keep the costs of securing information
down to a reasonable level by trying to ensure that:

® Where possible, existing irformation is used to answer
our questions. There is no reason to duplicate the data
collection efforts of others if they have been under-
taken with care, are recent, etc.

® Extraneous objectives and questions are eliminated from
plans we make for collecting new data.

e Those we seek to help us secure data are experienced,
properly trained, familiar with the difficulties of
overseas work, aware of our data requirements and our
cost constraints.




Time, cost and data quality are interdependent in field studies.
We need to be prepared to examine the trade-offs in an informa-
tion gathering effort. A trade-off involves getting more of one
thing by giving up part or all of something else. We understand
that there are trade-offs when it comes to choosing among
alternative project approaches. We have the same opportunity in
most data collection efforts. Our trade-offs here tend to
involve time, cost and quality.

Time and money are almost always to some degree interchangeable.
When we must have the resuilts of a study quickly, data collec-
tion and processing time can often be reduced by increasing the
number of individuals who work on the study. Normally, however,
there is some minimum amount of time required for data collec-
tion and analysis (or for the review and reanalysis of existing
data). Increasing manpower will not help us reduce the time
required below that minimum.

The time and cost vary with specific qualitative characteristics
of the data we seek (as discussed in Chapter Three):

@ Time and cost both go up as we increase the number of
study questions. But when those questions cross-check
each other, our confidence in the answers also goes up.

o Time and money must be spent if a study is to provide
valid information at the right level of precision:

-- Money and time spent on ensuring study validity can
provide savings through high quality data and reduce
our risk of having to redo portions of a study
effort.

-- Precision is expensive. When we want very precise
answers our study costs may be high,

© Time and cost both go up as the size of the sample we
need increases. Sample size requirements vary with both
the number of population subgroups and other factors we
try to characterize, and with the degree of sampling
error we are willing to accept.

o Time and cost rise when a large number of individuals
must be corsulted in the early phases of a study con-
cerning their needs for information. (A few users who
do not know what they want can require just as much
attention as a large number that do.)

Unfortunately, there is no mathematical formula for equating the
cost of information with its value. Occasionally we respond by
acting as if the least expensive option were automatically best.
In reality it is sometimes better to forego data collection and
analysis rather than take short-cuts. For example, spending an




inadequate period of time clarifying our questions, and the type
of data we need, may appear to save money. In fact, our subse-
quent inability to utilize the results of a misquided study may
suggest that failing to plan properly led us to waste money.

We should be extremely careful in evaluating apparent shortcuts,
e.g., skipping the pretest of our instruments, informally
selecting respondents rather than formally sampling our study
population, providing fieldworkers with only minimal training,
reducing the fieldworker to fieldwork supervisor ratio, etc.
This is not to say that all short-cuts are to be avoided. Cer-
tainly some, such as precoding responses when we are able, save
money. What is suggested is that we proceed carefully and under-
stand fully the implications of the short-cuts we elect to take.

It would help us, as managers, if someone handed us a "price
list" that told us what we should expect in terms of the time
and resources required to gather information that is needed in
development projects. Unfortunately, this cannot be done at
present. While we can determine the total cost of past data
collection efforts, and the contractual or grant period over
which they were carried out, these data tell us very little.
AID, like many other organizations, does not presently require
researchers to report the type of detailed cost, time and
methodological information that would be needed to create an
illustrative "price list." More important, perhaps, is the fact
that anecdotal information suggests these factors can vary by
region of the world and sometimes for different parts of the
same country.

C. DETERMINING WHETHER A FIELD DATA COLLECTION EFFORT IS
REQUIRED

When we collect new information to support our decisionmaking
process, we normally do <o because we have already determined
that the information presently available in our files or in host
government offices is nol adequate or reliable enough to meet
our needs. We should not start field studies until after we
have searched for answers to our management questions in the
information already gathered for other purposes: in our own of-
fice, in the files of another country mission, or in Washington.

A systematic review of existing documentation should focus on
the country and project in question and on other programs in
other countries that may have "operational relevance." Project
and research reports that document basic socioeconomic informa-
tion on similar populations and development interventions
generally, should be included. Within AID, the Office of
Development Infurmation (DS/DIU) exists to assist managers in
undertaking such reviews. A systematic document review should
also include examination of materials available locally.




Not all the information that is useful for planning programs is
necessarily in project offices, files, or reports. Print
sources, including newspapers, magazines, textbooks, news-
letters, institutional records, client/patient files, legal

statutes, inter-agency directories, conference minutes,
speaches, production schedules and short stories, etc., may
contain pertinent information. Graphic and other audio-visual

sources of information such as computer tapes, maps, pictures,
satellite photographs, hydrogeological topo sheets, origin-
destination flow charts, tape recordings, movies, microfilm,
drawings, and machine data cards may also contain useful data.

The examination of existing data can yield a great deal of
information for project decisionmaking. However, we must take
some precactions in using existing data. We must attempt to
determine whether that information 1is reliable and accurate.
This is particularly important when there appears to be only a
single source for the data -- only one report or individual that
attests to its quality. Official statistics are often of this
type.

Two tests of single source data we can apply are those that
consider the authenticity of the information and its degree of
objectivity.

The first test addresses the question of reliability. It can be
viewed as an assessment of data authenticity. Is there any
independent verification, or means of verifying the data? Where
independent verification of the authenticity of single source
data has not been carried out, we should attempt to verify it
ourselves. Naturally this should only be done when the integ-
rity of the data is vital. Quantitative data coming from
questionnaire surveys should always be checked very carefully to
ensure that the information is dependable. There should always
be an indication of what methodology was employed to secure it,
including the personnel used, the representativeness of the
sample, the manner in which the investigators were regarded by
the people living in the area from which the sample was drawn,
etc.

The second test for single source information addresses the
guestion of accuracy; it is an assessment of the objectivity of
data. Where official information is collected and disseminated,
it is important to assess the underlying motivation. Why do
respondents give answers to personal questions? Why are certain
kinds of data collected and disseminated? Information should
only be relied on when the motivation underlying the donation of
information has been established. Only then can we interpret it
correctly in relation to conscious or unconscious biases it may
reflect.




In summary, we do not need to collect more data if the informa-
tion we need for making decisions is already available. One of
the most frequent errors we make is to ignore existing informa-
tion, either because of an unwillingness to dig for it or
because of our ignorance of the information gathering activities
and capabilities of host country institutions, our own organiza-
tions and of other technical assistance agencies.

No new data collection effort should be undertaken until at
least preliminary assessment of existing information resources
has been made. Once we make an initial determination of the
scope and quality of existing information, another issue arises.
The amount of time and resources we might decide to spend on
reanalyzing existing data must be weighed against the relative
cost-effectiveness of getting the same or better information
through new field work. It is not necessarily cheaper to locate
and reexamine old information than to generate new information.
In practice, virtually every project ends up using both types.

The uses of data, specific measurements to be taken, and the
precision and representativeness of the answers are factors that
affect the amount of time and other resources required to
collect new information or to reanalyze existing information.
In either case we are almost always in a better position to
define what is needed than are the research specialists who
carry out such efforts.

While we ourselves may never have collected or analyzed field
data, we must be prepared tn manage that process if we are to
obtain information on a timely basis. The management of data
collection efforts is the subject of Chapter Two.

.
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CHAPTER_TWO

MANAGING FIELD STUDIES AS PROJECTS

When we know that information is needed in order to make spe-
cific decisions and that field data collection (or the reexami-
nation of existing data) will be required, a separate activity
designed to provide information should be initiated. It is
useful, from a managerial point of view, to consider such data
collection efforts as "mini-projects" with their own chjectives,
schedules and budgets. This encourages us to articulate our
needs clearly, and to specify the means we will use to secure
the information. Too often data collection and analysis
efforts are thought of only in terms of the methods that will
be used. Occasionally this results in studies that do not
actually produce the information they were intended to provide.

A. APPLYING MANAGEMENT TOOLS TO DATA COLLECTION EFFORTS

Each study we undertake should start with a clear definition of
the results it is intended to produce. The selection of speci-
fic measures to be made, and the manner in which data will be
collected should follow from, rather than precede a definition
of study intent and expected results. AID's Logical Framework
approach for clarifying a project design can also be applied to
the design of a "mini-project" involving data collection.
Figure 2-1 shows the rough levels of "mini-project" 1logic
that might be appropriate for such studies. Note that the
methodologies used for data collection are inputs for this type
of project, much as are the strategies and methods we employ in
development projects.

W n we plan for data collection within a project context it
sh.uld be apparent that managers must be involved in defining
the Purpose and Outputs of such studies. A study team can
respond to objectives, but it cannot invent them in the absence
of direction.

Once the objectives of a data collection effort have been clari-
fied and all of the activities involved have been identified,

11



Logic of a Study

Narrative Summary

Goal: Development projects are increasingly effective in
meeting their objectives. (STATE THE OBJECTIVES IN
YOUR PROJECT.)

Purpose: Decisions concerning program/project action (at
the design, appraisal, implementation or evalua-
tion stage) are made based on adequate objective
information. (LIST THESE DECISIONS.)

Outputs: & Specific information gaps filled by answers to
study questions. ?LIST THESE QUESTIONS.)

® Information provided by empirical studies meets
management's requirements concerning data
validity, reliability, precision and represen-
tativeness. (DEFINE YOUR EXPECTATIONS.)

© Answers to our questions presented in a useful
form. (DESCRIBE THE FORM ANSWERS SHOULD TAKE.)

Inputs: ® Questions to be answered by the study. (LIST
THEM.)

¢ A technical approach, budget, schedule, etc.,
for answering the study questions (DOCUMENT
THESE IN A "SCOPE OF WORK" FOR THE STUDY AND IN
A WRITTEN STATEMENT OF THE "STUDY DESIGN".)

o Implementation, including all resources used to
carry out the study design (RECORD AND MONITOR
THEM.)

¢ Utilization plans and actions (RECORD AND
MONITOR THEM.)

Figure 2-1: An Empirical Study, Like Other Projects,
Responds to a Hierarchy of Objectives.

other management tools can be brought 10 bear on the project.
The cost of activities can be examined to prepare a budget for
the project. The sequence in which activities must occur can be
reviewed to determine the minimum amount of time required to
complete the data collection and analysis project, and a work-
able schedule can be developed. Gantt charts, bar charts or
networks can be prepared that display the sequence of activities

12
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through time. Milestones, such as the completion of draft data
collection instruments, can be identified. The same tools can
also be used to help us determine when reports should be pre-
pared, reviewed, etc.

Along with these basic “mini-project" design products, we need
to ciarify some other issues as well. These include specifying
the study questions, the population to be studied, whether a
representative sample of the population is needed, what level of
detail we are seeking in the answers to our study questions,
etc. We can then start to identify who will be responsible for
preparing a final study design and gathering and analyzing the
data. We may choose to carry out the study ourselves, or to seek
the assistance of others. We may also need to prepare a formal
scope of work.

B-  PREPARING A SCOPE OF WORK

A scope of work for an empirical study is not a study design.
Rather, a scope of work is a statement of why a study is
needed, what resources are required, when work is to be done,
etc. It is a summary of the managerial aspects of the effort
that should clearly outline our needs. A study design is a
technical or analytical response to these needs. (Chapter Three
focuses on the design of empirical studies.) To be useful, a
scope of work should be limited to pertinent commentary, but
should not skimp on explanation of our situation, our guestions,
or the planned uses for the information.

Information is more, not less useful or relevant when investi-
gators know why we want information and what actions we can and
cannot take. There are of course individuals who will tell us
only what they think we want to hear. That fact, however,
should not deter us from being honest in our statements of work.
Rather it should encourage us to check the references and past
reports of all investigators we consider.

A natural way to approach the preparation of a scope of work is
in the order in which we develop our thoughts about our informa-
tion requirements. (Interestingly enough, this is roughly the
sequence of presentation used in the final version of many AID
contracts):

Purpose of the study.
Study outputs or "deliverahles."

1
2
3. Background.
4

Study approaches -- data collection and data analysis
methods.

5. Special skills and other characteristics of the inves-
tigator(s).




6. Time frame and level of effort.
7. Reporting requirements.

When we have trouble writing a section of a scope of work we
should probably not struggle with the words. Rather, we should
go back and make sure we carefully thought through our needs.

1. Purpose of the Study

In this section of a scope of work, we share with potential
investigators the reason for the study and the range of actions
we can take when we have the informaticn we seek.

Investigators cannot achieve our project objectives for us, nor
can they make our decisions. They do make a contribution, and
that contribution is most relevant when they know why we need
information, e.g., when they know that AID needs information
to determine what improvements tc make in a moderately well
designed project that has been operating for 18 months, and in
which the only acticns we can take relate to improvements in the
project's training components. If they know we are constrained,
they can direct their efforts toward the areas in which we
need assistance., For instance, in the example above we would
want the study to focus on the types of improvements in training
that would be most likely to lead to other desirable results.

2. Study Outputs or "Deliverables"

In data collection efforts, our Outputs or "deliverables" are
the answers to our questions. In this section of the scope of
work we should identify the study questions. We need to state
them as clearly as we can. (Tonsider including your "mini-
project" Logical Framework [Fiqure 2-1] in this section).

When fieldwerk begins, the details of a study demand our atten-
tion. Thus it is important for our basic contract or agreement
to state clearly why we are doing the study, and what "deliver-
ables" we expect.

3. Study Background

The statement of the study background should elaborate on the
decisions that are to be made based on study information. It
should also briefly discuss the project history as it relates to
those decisions.

To the extent possible, the background statement should provide
the reader with an understanding of the nature of the study we
are considering, i.e., is the study being undertaken to discover
the variables in a project situation, to develop hypotheses
concerning known various types of studies, e.g., a baseline
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study, an impact evaluation, a feasibility study, etc. However,
we should not rely on these phrases to communicate the unique
issues that must be addressed for our project or program. These
terms, when used, should be supplemented by our own statement of
why information, and hence an empirical study, is required.

4. The Study Approach

When we start a study approach section by stating that we want a
"sample survey," we may stifle cre.tivity. On the other hand,
when we begin by stating our expectations concerning the qual-
ity, representativeness, level of detail and other character-
istics of the answers we receive, we can encourage creativity,
as well as provide the investigeator with important information.

Once we have provided the potential investigators with our
quality and other criteria, it is appropriate to share our ideas
about the approaches that would satisfy these criteria. In
fact, we should always share thoughts about approaches since it
helps the specialist understand our problem and our context.
The fact that we have stipulated criteria, rather than an
ipproach, will encourage others to share their ideas about
relevant alternatives with wus. Sometimes these alternatives
will be more cost-effective, and just as likely to provide
high-quality information on a timely basis, as the ones we have
identified.

In the scope of work we need to separate the discussion of the
study tasks into two parts: data collection and data analysis.,
We should expect those who offer assistance to tell us how they
would approach each task.
a. Data Collection
in this section of a scope of work we need to summarize all of
the aspects of a data collection approach that are important to
us and which we want the investigator to address in his or her
presentation (proposal) to us. The discussion in this section
should cover:

© The populacion or universe to be studied.

@ MWhether a representative sample is needed.

@ The method of selecting members of the population.

© Whether interviews, tests, records or other techniques
appear to be appropriate.

@ Who will design the instruments.

© Who could administer them.




o How and when a pilot test would be conducted.
@ Other relevant items.

Our coverage of these items will noc necessarily be even. We may
have more information to share about what population is to be
studied than, for instance, what sampling approach seems appro-
priate. Wnatever information we have we shculd share. Further,
we should stipulate that, ir a proposal to us, prospective bid-
ders should give us their best ideas on each of the topic areas
we have covered. It is even a good idea to ask them to use the
same outline we have used so that it will be easy to compare our
ideas to theirs and/or review several proposals at once.

b. Data Analysis

When we approach the description of data analysis in a scope of
work, we should indicate who will be receiving the study report
(the audience), our thoughts about the form in which we want our
answers (e.g., charts, narrative, computer printout, photo-
graphs, etc.), illustrative types of analysis we consider rele-
vant (e.g., tabulations, statistical tests, productivity ratios,
cost/benefit ratios, etc.) and our constraints (e.g., there is/
is not a computer available, there are/are not trained statis-
ticians, or anthropologists, or political scientists available
locally who can help gather and analyze data, etc.). We chould
focus on our needs and corstraints, and then let specialists be
creative about how they respond to these requirements.

From a managerial point of view the best rule in approaching the
subject of data analysis is: "keep it simple." The purpose of
analysis is to summarize and present study findings in a way
that is meaningful to the audience for this information. As a
rule, field data collection efforts are not the place to test
novel or sophisticated analysis techniques. Generally they are
not needed. Further, the more sophisticated the analyses, the
more we require in the way of skilled personnel and resources to
carry them out.

There are a number of problems that can ccmplicate the task of
data analysis. Analysis is planned with the expectation that we
will coilect all of the data we hope tc collect. To be real-
istic, and save later difficulties, an analysis plan should also
address itself to procedures that will be used if we find that
some data must be thrown out. The implications of missing data
for the statistical validity of 1large-scale surveys should bhe
examined carefully in such plans.

5. Special Skills

Where special skills (including language) are required, it
should be made clear in the scope of work. On the other hand
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the manager should be careful about specifying what academic
credentials are required. In any discipline there are indi-
viduals with good research skills and others whose experience
and interests do not equip them for field data collection

efforts. These do not automatically coincide with formal
credentials and degrees held. The manager needs a good research
team. He should specify what is to be done and be willing to

consider a wide variety of individuals with different back-
grounds and experiences in field data collection and analysis
for the job. Only those skills which are clearly required by
the job need be specified in the work statement. Specification
beyund this point can sometimes eliminate exactly the pecple you
would want on your team if you knew all your options.

6. Time Frame and Level of Effort

In the scope of work, we should state when the information from
the study is needed for decisionmaking, e.qg., by the end of
the next budget cycle. Frequently this target is not shared.
Thus, studies are sometimes designed that will not provide data
until well after the decision they were intended to serve has
been made.

In considering the possible costs of empirical studies, we
should begin by asking ourselves how much the information is
worth. The cost, or level of effort in a study should be con-
sistent with its expected value. When the estimate of what it
will take to conduct a given study is significantly beyond the
value of the information to us, it should not be done at all.

7. Reporting Requirements

Ask for the reports you reed and specify when you need them. If
you staste that one report at the end of the project is all you
need, you are probably deceiving yourself. You may need monthly
or guarterly repcrts (because you in turn must prepare reports
on this schedule). On the other hand, episodic reporting may
suffice. There are a number of checkpoints in a study that
should be monitored. The use of reports as a monitoring device
is one of your options. Having reports built in at these check-
points is one sure way of remembering them. The checkpoints
that may warrant reports in some form are:

® The development of a final work plan, which should
include a final clarification of the study questions.

¢ The final version of the study's methodology -- the
selection of a site or population, the sampling or
selection approach, the intruments if any, and who will
collect and analyze the data and how, etc.
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@ A preliminary report of raw findings or facts -- case
study observations or the tallys, by question, from a
survey =-- without conclusions or recommendations.

o A report on preliminary conclusions and recommendations
(how is the investigator combining study facts to form
judgments and to derive ideas for your next actions?).

8 A final report, (following an agreed upcn outline).

The importance of having investigators separate findings (facts)
from conclusions, and conclusions from recommendations is worth
ctressing. Many times we must present informalion to individuals
who have not been as close to the study os we have. When we tell
these people about a study's recommendations, or its conclu-
sions, we may sound as if we are offering just another set of
opinions.

A systematic field study is the collection of facts by a formal
method. [f we don't describe our method, and make a clear
presentation of the findings, our audience must accept what we
say on faith. When we do present our methods and facts clearly,
and then show now they led to the conclusions and recommenda-
tions, we present a solid case. [t is a case that can still be
argued, but the arguments will be appropriate -- they will
address our methoas, or our use of study facts in drawing
specific conclusions.

C. SELECTING A STUDY TEAM

When a study is to be carried out in the developing countries,
we should consider carefully the alternative project teams we
might use. The most critical ractors to consider in this
selection are the nature of the study and the types of technical
skills that correspond to the study approach and methodology.

In addition, there are other considerations. The most important
involves a choice between local researchers and U.S. based study
teams. While there may appear to be immediate advantages in
calling in investigators from overseas, there are long-term
benefits to be realized if local people can be used, or perhaps
trained, in the course of conducting a study. Ministries and
local universities can often provide suggestions concerning the
existence of, or potential for creating, local teams.

1. Sources of Assistance
When our needs for information suggest that a full scale field

study is needed, we often seek assistance in carrying it out.
In the developing countries and in the U.S. there are several




sources of assistance we should consider. For relatively small
studies we might consider individual researchers, However, for
most field studies a larger team will be needed. Social science
facilities at universities and research institutes, the special-
ized offices in our own and other government agencies, and
commercial firms can usually direct us to, or provide us with,
researchers who can design and manage field studies.

Academic institutional capacity is always difficult to estimate
and great care should be taken to study the situation before
scarce resources are committed. Academic institutions may have
well-known researchers on board, but often the day-to-day
business and recearch is carried out by lTower level people.
Even when prestigious U.S. or local scientists are reportedly
available, one should not assume that their reputations alone
guarantee competence for the specific work you need done. Only
the actual involvement of these top-flight researchers offers
that promise and it may be difficult to ensure.

In the U.S. and the developing countries it is sometimes pos-
sible to secure assistance through agreements with governmental
organizatioans. Often such organizations will have highly quali-
fied staff and extensive experience in the types of studies we
need to undertake. On the othe. hnand, the staff of these
organizations are often committed to large workioads and we may
have to be willing to wait if we want their assistance.

There is a wide variation in the intellectual resources and
capabilities of firms and nonprofit organizations. We need to
recognize that many of the better research and consulting firms
have collaborative relationships with university personnel and
even formal relationships with academic institutions.

The one factor that should (although it doesn't always) dis-
tinguish nonacademic organizations from the academic is an
emphasis on solving specifically the problem you have posed

in the terms in which you posed it. An academic institution
tends to succeed because of the number of its publications and
the eminence of its individual professors. A successful con-

sulting firm or nonprofit research organization depends upon a
track record of having met its client's needs.

2. Making Arrangements for Expert Assistance

The most economical way of managing social science recasurces is
to assume that the relationship between project staff and
investigators is to be long-term and mutually beneficial. A
first step, before any specific assignments are given, should be
to ensure that the institutions or individuals who are being
considered for dassignments are given an opportunity t» acquire
some knowledje about your organizational procedures and prac-
tices. The object of these familiarization procedures is to

3
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ensure that those who are being considered for assignments know
what kinds of data are required, what kinds of judgments and
opinions are needed, and when.,

The final step in the precontracting process should be a
meeting to discuss the nature of the assignment. Here we need
to demonstrate that we have clear substantive areas in mind and
a firm series of expectations.

The actual timing and nature of the work output should also be
discussed at this time so that both parties are quite clear
about what is required and when it is required. Of course it is
not always possible to nail all items down at the precontract
stage. MWhere field work, quantitative surveys, or other origi-
nal studies are involved, it is well to allow six months or
perhaps more for cempletion. Where the data are already avail-
able or the investigator is familiar with the area, then the
time required should be significantly less.

A contract for research should be given only after soliciting a
number of proposals. Academic and sometimes other government
organizations are all too often given tasks in a haphazard
manner that would never be followed in awarding an engineer-
ing contract. Except under exceptional circumstances, a com-
petitive process is the most satisfactory way of awarding
studies.

D. MONITORING AND USING DATA COLLECTION EFFORTS

Once the study team is selected, our empbasis should shift to
monitoring. We should expect that the team will begin by
consulting with us and with other individuals and agencies
that have relevant experience and information. We should insist
on periodic reviews of progress to prevent misunderstandings and
deviations from our objectives. CExperience has shown that such
interaction improves not only study quality but also sub-
sequent information use. Our monitoring function should include
financial and scheduling controls. Devices such as networks
and. bar charts, various budgeiing forms, etc., can be very
useful.

Where possible, we should encourage our study team to circulate
its output formats and draft reports early enough to permit
revision based on our feedback. Ideally, the data will be so
arranged as to provide easy-to-read answers to each of our study
questions.

An important rule for monitoring is to regard complicated
presentations of data with skepticism. Anyone who truly under-
stands something can explain it to someone who doesn't. Insist
on explanations of the content and approach used at each stage.
This is not only a means of increasing your understanding; it is




also the best means of eliminating waste and irrelevance. It's
not "butting in" to insist that key study decisions be justified
and explained. As someone whose particular concern is with the
value of the information produced, you bring an important
perspective to bear.

If the report is useful, it will be read. A common mistake to

be avoided .s not producing enough copies of such reports. If
the report is lengthy and complex it is a good idea to have the
investigator(s) produce a summary for wider distribution. In

certain cases it might be appropriate to produce several ver-
sions of such a summary, emphasizing the points of interest to
different audiences.

The specific steps involved in planning for and administering
empirical studies are complex, They require the attention
of both the manager and the study team. These steps are sum-
marized in Figure 2-2.
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PART THWO

PRINCIPLES AND APPROACHES



- CHAPTER THREE

BASIC STUDY DzSIGN CONSIDERATIONS

Part One of this Guide cxamined the process of securing informa-
tion for decisionmaking from a managerial perspective. In Parts
Two and Three, the focus of the Guide shifts and begins to
consider the technical! steps involved in deciding how management
questions arc to be answered.

This chapter addresses the basic study design issues we need
to resolve. We cannot select specific app oaches and techniques
for our fieldwork until the essential characteristics of our
inquiry have been set forth. The two basic study design issues
that need to be considered early in the planning process are:

@ The nature of our inquiry, including the types of
answers we need and how we intend to use those answers.,

¢ The quality we seek in study answers, including the
ways in which quality is defined and can be controlled.

When these basic research issuers are discussed in the abstract
their importance is sometimes ignored. Taken alone, they may
sound academic. Yet whenever a professional researcher is faced
with a question, this is where he begins.

As project designers and rmanagers, we may not be well acquainted
with the initial steps that are taken in formulating a study

design. If we have a question that requires fieldwork, we
develon a scope of work and solicit proposals from profession-
als. What we see in their proposals tends to be a description
of the approach and specific procedures they, as professionals,
recommend to us. The early steps in their analysis are not
normally reported. In this chapter, it is to these "invisible"
steps that we tura our attention. If we are to understand

our data collection options, the process by which specific
approaches are selected should not be a mystery.

\ )
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A. THE NATURE OF OUR INQUIRY

The first step in moving from a management question or issue to
an actionable plan for gathering and analyzing data is to define
the nature of our inquiry. A professional researcher makes this
determination based on what we tell him about our information
needs.

As Chapter One suggested, it is the manager's task to formulate
the questions that are to be answered through field studies.
When we recognize that another person will examine our ques-
tions, in detail, as part of the process of selecting a study
design, the need for clarity is apparent. The Chapter One
recommendation to write out a plausible though fictitious answer
to each of our questions is designed to help us, as well as the
professionals we engage, make initial determinations concerning
the nature of our inquiry and an appropriate study design.

1. The Uses of Information

Understanding our information needs can help us determine what
type of study will be appropriate. The first step in specifying
a study design is to decide why we need information. Answers to
this question will tend to fall along a spectrum. At different
stages of our projects we may need data to help us:

¢ Describe in a preliminary way the factors and relation-
ships that appear to be Ymportant in a relatively
unfamiliar situation. !

¢ Describe in a precise way the status of a population or
area on those dimensions that our exploratory work has
suggested are important.

@ Predict the changes that will result from alternative
program or project interventions.

@ Determine whether predicted changes or other changes
occurred.

o Explain how and why specific changes came about.

As the above 1list suggests, the primary uses of information fall
into three general categories: description, explanation and
prediction. When we know which of these uses of information are
important to us, it helps us decide what type of data, and
therefore what type of study design, is needed.

A11 information is essentially descriptive. Explanation and
prediction are ways of using certain types of descriptive
information to enhance our ability to act on what we know.




However, a distinction among these three basic uses of informa-
tion is necessary since studies that provide simple descriptive
information do not necessarily provide us with a basis for
explaining relationships or making predictions. When we want to
explain or predict we often need to utilize study designs that
differ from the ones we use if simple descriptions are all we
require,

Descriptive information is not a single class of information.
Some descriptive information is very general in nature, and
often comes in the form of a series of qualitative statements.
This is the type of information we need when we know very little
about what factors are important in a situation or how those
factors relate to each other. Microstudies that examine the
totality of a situation, using case study or participant obser-
vation approaches, can often provide this type of general
picture. Microstudies, which are discussed in Chapter Four, are
useful for determining what problems are being faced by a target
population, what project strategies would be possible given the
local social structure, etc.

A second type of descriptive information we often need is that
which characterizes, in a precise way, the attributes of a
population, e.g., its income, caloric intake, etc. In order to
make these descriptive statements, we may need to study all
units of a population, or a representative sample. In Chapter
Four the discussions of census procedures and sample surveys
provide us with approaches to developing this type of descrip-
tive information,

khenever we consider gathering descriptive information, it is
worthwhile to ask ourselves whether we will want this same
information at some point in the future. In many projects,
we estimate economic trends, progress in reducing the incidence
of specific diseases, etc., using series of studies that provide
comparable data for different points in time. [f it is likely
that we will need time series data we will need to select a
study approach that can be replicated easily at a later time and
perhaps by a different study team.

Explanatory information is the most difficult type to secure.
When we want explanations we need to secure data that allows us
to make strong statements about cause and effect. The type of
statement we seek to make is of the form: A occurred because

of B. The problem we face in any attempt we make to secure
information that allows us to assert causation is that eliminat-
ing all other possible causes of A is difficult, even in pure
science. In the social domain it is virtually impossible.

There is no such thing as information that predicts. Rather, we
make predictions using either descriptive or explanatory infor-
mation. Our predictions can be based on our ability to explain
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why some event or change occurs (because of B) or on our knowl-
edge about a temporal relationship, for example: D appears to
follow C. When we have information about temporal sequence,
we can make predictions even though we do not know whether D is
caused by C, or whether both D and C are caused by some factor
we have not identified. Much of the information we use to make
predictions is descriptive data that has been shown to be highly
correlated.

Being able to distinguish between information needs that require
only descriptions and those that seek explanation is often
critical. While most of our studies require only descriptive
information, we should determine rather than assume we know what
is needed in each new study.

As the preceding paragraphs suggest, all of the approaches to
gathering data presented in Chapter Four of this Guide can be
used to secure descriptive information. When we intend to use
the information we gather to explain how and why change takes
place, we also need to consider a number of additional study
design factors. The remainder of this section reviews ap-
proaches that can he used to secure the data we need to explain
relationships and to examine the degree to which project activ-
ity stimulated changes in a project situation.

2. Information That Examines Cause and Effect Relationships

When a question is raised that needs to be answered with an
explanation, we should begin by determining whether we can usa
information we already have to deduce the answer. Deductior is
a powerful tool that should not be ignored when we need expiuna-
tions. While our "theories" about the development process tend
to be weak and unverified, we do have information about some
aspects of social and economic processes that has been validated
in our own and other cultures. Thus, deduction should not be
dismissed without an examination of what we do know.

A second approach to explanation is best described as diagnostic
reconstruction. The work of a medical examiner illustrates this
approach. The observed result he begins with is a death. By
process of elimination he works backward eliminating some possi-
ble causes and thus identifying a very small range of plausible
explanations. When this approach leads us to a single cause, i