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MEMORANDUM FOR THE ADMINISTRATOR

A year ago you asked me to review AID's methods and criteria for 
evaluating programs and projects with the objectives of suggesting vays 
to get better answers both in selecting activities and also in conduc 
ting those activities selected. Working with two colleagues, we have 
also functioned—along with our study efforts—as a staff resource on 
evaluation for the- Administrator's office.

The contribution of our efforts is principally existent in papers 
already distributed in AID/W and to field missions with the objective of 
generating a greater interest in, and understanding of, evaluation, and 
in other staff papers, including your directives which give guidance for 
an increased emphasis on evaluation. The further progression of actions 
needs to flow in significant part from those actions already directed 
by you or recommended to you.

Your decision last April to increase AID emphasis on evaluation 
was a timely preemption of what would otherwise have "been the principal 
recommendation of a routinely handled study project. At that time our 
primary attention turned to staff actions to execute the decision. I 
here provide a report which distills from our studies, discussions and 
experience, certain, analysis and conclusions which I hope will further 
contribute to building the AID evaluation system now evolving from the 
measures you are instituting. The report includes the minimum of repe 
tition from the staff papers written during the year, several of which 
are included in the report Supplement.

In brief, this report proposes that future AID evaluation place 
heavy emphasis on the positive objectives of contribution to improvement 
of program planning and execution. The defensive objectives of identify 
ing and improving activities which might be targets for criticism will 
then become one included item in the evaluation program. The report 
further proposes that the increased emphasis on evaluation be achieved 
by changes in organization, administration, and attitudes amounting to 
an institutional development in AID.

I express to you my gratitude for your personal interest, support 
and frequent counsel which have been the key elements making possible 
such progress as we have made.



The staff and operating sections, and individuals therein, of 
AID/W have given this effort complete cooperation. We owe a particular 
debt to the administrative assistance of the Executive Secretariat, and 
to the secretarial support of Miss Nancy Webb and Miss Mabel Shepley. 
A major component of our plan of work vas the use of the Latin American 
region, specifically selected country programs and missions, as case 
studies and also as reference points for checking analyses and conclu 
sions. The cooperation and advice of mission chiefs, their'assistants, 
and of the Latin American regiona] administrator and his assistants 
have been outstanding.

My principal assistant has been Mr. Peter F. Geithner. He and 
Dr. Glen D. Camp, Jr. brought to the project a knowledge of AID activities 
in the field and in Washington. On the departure of Dr. Camp from the 
government service in May 1965, Captain L. D. Olvey, USA, on temporary 
duty from the faculty at West Point, became a staff assistant. These 
three individuals provided a high and Imaginative competence both to 
the research and analysis and also to the staff functions progressively 
undertaken.

Our research of past reports and other writings, our discussions 
with professionals of AID and of other agencies concerned with develop 
ment, and the sum total of this year's experience undergird the conclu 
sion that the existent inventory of ideas and concepts concerning program 
evaluation surpasses the state of the art of evaluation execution. 
Research and theoretical studies should continue. But primary emphasis, 
in the near term, should be action-oriented to administration, organisa 
tion, climate of understanding, and the other aspects of execution, 
which are the essential components for successfully building and opera 
ting a comprehensive AID program evaluation system.

Finally, I have found AID program evaluation both a challenging 
and a very stubborn problem. "He who does not know history is fated to 
repeat it." There is a prima facie case for more emphasis on learning 
from our experience. I believe the problem is important and worthy of 
your continuing personal leadership.

Q,
G. A. Lincoln 
Special Advisor
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. .Purpose, Scope and Organization of Report

Tliis report is intended for AID':: internal use and is for the 
purpose of be inn helpful to the continuing improvement of AID program 
evaluation. The report ic, the concluding effort of approximately a 
year's study and observation with the objective, as defined by the 
Administrator, of having aid evaluation systems give better answers to 
two questions:

- Have we selected the right activities to undertake in the 
various aid-receiving countries?

- Are we conducting efficiently the activities we have selected?

These two questions have to do primarily with AID programs in the 
field, their planning and execution. The questions are not directly 
concerned with the often debated topic of the overall contribution of our 
global aid activities to U.S. fundamental foreign policy objectives nor 
the equally debated topic as to which eountri.es should receive AID 
assistance. Indirectly the study is related to these two topics. Judg 
ments on AIij's overall contribution are based, significantly on summations 
of its pluses and. minuses in individual aid-receiving countries. Also, 
the internal operating efficiency of AID affects judgments on its contri 
bution to overall foreign policy objectives. And an opportunity to 
undertake what seem to be "right activities" and to operate them effi 
ciently, as judged by lessons from experience (evaluation), is a factor, 
if only one of several, in the choice of who will be aid recipients.

From the standpoint of AID administration, the answers to the two 
questions are of only academic interest unless those answers help to 
improve AID activities. The objective of this study, as defined by the 
Administrator, clearly implied both appraisal of ways of reaching usable 
conclusions based on our AID experience and, concomitantly, ways of 
applying this experience arid these conclusions to AID projects and programs,

The report is organized in six sections and a supplement. This 
introductory section concludes with a discussion of the methodology of 
the study project. Section II, Some Dimensions of Evaluation, defines 
evaluation as "the examination of our experience to provide guidance 
which can be utilized to improve program execution and to improve pro 
gram planning;" and discusses objectives, methods, limitations and basic 
requirements of a program evaluation system. Section III examines the 
AID Environment, External and Internal, to which a comprehensive evaluation 
must be shaped and in which it must operate.



The report discusses in Section IV four problem areas, with com 
ments on others, believed central to Instituting an Improved Evaluation 
System; (1) Generating agency-wide support for evaluation;(2) communi- 
cation and transmission, of evaluation results; (3) organizing for evalu 
ation at three levels - mission, region, Administrator; and (h) personnel 
and funding for evaluation. Section V contains our Conclusions regarding 
a practicable approach to improving AID program evaluation. The conclud 
ing section (VT) stresses the necessity that the Administrator continue 
to monitor personally the development of the evaluation system. The 
main body of the report is intended to stand on its own without neces 
sary reference t.j the Supplement.

The Supplement consists of selected staff studies, memoranda and 
action papers prepared during the year's project. These papers contain 
a number of conclusions, implicit and explicit. They document for filing 
purposes the historical development of the project. The papers also 
support and expand on some of the information and analysis in the main 
body of the report. They should therefore be a useful reference for 
those charged with responsibility for the detailed implementation of an 
improved AID evaluation system.

Conclusions, suggestions and recommendations were, as developed, 
provided formally ,jr informally to the AID organisation. Hence, this 
report is in part an assembly of analyses already being given some 
attention and of conclusions already receiving some execution.

B. Methodology of Project

'The initial steps in the project were to (a) survey past and cur 
rent evaluation activities, (b) become familiar with AID methods of 
operation and the field environment in which AID operations go forward, 
and (c) seek comment and advice on evaluation from field personnel who 
would be the primary producers of, and customers for, any increased 
emphasis on evaluation.

Our historical survey, Foreign Assistance Evaluation Efforts— 
Past and Present, is contained in the Supplement. Generally, these 
efforts of AID, its predecessors, and of other agencies, have been 
headquarters' generated and oriented, sporadic rather than systematic, 
oftentimes focused more on measuring efforts than achievements, and 
widely disperate in objectives—ranging from "crook-catching" to 
abstract research. The Supplement also contains an inventory of specific 
evaluation activities conducted by AID/W during the past year.

The field orientation and consultation were undertaken with Latin 
America as the case study area. The Special Advisor spent extended 
periods of time with three missions (Brazil, Colombia, Guatemala) which



were recommended as providing examples of a large portion of the spec 
trum of AID programs and problems. Shorter periods of time were spent 
with the missions in Argentina, Peru, Panama, El Salvador, Honduras 
and Mexico.

In April the historical survey and other staff papers (see Supple 
ment) generated as of that date served as the basis for discussion in 
two seminars of the Administrator arid other 'senior AID personnel having 
interests and experience in evaluation. The summarized conclusions of 
the seminars, including the conclusion that AID should increase emphasis 
on evaluation, were presented by the Administrator to the Executive Staff 
on April 20, 196 1;;, and accepted. These conclusions are included in 
Section V of this report.

The early studies {jointed to the conclusion that any products of 
the project would not be principally derived from the recommendations 
of a concluding report but rather from staff work directed to executing 
the Administrator's decision in April to increase emphasis on evaluation 
as a component of AID activities coordinate with program planning and 
execution.

The April discussions supported the conclusion thai the b<>st chanc0 
of building a comprehensive AID evaluation system lies in starting with 
emphasis at the cutting edge of field operations and in building 
organizationally and administratively on what AID has in being. The 
Administrator's initial guidance message included the statement that: 
"I do believe that, in the case of evaluation, as in the case of pro 
gramming and of implementation, the key point of responsibility in our 
organization is the country mission."

Having initiated action for increased evaluation emphasis at the 
field level, the next needed action areas were (a) organization and 
administrative procedures at the AID/W level; and (b) improved communi 
cation, sometimes referred to as AID's memory, and follow-up on evalu 
ation materials . Staff studies and recommended actions which were pre 
pared for the Administrator are included in the Supplement.

In summary, the methodology of the project provides a case study 
of the decision-making process in government. During the first phase, 
efforts were directed toward providing the Administrator with a basis 
for deciding whether to increase emphasis on evaluation and also for 
deciding, in broad outline, how best to approach execution of an affirma 
tive decision. Daring the second phase of the project, of which this 
report is the closing action, the primary effort has been on detailed 
staff work to implement the affirmative decision.



The progression in the method of the study also underlines one of 
the principal conclusions of the year's observation and analysis: a 
comprehensive and effective AID evaluation system can only be built by 
progressive steps based on case studies and other experience, and, 
rather than relying on reports and similar consultant activities, 
depends principally on continuous staff action combined with strong 
leadership.

II. SOME DIMENSIONS OF EVALUATION

Two initial steps seemed essential in the study of AID program 
evaluation before proceeding to conclusions on how to improve the AID 
evaluation systen. These steps, closely related, are first the devel 
opment of the key aspects of a working concept for improved evaluation, 
discussed in this section of the report. The. second step, discussed in 
Section III, consists of some analysis of the AID environment in which 
an evaluation system has to operate and to which it must be shaped in 
order to be both useful and practicable.

A. The Definitional Problem

Although evaluation is a term often used in AID, no definition 
thereof has been found in legislation or in AID administrative regu 
lations. The term has 'been used in such a wide variety of ways that 
not much sense can be made in talking about improving "evaluation" until 
we define what we mean. The term, for instance, is applied to personnel 
performance ratings or "efficiency reports." (One State Department 
official, whan told generally of this study, stated he thought it sound 
for the Administrator to have a senior individual visit AID missions 
and recommend who should be discharged.) The term is sometimes equated 
with "compliance control," i.e., checks for compliance with legislative 
and administrative requirements, such as audits and inspections. It is 
applied to official visits to the field by individuals or teams who 
survey programs and operations for a day or two or more extended periods, 
and who usually concentrate on finding and boring into soft spots, rather 
than emphasizing lessons for improvement and transfer to other missions. 
(One AID official characterizes such visitations as the "AhaJ approach 
to evaluation;" the visiting team of experts arrives, talks generally 
and pleasantly about the program until a soft spot is suspected, shouts 
"Aha!", and targets thenceforth on the questionable item.) The term is 
used in a general vay to describe any attempt to answer the question 
"how well are we doing?" as well as in the narrower sense of specific 
research projects. It is also used in the prospective, planning sense 
of analyzing project proposals or alternative courses of action, i.e.,. 
synonymous with the process of choice and the whole decision-making process,

10



There is nothing incorrect about any of these uses of the term, 
and there are undoubtedly others which are equally valid. If a vide 
variety of activities, also called by other names, are "evaluation," 
the term becomes an "omnium-gatherun" and the concept unmanageable. 
If there is to be a meaningful effort to improve "evaluation," there 
fore, AID needs a concrete and restrictive definition of the term— 
one consistent with both AID activities and the uses to be made of 
evaluation results . The following concept of evaluation, employed 
throughout this report, meets these requirements: Evaluation is the 
examination of our experience to provide guidance which con be utilized 
to improve program execution and to improve program planning. More 
specifically:

a. Evaluation is the examination (l) of actual performance 
in relation to specific activity plans and (f!) of the significance of 
completed and ongoing AID activities in terms of U.S. objectives.

b. The purpose of evaluation is to help us get better answers 
to the questions: (l) Are we conducting AID activities as effectively 
as we can? (2) Are we selecting the right activities?

£. To be effective, evaluation activities must be designed 
to produce usable results, and must incorporate adequate provision for 
the feedback of these results both to improve activities that are under 
way and to improve the planning and execution of new activities (includ 
ing the abandonment of seemingly good ideas that do not work).

The above definition stresses the need to evaluate both the per 
formance of AID activities in terms of specific, planned achievements 
and also their significance in terms of U.S. objectives. Performance 
evaluation includes monitoring the progress of program execution and 
the examination of implementation methods and techniques. It also 
includes an assessment of results as well as of efforts. Admittedly, 
inefficient execution may still give gratifying results and vice versa 
—a situation analogous to some military (and. also educational) operations 
where victory may occur despite serious errors, and defeat may occur 
despite perfect technical execution. But prompt and efficient execution 
certainly gives a much higher chance of success and greater insurance 
against failure.

In addition to measuring the performance of individual AID activ 
ities it is also necessary to appraise systematically the impact or 
contribution of these activities in terms of stated U.S. objectives. 
To use the military analogy again, tactical success does not insure 
strategic success. Appraisals of significance are essential if we are 
to Improve our ability to select the "best" rather than simply "good" 
projects. Such appraisals, as discussed in a later subsection, can often 
best be carried out in a sector context.

11



The above definition stresses evaluation as an aid to improved 
program execution as much as to improved planning. This stress is con 
sistent vith the concept that AID's work pattern can be thought of as 
consisting of three overlapping, related, mutually supporting, but 
still separately identifiable, components—program planning (often 
included in the more indefinite tern, programming); program execution 
(often called implementation); and program evaluation. The relation 
ship between these components is more precisely analogous to that of 
the relationship of the sides of a triangle rather than the relation 
ship of the links in a chain. There has been in AID strong emphasis on 
program planning, less emphasis until recently on efficiency of program 
execution, and even less emphasis on evaluation.

In the AID lexicon the words "program" and "programming" are riot 
sharply defined. In the Department of Defense lexicon a program is a 
combination of yetivitles directed to the same objective wi^h specifics 
"as to time phasing of what is to be done and the means proposed for 
its accomplishment." Such a "program" follows and steps off from the 
broad planning stage and. does riot extend to more detailed execution acts. In 
tie AID lexicon, however, programming lias tended to become all those 
things done by the program office - which vary from mission to mission 
and between AID/W and the field, sometimes not including planning and 
sometimes including elements of program execution. In an attempt to 
skirt semantic pitfalls, which are one of the hazards to clarity of 
thinking about the complicated subject of program evaluation, this 
report uses "program planning" and "program execution" for the span of 
activity sometimes denoted by "programming" and "implementation."

Trie stress in the above definition on the contribution of evalu 
ation to program execution is deliberately consistent with the still 
rising curve of AID's operational load and with the recent stress on 
prompt execution of approved programs.*' This stress is also consistent 
with a view that efforts should be directed to giving increased emphasis 
to program execution, an area where AID has received significant criticism. 
Finally, recognising the desire and need for examples of success, it is 
believed that such will be an incidental and natural spinoff of a com 
prehensive evaluation program with the term defined as above .

There are some who believe that evaluation has become more important 
in view of a rising operational load. Others question whether the 
operational load (measured qualitatively as well as quantatively) is, 
in fact rising, but accept that the importance of evaluation in im 
proving execution does not depend on whether there is a rising opera 
tional load.'

12



The above definition specifies that evaluation is the examination 
of our experience; in other words it involves a retrospective look at 
the actual operational situation arid the results vhich can "be attri 
buted to pact or ongoing activities, in contrast to the prospective 
estimates which are implicit in all planning decisions.

Obviously, evaluation and planning are closely related. Sound 
planning is the first step1 in effective evaluation just as evaluation of 
actual results is a key (but only one) ingredient in subsequent planning. 
But the distinction between these tvo components of AID's work pattern 
is particularly important in view of the widely held premise that the 
annual program planning and review process does, or can, provide a 
suitable mechanism for the evaluation process. This premise is open 
to serious question on several grounds.

At tlie mission level the preparation of the country assistance 
program is targeted on the narrow decision of what to include in the 
submission to headquarters. The limited time available and the schedul 
ing involved place a substantial burden on mission personnel. These 
same limitations also apply to the annual review process in AID/W where 
they are compounded by the sheer number of programs and projects requir 
ing attention. Therefore, although the necessity of making program 
decisions against a deadline may help to crystallise informal evaluative 
judgments, the annual program planning and review process does not, in 
fact, provide either the time or the climate conducive to an objective 
appraisal of actual experience with a view toward identifying and trans 
ferring lessons learned. Such appraisals must necessarily be made before 
the annual program documents are written and considered, if evaluation 
is to serve one of its basic purposes of making the program planning 
and review process more effective.

Thus, although evaluation is related to and must be designed to 
support, both the planning and execution of AID programs, it can be 
distinguished as a separate component of AID activities which requires 
a separate plan and administrative arrangements for its effective 
execution.

B. The Political Economy of AID Evaluation

The purpose of evaluation is to improve AID program planning and 
execution by providing an input thereto of lessons drawn from a systematic 
examination of AID activities. This examination should determine whether 
activities have in fact proceeded according to plan and what they are 
accomplishing in the direction of their stated objectives (noting and 
appraising any progress, or lack thereof, and results not initially 
envisaged), why, and whether other approaches might be more fruitful.

13



The payoff of such evaluation activities in in the form of lessons 
vhich can"be vised in subsequent execution and planning decisions; the 
cost of such activities is measured in terras of the dollars and, 
possibly more important, the scarce human resources which go into 
evaluation activities. The design of an evaluativ,.; system therefore 
involves two kinds of questions: (l) determining how to get the most 
—in the way of usable evaluation results—from a given resource ex 
penditure on evaluation and (2) determining the scale of the evaluation 
effort—how intensive an evaluation program should AID have and how 
wuch dollar and human resources is it economical to devote to this 
partiru_ T fac'-t of AID activities?

Taking these questions in reverse order, how much of AID's effort 
should be expended on evaluation? This question cannot be answered 
now in a precise way. We will not know how much evaluation can contri 
bute until there is built up a body of experience based on the results 
of systematic evaluation efforts over a period of time. All we know at 
this point is chat there has not existed a comprehensive system, that 
efforts in the recent past have been limited and sporadic. Given this 
situation, there is a strong prima facie case for increasing emphasis 
on evaluation. Provided the increase is gradual, building up an AID 
evaluation system on a step-by-ntep basis, testing the contribution of 
each step and weighing it against the costs involved, no further present 
justification is required.

There is still the related question, however, of how to get the 
maximum return from a given resource expenditure on evaluation. This 
question leads directly to consideration of the form of the evaluation 
system (discussed in some detail in the next subsection) which might be 
prescribed by the Administrator and also to the related item of the 
acceptance and support of that system throughout the agency. There are 
alternative, somewhat overlapping, systems for improved evaluation which 
could be adopted, e.g., heavy emphasis on external contracts and consul 
tants . The form of a system can be easily instituted; the choice of the 
system and the~"way of building it are important both to cost-benefit 
and to achieving agency-wide support.

Section IV expands on the problem of agency-vide support. The 
considerable skepticism in the AID organization concerning the contribu 
tions of evaluation as it has been administered thus far is one of the 
controlling dimensions in improving AID evaluation. A wide involvement 
of the organization and of personnel in any increased emphasis on evalu 
ation will certainly increase understanding. Such participation should 
provide professional resources at minimum cost. The participation should 
progressively generate a support eroding and supplanting the current 
dimension of skepticism insofar as the payoff from improved evaluation 
justifies uch a change in attitude .



Progressive, increased emphasis on evaluation will result at 
some point in decreasing marginal returns per unit of input of person 
nel and funds. Evaluation, like planning, can carry only so much of 
AID'a burden. Hence there is a limit which will need to be identified 
in the future, to the resources which should be devoted to evaluation. 
Noting the resources now going to auditing, routine reporting and other 
types of activity, AID is currently well below that limit.

C. The Bar.ic Requirements of an Evaluation "System"

In addition to continuing emphasis by top level management and 
the active support of agency personnel at all levels, a successful 
evaluation effort, in an agency of the size and complexity of AID re 
quires a structure of organizational and administrative arrangements to 
provide a coherent arid durable mechanism for getting the job done. We 
can refer to these arrangements as the evaluation system. The system 
provides the operational framework within vhich the evaluation process 
takjs place.

The first requirement of an effective ev;iluation system is a clear 
designation at each organizational echelon of management responsibility 
for formulating and carrying out an evaluation program. This responsi 
bility should logically be vested in the principal line official at 
each echelon in the agency's chain of command: mission director, 
regional administrator, and Administrator. Responsibility must also 
be assigned for the staff aspects of evaluation--for the overall plan 
ning, detailed monitoring and coordination of the evaluation effort. 
A complex process, operating within the complicated AID environment, 
is not going to be carried out effectively without efficient staff work. 
In addition, responsibility must be assigned for the conduct of each 
evaluation activity.

Secondly, there must be means of determining which programs and 
projects should be evaluated and when. The annual program reviews in 
the field and in AID/W, and the standing committees, quarterly reviews 
or other mechanisms for monitoring the execution of approved programs 
should contribute significantly to meeting this requirement.

Thirdly, each echelon should prepare and maintain an evaluation 
plan. The plan should schedule the individual evaluation activities 
to be undertaken during a given time period; identify the projects and 
programs to be evaluated and the reasons for their selection; assign 
specific responsibility for the conduct of each evaluation activity; 
presc -ribe the methods to be used; and indicate the estimated resources 
reqr ad.



Fourthly, there must "DC adequate provision of personnel and fund 
ing to carry out the evaluation plan.

Finally, an effective evaluation system requires systematic pro 
cedures for utilizing evaluation results . This means procedures for 
seeing to it that indicated changes in the projects and programs 
evaluated are actually made—that accepted recommendations are acted 
upon. It also means administrative procedures for communicating evalu 
ation results to all points within the agency vhere there may he of use 
in current program execution and planning, and for insuring that the 
cumulative "lore" provided by evaluation efforts is readily available 
to future users. This last requirement has tvo parts: (l) accurate 
information on what has been done and is available, and (2) a convenient 
means whereby interested parties may have quick access to sueh informa 
tion. The information includes both substantive knowledge gained con 
cerning the effectiveness of various types of old activities, and case 
study material on the methodology employed in conducting evaluations 
as precedents for subsequent evaluations .

There are, in addition to these overall requirements of an evalu 
ation system, several considerations of particular importance to the 
conduct of individual evaluation activities. One consideration is tlie 
relationship between sound program planning and effective evaluation. 
Objectives need to be precisely stated in each program or project plan 
and a time-phased schedule for their achievement spelled out in suffi 
cient detail to permit subsequent measurement of progress and results. 
Each program or project plan should include provision for evaluation 
at appropriate times and for the accumulation of pertinent data in 
accessible form (e.g., the maintenance erf files).

The initial action in conducting each evaluation should be 
decisions concerning the opposite (in time) ends of the evaluation 
process: a determination of (a) the purpose of the evaluation—what we 
hope to learn and why, and (b) the organizational level and specific 
office to which the analysis, conclusions and recommendations are to 
be addressed for execution and follow-up. These two decisions are 
central to insuring that each evaluation activity produces results 
which are both usable and used.

The organizational implications of an increased AID emphasis on 
evaluation, the problem of communication, and the personnel and funding 
requirements are discussed at greater length in Section IV.
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D. A Note A: 1.poet3 of Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation process ha:; to take place within a framework of 
organisational and adminis trativo arrangements. This report emphasizes 
improvement of these arrangements sine..1 they :tr-_ the first steps toward 
improved evaluation. There have been a variety of met "nods and techniques 
for executing evaluation activities in AID (t.g., contracts and visit 
ing teams from AID/w). These methods, with improvements, c:in be incor 
porated into any irr proved -system. For instance, fairly simple actions, 
such a:; a more systematic building of files in anticipation of evalu 
ation, would contribute improvement. New methods, such as the proposed 
emphasis on evaluation led by the mission director, can be developed.

Also under the heading of methodology, there is a requirement 
to seek standard: 1, arid ways of analysis to be used by ev.aluators in 
reaching judgments, and. in reaching those jud/micnts in a form that 
makes the. product usable in program planning and. program execution. 
This subsection makes no attempt to contribute substantively to such 
methodology. Rather, it attempts to provide r.erspeetives on the problem 
of standard:-, and ways of analysis with th. hope that the discussion 
will be helpful to Ch.v.e charged with carrying L'o-rward AID':; improving 
evaluation :.;ys teir..

If it v.-n? possible t.) develop cenoralixed techniques and criteria 
for measuring" quantitatively the actual .return on various types of 
assistance '"'xpenditure, then the problem of "now to make evaluative 
judgments would he, in very considerable part, a problem of a metho 
dology (and would bo, Incidentally, a much more tractable problem). 
If, on the other hand, development and its relationship to assistance 
are such complex phenomena that ccich instance of evaluation may require 
significantly different components of approach, I.e., if problems of 
interpretation are significant and even paramount, then scientific 
evaluation techniques are not the sin^lu answer and often not the 
principal tool of the evaluator. Instead the principal key to effective 
evaluation lies in sophisticated, objective individuals who are able 
to identify the appropriate scientific methods insofar as their input 
is likely to contribute, arid are able to apply those methods, parti 
cularly methods of quantitative analysis.

The conclusion to which the following disucssion leads is stated 
here. Improved evaluation methods and techniques for reaching judg 
ments are certainly possible and must be sought. But the available 
lore is not today the key to better evaluation. The problem of reach 
ing usable judgments is on balance much more one of people than of 
formulas. The corollary conclusion is that in the near team, the best 
single way to devise better evaluation methods is through the accumulation 
and analysis of case studies of actual evaluation efforts. By case
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'studies" -we mean both the written reports which usually stern from an 
evaluation activity and also systematic interviews with the evaluators. 
Such interviews, much more than writuen reports, are likely to develop 
the needed indicators on organization and administrative arrangements 
and the staff work aspects of evaluation methodology.

AID objectives embrace social, political, economic and security 
phenomena. A forthcoming hook on foreign assistance suggests the 
following categorization of objectives and hence of "success criteria:" 
(l) diplomatic, (2) teclmica.l. and economic, and (3) political. These 
types of objectives (and some consider the term "development" spans 
an even broader scope) are clearly inter-related and at times mutually 
competing. They are all legitimate categories of objectives. In 
seeking standards and criteria, we should not refrain from admitting 
political goals, or even "holding operations" carried out in the hope 
that a more favorable situation will soon develop. But there are no 
universally acceptable criteria for measuring the three categories of 
objectives, their inter-relationships, or the impact of assistance upon 
them. Quantitative techniques are primarily applicable to the second 
category, having quite limited application to the first and the third.

There are various "indices" of political and social development 
and quantitative data can be used to assist the reaching of judgments 
in these two areas. But such data is not likely to be conclusive. 
There are explicit qualitative data, e.g., assistance may clearly have 
contributed to improving the quality of teaching and research at a 
university. But judgment must be invoked to combine the quantitative 
and qualitative data to reach evaluation conclusions.

At first glance, the field of economic phenomena is where we 
should be able to formulate explicit relationships among various AID 
inputs and the associated outputs. We can measure aspects of gross 
national product (providing reliable data is available - which often 
is not the case) and their paths over time. We can usefully attempt to 
relate these indices to AID activities in quantitative terms. We can 
adopt as a working assumption that economic development is generally 
complementary to other types of development and essential thereto in the 
long run. But the pattern of institutional change may be as, or more, 
important than absolute increases in GNP and economic change often 
triggers political and social changes of great importance. Such out 
comes of economic assistance are generally beyond the purview of 
quantitative analysis.

It would be highly desirable to be able to provide a scientific 
basis for estimating the aggregate impact of alternative levels of 
assistance on a given country's economic development. The Adelman and 
Chenery study of Greece and the Jacoby study of Taiwan are examples.
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which illustrate the use of economic models for this purpose . The 
methods employed involve the election of a net of macro-quantities and 
the formulation of a set of relationships among them; the use of econo 
metric techniques to measure these relationships and test their descrip 
tive validity; and then the use of the model thus established to estimate 
in the retrospective sense what would have been the result of alternative 
levels of assistance or to predict for planning purposes the likely 
result of alternative level:; of assistance in the future. Despite the 
wide ratine of opinion as to the explanatory power of these techniques, 
it is clear that they can serve a useful purpose and that their useful 
ness and reliability can only "he expected to improve as time passes. 
The appointment vithin the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development's Development Assistance Committee of an Expert Group on 
the ''sea of Analytical Techniques is illustrative of increasing interest 
in '-.e relevance of such techniques to policy questions. Hopefully con 
tinuing progress will be made in the development and application of such 
methods for both planning and evaluation purposes.

The expression of the results of studies of the aggregate impact 
of assistance in quantitative terms alone can assist our qualitative 
judgment as to whether the rate of growth of GNP would have been signi 
ficantly affected by differing levels of aid; they cannot be properly 
interpreted to go much beyond that. First of all, the time span re 
quired for a successful development program for many developing econ 
omies (as distinguished from the Marshall Plan situation) is too long.

Secondly, external economic assistance is only one of a number of 
important factors affecting the developmental process . In many, probably 
most, developing countries the aspect of population control is in the 
long run the most significant consideration. Political stability, the 
quality of the host country government's economic policies, ("self-help") 
and the quality of the host country's human resources at the start of 
the assistance period are among the other non-quantifiable factors . 
There is no way to quantify the triggering effect of the assistance on 
institutional and social development. True, the increment of external 
assistance may be what gets the economy into "take off" but other non- 
quantifiahle factors will be contributing. Conversely, external assist 
ance may "be contributing vitally to long term development prospects, 
even in the absence of short term quantifiable results. This is especially 
true in the case of technical assistance activities, the significance 
of which is particularly difficult to measure .

The analysis of intersectoral, and even more, intrasectoral allo 
cations of assistance are affected by problems similar to those for 
analysis of aggregate impact in a country. In these cases the analysis 
is even less of a matter of scientific method and more a question of 
"the art of the possible." As an example, consider the difficulty of
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analysing by scientific formula the allocation, and the contribution, 
of assistance ;u:ionn sohTol construction, teacher training, och.jol 
lunches, research, et,<>. in the education sector.

In summary, as the evaluation activities of AID proceed, there 
will gradually aeeur.ulatc a body uf experience, in the for::: of ca.se 
studies of actual evaluation^ as to which methods yield the most, fruit 
ful result:', ana what criteri,- contribute be.*;t to making the needed 
judgment:;. o'uoh case studies and th.e doctrines developed therefro:n by 
AID analysis will provide- the best guidance for both step-by-step 
development of "cho •r/riluat.i >:; oyster.'! and al :•.;;.• for personnel undertaking 
evaluation activitior;. Jiul^mt.-nt, ;;u; oorti-id "uy ;;y3te:.natic analysio, of 
facts and coriciderations, will continuo, for a while at leaot, to bo 
more important than any evaluation manual.

Lest there be a ;r!isimdor;itandin.;3, quantitative date and analyoi.:, 
are an essential input, to improving AID evaluation activities, there 
la a. lar^e iuiex;/lored field for research and analysis on better ways 
to ce 't and ure ;;v,ch data, and enipha;;is r.liould be placed on such data 
and analysis in --ach evaluation activity.

E. A Method Deserving Increased Emj-liasis - Sector Analysis

The emphasis of AID evaluation efforts thus far has been more at 
the project level and the country program level, neglecting the con 
necting sector link. The project level is usually too small a context 
and the country program level often too large a context to attain an 
evaluation of contributions to U.S. objectives. It is at the sector 
level, for example, where it is useful to assess vhat impact projects 
have had, why, and quantitative inputs required to increase that impact. 
The sector is also the level where technical, capital, PL U80, and 
other types of assistance can first be placed on the table and looked 
at in their relationships or lack thereof, thereby also exposing over 
laps and gaps in planning and operational coordination. This last 
sentence should be doubly underlined in building toward a better AID 
evaluation system. For several reasons, some undoubtedly good reasons 
such as organizational compartmentalization (e.g., between technical 
and capital assistance), there are serious difficulties and reluctances 
to overcome in examining our experience by sectors . But reliance on 
the individual project approach should be viewed with the skepticism of 
one experienced desk officer: "Any good program officer can relate a 
favorite project unerringly to the eternal verities."

The sector approach also has hopeful possibilities in the search 
for standards and criteria (and also for improved methods of execution) 
through comparative analysis of the same sectors in two or more countries



Such analysis, using comparative rather than absolute criteria (which 
ve generally have yet to develop) as to efforts and achievements should 
both provide effective evaluation of the sectors appraised and also 
contribute to building the body of knowledge needed for improved evalu 
ation. Furthermore, such evaluation should help with both guidelines 
for size of input required to achieve significant results and also with 
guidelines for exploiting success.

Finally, through the lens of the sector approach, there is more 
liklihood of going beyond the analysis of how well AID's money is spent 
to identifying and appraising, at least qualitatively, the extent to 
vhich the AID effort has triggered both unanticipated spinoffs and 
particularly, also, changes in the local scene. Insertion of this 
factor of country performance (self-help) into the evaluation equation 
does add to the difficulties. But in the long run such inclusion is 
unavoidable if we are c°inG to tack__ one of the most critical issues 
in many countries. The sensitivity of some countries to foreign studies 
of local institutions and practices is recognized. It is one of the 
reasons for the suggestion below that recipient country personnel, where 
appropriate, be included in evaluation activities.

-X- -X- -X- -X- -X- -X- X-

As a final point, determinations on "best" methods of execution 
are going to be much easier to make than determinations on selection 
of "best" projects and programs--so much so that it is worth recalling 
the aphorism that "the best is oft the enemy of the good."

III. THE AID ENVIRONMENT - EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL

AID program planning, execution, and also evaluation have to be 
conducted in a very complicated environment, both internal to AID and 
the U.S. government framework, and also in recipient countries and in 
the total framework of international assistance. As an effective evalu 
ation system evolves, that system will help in surmounting the compli 
cations of the environment.

A. Complications from Multiple Objectives and Changing Activities

AID is an instrument of United States foreign policy. Hence, 
AID programs, while concerned in their execution primarily with economic 
and social development, need also to be viewed in the much broader and 
more complicated context of diplomatic, political and national security 
objectives. This wider context significantly affects AID planning 
execution and evaluation.
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AID is only one of a number of organizations—private and govern 
mental, national and international — in the development assistance busi 
ness. The activities oi' these other organisations often complement 
and sometimes compete with AID activities. They c;tn have a marked 
effect on the 3iicceL-.u or failure of AID's efforts.

AID eeono.'.ii>: assistance programs are divided into four general 
categories a;:cordin- to objectives and extent of AID participation; 
general development iHipporb, qualified development support, security- 
stability, and limited objective:;. Evaluations activities will "be 
conditioned by the nature of country program objectives. These objec 
tives must be concretely defined and understood, as a starting point 
for effective ev;duation.

AID is a temporary agency. While with predecessor agencies 18 
years old, it still requires authorizing legislation from year to year 
for its appropriations. This temporary status, including past re 
organisations and shifts in objectives, has not provided an optimum 
climate for generating the interest, energy and administrative arrange 
ments for a comprehensive evaluation system—especially one which will 
necessarily require some years to build.

But there has been progressive stabilization in the last few 
years. AID is some time beyond the last reorganization. Four years 
have elapsed since the "turnaround" in AID policy to emphasize develop 
ment, concentration of effort, loans vs. grants, etc. During these 
four years there has been a progressive initiation of a number of new 
programs (e.g., youth, nutrition, population) and of new methods, or 
increased emphasis on old methods, of execution (e.g., contracts). 
Given the time span of program planning and execution (discussed below) 
AID now has an inventory of post-turnaround experience adequate to 
undergird an evaluation program designed to improve future program 
planning and execution. Finally, while called "a bewildering array" 
by a recent management survey, there are, and have been, useful evalu 
ation actions going forward in AID and there are an increasing number 
of evaluation initiatives which indicate increasing interest and con 
fidence in the utility of this activity.

B. Strictures on AID Activities

The Washington headquarters and all top AID personnel are, and 
have to be, criticism oriented. AID is consistently a favorite target 
for public and Congressional criticism. A few failures or inadequacies 
in the multitude of AID activities can, and do, generate massive 
criticism and capture an inordinate proportion of the time and talent 
of top management personnel. There are a significant number of travel 
ling "evaluators" (perhaps more correctly called auditors or inspectors)



from government instrumentalities other than AID who look for activ 
ities vulnerable to criticism. During thin year of study more of 
these ( and they are resourceful ) were met in the field than AID 
evaluators seeking lessons from experience. A retail credit manager, 
comments one AID mission director, ercpects to have some bad debts or 
be judged too conservative; a military commander accepts that he will 
suffer losses. But ALT' is usually judged, and investigated, 
("evaluated") on an individual project rather than total program basis.

Not only the annual AID appropriations act, but also the lengthy 
and complicated AID authorising legislation, involve each year a long 
period of preparation, questioning and criticism, and place a first 
priority demand on the time and staff vork of key AID personnel.

AID programs and operations are conditioned by a large number 
of restrictions, some legislatively explicit, some implicit, e.g., 
a loan will not be made if other U.S. and international lending 
agencies vish to finance a given project, the 30-50 shipping require 
ment for commodities, preferences for small business, use of U.S. 
engineering consultants on most construction projects, support of co 
operatives, etc. The check-list of statutory criteria for Alliance 
for Progress loans, for instance, contains hi items. Many of these 
restrictions and stipulations, viewed separately, are likely to seem 
defensible; together, they significantly restrict administrative 
efficiency.

In addition, AID is undertaking a unique effort in support of 
U.S. policy objectives. That effort consists of many disparate acti 
vities, world-wide, including influencing change in fundamental insti 
tutions, but with few precedents on which to lean. Hence, AID has 
placed many checks and imposed a considerable centralization on itself.

The sum total of stipulations and restrictions, explicit and 
implicit, imposed and self-impose, combined with the defensive steps 
generated by outside criticism have contributed to AID becoming a 
somewhat ponderous activity administratively. While the subject of 
this study is program evaluation not AID administration, the success of 
programs often turns on the latter. More effective evaluation should 
identify needed administrative changes which will contribute in turn 
to improved program execution and planning.

C. AID Organization and Pattern of Operation

The agency is organized in three principal echelons from the 
standpoint of management control--^-8 field missions (there are some 
70 country programs), four geographic regional bureaus (including the
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Latin American bureau which is integrated with its State Department 
counterpart), and the Off ice of the Administrator. There are program 
and management staff divisions serving the Of rice of the Administrator. 
These staff divisions are two echelons (mission and regional bureau) 
removed from field operations and frun the principal genesis of programs, 
There is an obvious administrative problem in bringing their resources 
to bear on routine program planning and execution, and doing so without 
causing unbearable administrative lags and other complications, (This 
situation is somewhat mitigated by the presence of professional special 
ists in the regional oft'ic'es.) Association of the Administrator's 
staff divisions with evaluation in their respective areas of interest, 
where promptness and scheduling are not so controlling, may be easier. 
But the three organisational foci where management control nieetr, 
responsibility for both program planning and execution are the mission 
chief, the regional administrator and the Administrator. Consistent 
with the definition of the purpose of evaluation, responsibility for 
that activity should logically be located at the same foci as planning 
and execution.

AID has a major administrative and very obstinate problem in 
transferring experience (a subject discussed at greater length in 
Section IV) within its large and widely scattered organization. AID 1 :; 
"memory" ( collection, analysis, storage, retrieval, and transmission 
of experience ) is poor and the agency tends to be in compartments 
as far as transfer of lessons from experience is concerned. One of the 
most puzzling aspects of AID administration is the large number of 
reports and studies, quite a few with evaluatory items, which flow to 
AID/W from the field and are also generated in AID/W, but which do not 
seem to be completely utilized, or even stored so they can be found 
readily.

The Dulk of AID's operations are by country. Their fundamental 
aims include improving the institutional and attitudinal framework for 
development. The internal environment of participating countries is, 
therefore, a most important aspect. AID must work with the local 
Government and leadership groups, doubly so be cause self-help is one 
of the reasoned objectives of AID operations which look to working 
AID out of a job in each specific AID project and program. Standards 
and methods of AID operations are conditioned by those of the recipient 
country. The local government and leadership may have different scales 
of values than the U.S. and different judgments as to what to do and 
how to do it. Success in project and program is therefore dependent on 
many local factors and activities other than those of AID. For example, 
Professor Jacoby in evaluating the Taiwan development program identifies 
six factors, all essential to the success achieved: (l) native talents 
and industry of the Taiwanese people, (2) the infrastructure and human 
resources foundation laid by Japan, (3) the professional and adminis 
trative abilities and driven brought by the Mainland Chinese immigrants,



(')•) stable government, ( r>) economic policies favorable to private 
enterprise, and (u) U.S. aid.

A principal pillar in construe tine AID programs in the thesis 
that each country io asking the United States for assistance to achieve 
certain of its objectives. Hence assistance flows to activities where 
U.S. and recipient country objectives overlap. (The U.S. and the 
recipient country may, hovever, be promoting the same activity for 
different objectives—one AID field supervisor comments that agreements 
reached are sometimes analogous to a bishop and a prostitute agreeing 
on opposing free love). But even in the area of shared objectives, 
priorities inay differ with consequent effect on self-help by the reci 
pient country—if, for instance, the U.S. first priority AID project 
receives only secondary emphasis from the recipient government. To 
underline the problem of objectives and priorities with an illustration, 
population control is a first priority program from the standpoint of 
achieving development in many countries, yet in many of those same 
countries it receives little, even a negative, priority. AID program 
planning is, in part, a search for the "best" activities within the 
limit of those activities the requesting country vants, and is judged able, 
to undertake.

Underdeveloped countries are very short on managerial skills, 
both in and out of government. The "best" prospective pruj- fts may 
sometimes be impractical to plan or to execute because of ineffective 
local ministries, inability (or unwillingness) of the local government 
to make needed institutional changes, etc. The educational sector, in 
some countries, is a particularly striking example of this point. 
Governments of underdeveloped countries are often highly developed in 
bureaucracy with its consequent frustrations and delays.

AID activities are generally "projectized," with projects grouped 
by goals or sectors into country programs. A project may be small 
measured in money or personnel, e.g., artificial insemination of cattle 
in Salvador. It may be large, e.g., school construction in Brazil. 
There are over 2,000 dollar projects (loan and grant) in being world 
wide. There are additional local currency projects. Appraisal of a 
single "project" may not give meaningful judgments from the standpoint 
of contribution to U.S. objectives—unless viewed in a larger context 
such as a sector (education, agriculture, private enterprise, etc.). 
Furthermore, the number of projects is so large that even their selec 
tive evaluation has to be built into the systematic operations of AID 
rather tnan left solely to the intermittent attention of evaluators 
external to the line chain of command.



D. The Time Factor in Relation to AID's Ongoing and Future Activities

The time spun of projects and of country program:; is pertinent to 
design of an improved AID evaluation system. While no scientific data 
is available, an average 01' about tvo years seems a reasonable estimate 
from genesis of a project within a country mission, its submission to 
AID/'W, any necessary Congressional action, review of the project again 
by AID/W, negotiations mid arrangements with the local government, and 
the arrival of personnel and other resources needed to start: field 
operation. There are no scientific data available on average length 
of projects either, but once underway three years seems a most conser 
vative estimate, 07- an average of at least five years from genesis to 
completion. (Program loans may have a shorter time span.)

The foregoing admittedly "ball-park" figures give an adequate 
basis for some further points. Generally a project, and almost certain 
ly a country program, will go forward during the tenure of at least 
tvo U.S. administrations; two AID administrators, regional administra 
tors, desk offleers, mission directors, mission program officers and 
even local project supervisors. On the side of the assisted country 
there are likely to be at least two administrations and several changes 
in responsible ministers .

The distribution of projects—new, ongoing, completed—is an 
important aspect of AID's internal environment. Funds—appropriated, 
committed, expended-«are another important aspect:the average rate of 
expenditure over the last three years has been $1.985 billion, of com 
mitments $2.0^5 billion, currently about 2/3rds in loans and the re 
mainder grants. An analysis of these two aspects—distribution of 
projects and funds--indicates that the "mix" of requirements placed on 
AU as among program planning of new activities, modification of on 
going activities and program execution may have been changing,signifi 
cantly so over the past four years.

The level of annual commitments has remained relatively constant, 
while, since the execution of a loan or grant project reasonably 
requires more than a year, the cumulative burden of supervising on 
going projects has increased. (The pipeline for capital projects, for 
instance, has increased from $1.3 billion in FY 1961 to $2.2 billion 
in FY 1965 with a marked shift from grant-funded to loan-funded capital 
projects.) In the case of technical assistance, an increasing propor 
tion of the agency's effort seems to be devoted to the programming of 
funds to continue activities already underway and to their execution 
as compared to the planning of new activities. These trends, if they do 
in fact exist, suggest that the load of execution is increasing. They 
support the recommendation of a recent management survey that AID 
increase its emphasis on operating efficiency, and also suggest initi'il 
emphasis on evaluation activities contributing to improved program execution.
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AID has, and vill continue to have, only limited ability to pro 
vide personnel to start new projects quickly or to shift personnel 
rapidly with the termination of a project on short notice . Even con 
tract operations usually require considerable time to get personnel on 
the ground.

The AID milieu includes a vide variety of vested interests, many 
of them influential in both planning and execution. Once a project is 
underway, a ministry or other agency of the associated government 
usually has such an interest. Some vested interests are engraved in 
U.S. lav; some have representatives working to influence Congress and 
the Executive Branch. Contractors may acquire an interest in continu 
ation of a project ana in the adoption of similar projects. This point 
is particularly applicable to government agencies (and possibly even 
universities) which have set up special staff divisions and added pro 
fessional personnel to engage in AID activities. There are also vested 
interests within the complex AID organisation, both staff sections and 
individuals. In the field, job stability and even continued employment 
turn on the continuing content of the program—another type of vested 
interest.

The foregoing paragraph is not to be interpreted as describing 
a situation with universally adverse effects. Some effects are adverse, 
some helpful. But it is veil to note that the situation exists, even 
if it is a normal one in the conduct of human affairs and not basically 
different from other U.S. government operations. The vested interest 
and personnel elements need to be considered in making evaluative 
judgments on project selection and pattern of operations.

E. Attitudes and Priorities Concerning Evaluation

AID personnel and organizational units have been interested in 
evaluation in recent years, but only after other matters get done and 
in the context of their particular specialty—e.g., programmers have 
assumed it gets done incident to their job, the management people have 
hoped to nee it solved by management techniques; the comptrollers have 
sometimes equated evaluation vith compliance control; the researchers 
have stopped short of tackling the aspect of utilization of evaluation 
results. Evaluation has been little used as a vehicle to involve a 
third party in issues over the continuation, modification or termination 
of a project or program. This study has not, however, found any explicit 
charge to undertake evaluation in legislation or in AID administrative 
regulations defining the functions of components of the organization— 
except in the case of the Operations Evaluation Staff. Hence the useful 
"but piecemeal current evaluation efforts generated "by scattered pro 
fessional initiatives within the agency are to be commended.



AID has about 15,100 direct-hire employees, of which 3270 are 
foreign nationals, and 0030 U.S. cil ' 'ons. Of the latter, approxi 
mately 3SoO are in the field and 32'(V -i- n AID/W. As indicated by the 
inventory of AID/W evaluation activities (see Supplement), a number of 
these ar:: in the evaluation bv'iess part time. But, in contrast to 
the more than loOO in co:nptrolj.ing activities including 150 profession 
al auditors engaged agency-wide in compliance control (a requirement 
generated in part by tho seoi>c oT contract activities), there are 
only a handful of professional oLYiiv.-i-s engaged full time on evaluation 
matters .

Each of the various echelons and subdivisions of AID has a 
finite inventory jf interest and of man hours to devote to AID 
activities. Under one of the primary lavs of administration, "the 
squearfJng vheel pets the grease." There are three loudly squeaking 
wheels in AID field activities: all matters having to do with compli 
ance control, the highly developed and institutionalized program plan 
ning process, and the reports required in addition to those for the 
previous two activities. Any remaining inventory of interest and time 
in field missions is available for program execution and for evaluation. 
Operational efficiency can bo monitored somewhat and a reporting system 
is now being designed to do that; evaluation can be checked, on much 
less. Hence, evaluation is going to tend to receive lower priority 
and will go forward only to the extent that administrator.:, and their 
immediate assistants believe that the activity helps them in their jobs 
and that evaluation is receiving the personal impetus of superiors.

AID evaluation is not behind the pace of other agencies working 
in international development. These other agencies are turning in 
creasingly to evaluation as a tool to assist in their activities. 
AID, however, has a more complicated evaluation problem because AID 
has more diversified assets to bring to bear on assistance requirements 
"than other agencies operating in the field—and hence should be more 
effective. This arsenal of means (loans, grants, guarantees, PL hQO, 
etc.) poses a co.iplicated problem in appraising and reaching conclusions 
on the sum total of these instruments utilised to affect the development 
of a particular sector or of a country as a whole.

F. A Summary Point on AID's Environment

AID evaluation in a tool as yet relatively unshaped and untried. 
It must operate within a very complicated environment. The range of 
choice of projects and means of executing them is limited--by political 
considerations which weigh heavily in the AID emohasis given a parti 
cular country; by the momentum and inertia of projects in "being; by 
the explicit and implicit legislative provisions as to what AID will 
do and how; by the interests an>. capabilities of recipient governments;
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by the limitatiout of personnel and other resources available to AID; 
and "by other parameters . The availability of dollars is no more a 
controlling element than these facts, even though the general need 
for much more development is clearly apparent.

There is no opposition to the general point that AID's ability 
to operate in this complicated environment can be improved by review 
ing what has beea done, and what is being done, to try to learn from 
experience. The problem, discussed in the remainder of this report, 
is how best to execute that general judgment.

IV. INSTITUTING AN IMPROVED AID EVALUATION SYSTEM: 

SOME SPECIFIC PROBLEM AREAS

The following subsections discuss four problem areas believed 
most important initially in establishing a comprehensive AID evalua 
tion system and list some other areas needing attention now or soon. 
These problem areas have been alluded to in preceeding sections of the 
report. No one area is entirely separable from the others; efforts to 
deal vith one will usually impinge on several. Reference is made in 
the discussion to actions completed or underway, as veil as to future 
actions which are needed. Hence the discussion implicitly accepts 
some conclusions not stated explicitly until the following section.

A. Generating _Agency- wide Support for Evaluation

The approach to Improving AID program evaluation developed in 
this report does not envisage either the creation of a separate organi 
zational hierarchy for the execution of all evaluation activities or 
the submersion of evaluation in some other ongoing activity. Instead 
the approach calls for the involvement of all echelons of the agency 
in the evaluation process.

There is considerable skepticism among AID personnel regarding 
the usefulness of evaluation — skepticism stemming in part from the lack of 
a generally accepted, limited definition of evaluation; in part from 
an historical tendency to equate evaluation with fault-finding; in part 
because of the remote relationship in the past between evaluation and 
program planning and execution; in part from the belief that AID's 
limited resources can be allocated more profitably to other activities; 
and in part from an attitude analogous to that of the farmer who de 
clined to buy a book on how to farm twice as well as he was then farm 
ing because he "wasn't doing half as well as he already knew how to do!"



A holder of these skeptical views, while asserting the adequacy 
of the experience and seat of the pants judgment of the mission 
director and program office, is likely at the same time to deplore the 
compartmentali7,ation of AID, the inadequacies in transfer of experience, 
and the detailed checking arid delays in the centralized approval chain 
to Washington and back. A better evaluation system will help in the 
long run on the points deplored.

The institution of an improved evaluation system requires the 
development of a mvrc solid consensus that evaluation helps. This con 
sensus must be actively sought through a sustained educational program, 
accompanied by clear and continuing evidence of top management interest 
and support, and most important, wide involvement of AID personnel.

A number of recent actions should assist in generating within 
the agency a greater interest in, and understanding of, evaluation as 
a useful management tool. The term "evaluation" lias been defined with 
specific reference to AID activities and the uses to be made of evalu 
ation results. A general approach to increasing emphasis on evaluation 
has been developed and accepted by top agency leadership. Staff papers 
have been circulated throughout the agency. Field and headquarters 
personnel have been encouraged to contribute to the study in informal 
discussion;;, meetings, and conferences. Several mission directors have 
initiated evaluation efforts contributing experience useful to the study.

An airgram, reproduced in the Supplement, has been sent by the 
Administrator to all mission directors defining evaluation, setting 
forth certain principles considered to be generally valid and immediate 
ly applicable, and asking each mission director to give his personal 
attention to an increased emphasis on evaluation. This airgram did not 
prescribe any set pattern for evaluation at the mission level. Instead, 
it encouraged the individual missions to institute evaluation systems 
adapted to their individual circumstances. Ao a follow-up (see Supple 
ment) to the Administrator's initial message, selected missions have 
been asked for a report on how they arc proceeding. Their replies 
should provide a basis fcv defining more concretely an agency-wide system,

The reaction, particularly in the field, to the suggested 
increase in emphasis on evaluation has varied fr -::\ strong support to 
outright skepticism, but the field is unanimous J:> th>'. view that, "If 
there is going to be more evaluation, let us do it." This viev under 
lies the importance of mission level responsibility i'..--r evaluation: 
the field is more likely to develop, ace." nt and utilize an evaluation 
system if made principally responsible t: refor.

The effort to generate wider interest and understanding should 
be continued and expanded as the -agency proceeds with the task of

30



instituting the organisational and administrative fonns of a comprehen 
sive evaluation system. The problen is closely related to that of 
transfer of experience discussed below--sueh techniques apply as circu 
lation of staff studies, ease studir-s and other informational material; 
and the inclusion of evaluation on the agenda:-, of orientation programs, 
meetings and seminars. Consideration should also be given to manual 
orders giving policy guidance on evaluation, and reference, to evaluation 
in program guidance messages. A major responsibility of the staff 
resources, recvoinmoruled below, for evaluation at the Administrator and 
regional bureau levels will be to stimulate understanding and support. 
The best stimuli include the use and follow-up of successful evaluation 
activities with wide commendation of the nractitioners.

B. The Problem of Communication; Transfer of Experience and 

Dir. • -nination of Information in a Usable Form

Although, there are complaints about centralization, AID is orga 
nised and administered in a matrix of compartments: in program and 
administration, in field .and in Washington, by geography and by function. 
Tliis situation is normal and necessary for such a complexity of diverse 
activities. Other government agencies (e.g., the military) have, in 
varying degrees, similar complexities and similar problems in trans 
ferring and utilizing the lessons of experience. But they have worked 
at these .'roblems over a long period of time with professional person 
nel of assured tenure in a comparatively stable organization with fairly 
consistent programs and objectives, and as "permanent" rather than 
"temporary" agencies.

Trie re are a variety of methods for transferring experience . The 
most e-ffective and usual method in AID seems to be by field transfer 
of experienced individuals and by application of the accumulated wisdom 
of AID/W staff officers to program planning and execution proposals. 
At the AID/W level this method presumes vast breadth of knowledge con 
cerning the milieu of different countries and may contribute to delays 
in acting on field requests--a principal field complaint concerning 
AID administration. Also, only a fractional proportion of AID/W person 
nel have had field experience—less than 20 per cent according to one 
estimate.

Other methods of transferring experience include conferences, 
seminars, exchange visits; circulation of case studies and "think 
pieces;" conversions of lessons learned into policy directives—a method 
requiring staff work and often research and analysis; and a training 
or schooling system--a method for AID's possible consideration at a 
later stage.
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AID's transfer problems are both lateral and vertical: lateral 
among country missions, regions and staff; divisions; vertical between 
field and headquarters . The country million is the organisational 
component where identification,, analysis and internal utilization of 
experience is leant likely to be handicapped by the problem of dis 
semination. . .one of several reasons for placing initial emphasis on 
mission level evaluation. Beyond the country concerned, the first 
and critical priority is utilisation, and hence transfer, of evalu 
ation experience across missions . 3e.co.nd, but still high, priority 
should oe given to the communication of evaluation results to AID/W 
and tlicir utilisation in th< ; ro. ;r r i:"ri review and approval process.

Parenthetically, care needs to "be exercised in disseminating 
experience v;ithout v.nulysis . The seo>.ningly successful (or unsuccessful) 
approach must be viewed in the local context. Analysis may clearly 
indicate- inapplicability to another environment or needed changes to 
make the experience transfer ;uicce s~ fully.

The proiile;:'. of AID's "memory" has been Ion,-; belabored. There 
almost always see:n to be one or more studi.es of the problem underway, 
Every observer takes the position that significant improvement is 
needed. The limited progress made to date suggests thnt either we do 
not believe that the gains from improvement will be worth the time and 
effort required or that the problem is hopelessly intractable, or both.

Becaus ; of other studies, underway, only secondary attention has 
been given to the memory problem during this study, However, a number 
of related surest ions have been made, including (a) associating the 
preparation of existin.; reports with the evaluation process; (b) 
instituting a system for cataloguing, filing and disseminating evalu 
ation information and reportc--a system less ambitious than those en 
visaged by the studies of foreign affairs information management now 
underway, but one which mi^ht be instituted immediately; ( c ) elimination 
of certain reports, if no system can soon be devised for using them — 
capturing the released time and talent for evaluation activities.

In addition to any 
mendations, the creation 
facilitate the transfer 
These resources will be 
thereto. They will need 
Administrator's airgrarn 
to increase emphasis on 
the evaluation plans pre 
should prove helpful in 
evaluation system.

progress alon^ the lines of the above recom
of staff resources for evaluation should 

and utilization of evaluation experience. 
seized with the problem and apply their talents 
, for example, to analyze the replies to the 
asking field missions to report on steps taken 
evaluation. They should also consider analyzing 
pared by each operating echelon. Such analysis 
pointing the way to further improvements in the



We do not recommend any additional evaluation reporting require 
ments until AID devises ways of systematically analyzing and dissemina 
ting evaluation results.

C. Organizational Aspects at Three Levels - Mission, Regional, 

Administrator

Certain basic x <rinci;'lrs regarding the design of a comprehensive 
program evaluation system appear repeatedly in this report. Tliey 
include that:

Evaluation should be considered a separate component 
of AID's work pattern distinct from, ut related to, 
and designed <:<:• support, the planning and execution 
of AID -orograr.i-.

Responsibility for evaluation should be clearly estab 
lished and administrative procedures designed to insure 
that evaluation is systematically carried out and the 
results utilized.

Evaluations should be organized arid conducted in such 
a way as to involve the management and operating elements 
of the organization. All responsibility should not be 
delegated to any one office; nor should evaluation be 
dissolved into some other activity.

These principles are directly relevant to a consideration of the 
organizational implications of an increased emphasis on evaluation. 
Tliey support the conclusion that management responsibility for evalu 
ation must be vested in the principal line officer at each echelon in 
the chain of command—Administrator, regional administrator, mission 
director. These principles also make clear that we do not propose the 
creation of a separate organizational hierarchy for the actual conduct 
of all evaluation activities.

There are within the agency a number of organizational units which 
have undertaken, and should continue to undertake, evaluation activities, 
At the Administrator's level, these include: (a) the central program 
staff offices (e.g., Program Coordination, Technical Cooperation and 
Research, Development Finance and Private Enterprise), which engage in 
evaluations as an adjunct to their policy formulation and guidance 
responsibilities; (b) the S-man Operations Evaluation Staff, reporting 
to the Deputy Administrator, which conducts periodic performance evalu 
ations in the field and AID/W; and (c) within Technical Cooperation and
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Research, the Office of Research and Analysis, which administer;; 
centrally-funded "evaluation research" contracts and which has had a 
continuing interest in agency evaluation. Except in the case of the 
Operations Evaluation Staff, assignment of responsibility for evalu 
ation activities is implicit rather than, explicit in AID manual orders.

Offices within the regional bureaus as well as individual missions 
also undertake a variety of evaluation activities, both periodic and 
ad hoc.

There is not, however, at any of the three principal organiza 
tional echelons a central staff focus for the planning, coordination 
and review of the evaluation activities undertaken. Without such a 
focal point there can be no assurance that evaluation activities are 
structured according to a vdan, reviewed in advance against the priority 
needs of the mission, regional bureaus or the agency as a whole, and 
conducted in such a way that the results are used with broadest possible 
effect.

To give such assurance there is a need to provide the 'principal 
line officers at each echelon, who must bear management responsibility 
for evaluation, with a resource responsible for the staff aspects of 
evaluation.

At the Administrator's level the functions of the staff resource 
would include to: advise the Administrator on organization, adminis 
tration, standards, policies and procedures for a comprehensive, agency- 
wide evaluation system; advise and assist the staff resources at the 
regional level in planning and instituting complimentary and interlock 
ing systems within the regional bureaus; assist the central program 
staffs in identifying areas requiring more systematic evaluation, e.^. , 
inter-regional comparisons of similar projects or analyses in depth 
of particular sector programs; advice to the Administrator on a system 
for transfer of evaluation results and for needed research and analysis 
on evaluation methods; keep informed of evaluation activities completed, 
underway or planned with a view to insuring that the results of these 
activities are effectively communicated throughout the agency.

The staff resources at the regional and mission levels would have 
comparable responsibilities, appro.; -riate to these levels.

Because of the differing organizational and administrative 
arrangements at each echelon, the specific organizational location for 
the staff resource might vary. In each case, however, the unit or 
individual responsible for the staff aspects of evaluation should be 
located near, arid have direct access to, the principal line officer; 
should have cognisance of mutually-supporting types of assistance and



alternative technique:; fur project execution; and should be action- 
oriented, and dedicated to the job at hand.

The urgani'/.ational implication:; at the Administrator and r-^i^nal 
'bureau levels of an increased e::iphasis on evaluation were the the 
subject of two memoranda to the Administrator (see Supplement). In 
his initial message to the field on evaluation at the mission level, 
Uu Administrator stated: "Responsibility and procedures for evaluation 
should be clearly established within each mission and the effort should 
"be organise.d so as to involve the management and operating elements of
the a^d so as to avcifl delegating
all evaluation r- :-,:>onr,i"bility to any one office or dissolving it into 
S.'::LO other activity. For these reasons management responsibility 
should LI.. assumed \>y tin; mission director or his deputy."

D. Personnel - Number and Competence - and Funding.

In addition to staff resources for evaluation discussed in the 
I receedin;; subsection, a comprehensive evaluation system must also 
include adequate provision of personnel and funding for the conduct of
evaluation activities.

Personnel. Past evaluation activities conducted by AID and 
its predecessor agencies have utilized personnel from a variety of 
sources—from the regional bureaus and central staff offices in AID/W, 
from individual missions, from other government agencies, from the 
recipient governments, and from private organizations. Evaluation 
activities have also been performed by outside institutions on a con 
tract basis.

As to whether competent personnel are available within the 
agency and can be spared for evaluation purposes, several problems 
have been raised. One is that otherwise technically competent person 
nel in the field already have a full workload. This is in essence a 
matter of objectives and priorities. It might be possible, however, 
to obtain personnel resources for evaluation from such sources as: 
the shift in the mix of AlD's work pattern, mentioned in Section III; 
evaluation activities already underway; further progress in the agency's 
policy of decentralization to the field; elimination of certain reports;

A draft contract study on foreign affairs information management 
assaults the reports proliferation problem and recommends the 
elimination of H2 field reports on technical assistance activities. 
(The study did not cover other types of assistance.)



more disc inline iri the dispatch of action. requests to the field; and 
by making AID/W personnel available to help with mission evaluation. 
As neither the time-saving nor the time-consuming aspects of an in 
crease' emphasis on evaluation can be accurately estimated in advance, 
these aspects can only ue determined through a sten-by-step process 
of experimentation.

There is the related oroblem of bias and lack of objectivity 
of AID personnel otherwise available t.) participate in evaluation 
activities. Anon;' available qualified personnel, AID should seek the 
best compromise between "objectivity" on the otie hand, and familiarity 
with the functional field and vith the project or program to be evalu 
ated, on the other hand. No formula promise.; oc.rfecti-m. I:i the field, 
mission directors and the.Lr deputies are more likely to be objective 
than their subordinates--suffi-oicntly so to leaven effectively any bias 
on the part of technicians or their division chief.;. Personnel from 
other missions can hi.lp in e.nducting evaluation activities and also 
with cross-mission communication of evaluation results.

The extent of reliance on AID/W pc'.rs'mntl t.'or evaluation 
must be viewed La the light jf their limited availability, the limited 
proportion who hay,-, had field experience, and the fact that if specialized 
in the area to be e-valuated they may also have a professional bias or be 
personally involved. Hnliatiee on AID/W personnel may also lim.it undesir 
ably the involvement of local misoi.m oersonncl, including the managerial level.

Reliance .>n participating agencies or private contractors to 
evaluation programs M- projects for which they are the executing agent 
—a practice ..bserved in at least two instances — is both unsound and un 
necessary. In addition to the biases referred to above, the contractor 
usually ha.: a l.Mu'r,-term financial and personnel interest in perpetuating 
the same jr similar activities. As the executing agent, the contractor 
should be continually appraising his own performance as an integral part 
of his contract responsibilities. But such appraisals while related to, 
should not be considered a substitute for, AID evaluation.

Tiv; use of outside consultants and contractors for evalu 
ation purposes may introduce a bias stemming from their professional 
specialties. More important, outside consultants and contractors often 
have difficulc;/ attaining c >gnii',ance of such itens as the history of the 
project (in part because of paucity of files), the local environment,, 
and the progression of policy thinking and direction from Washington. 
They are likely to have particular difficulty in shaping their efforts 
to specific AID needs. For while- conclusions as to whether something 
is, or is not, being accomplished can usually bo reached with relative 
ease, conclusions as to why, and the shaping of these conclusions so as 
to further AID program planning and execution, are much more difficult 
tasks. As an illustration, on-: highly reputable, and experienced



individual heading a contract group comments: "I have been perplexed 
by the difficulties of an outride group such as ours to relate effec 
tively to AID. Wo wore able to gather a great deal of information in 
spite of limitations of time and staff, but somehow I feel that ve 
have not been able to comm\uiicate in a v/ay that will 'he fully useful 
to AID."

Evaluation contract:; need to be prepared with particular 
c.are, monitored closely by informed individuals in AID, and carried 
out, where: practicable, with the working assistance of professional 
AID persoiincl--as in the case of the Jacoby evaluation of the Taiwan 
program. Finally, AID should seek to build further its pool of experi 
enced (.-valuators, thereby providing experienced consultants and insti 
tutions to mitigate the problem:-"; just outlined.

Field missions have on occasion involved officials from the 
partici/pating government in joint evaluations of particular programs 
or projects. The jDint AID/THAI evaluation of the Expanded Rural 
Development project in Northeast Thailand is a prominent example. 
Those advocating this type of arrangement stress the educational and 
self-help aspects of host country involvement, and the opportunity 
joint evaluations -vrovide to enhance project effectiveness. Others 
argue against the practice by citing the problems of divided responsi 
bility, differing objective;; and priorities (discussed in Section III), 
the inability or unwillingness of some host government officials to be 
constructively critical of their superiors, and the opening joint 
evaluation.; afford the recipient country to press for more assistance. 
Obviously, the desirability of participation by host government person 
nel must be decided on a case-by-case basis.

In summary, there are a variety of sources from which to 
draw the oersonnel needed to undertake evaluation activities. The 
number and competence required for any giver, evaluation will fiejend 
on such factors as the objectives sought, the depth and sophistication 
of analysis required, and the nature of the program or project to be 
evaluated. These requirements can only be determined on a case-by-case 
basis. However, as a general rule, AID should seek maximum involve 
ment of operating personnel in the evaluati'.-n process, and should look 
to its principal line officials and to consultants, including "generalists," 
to offset the- presumed bias of those specialized or directly involved 
in the field of activity concerned. AID might also provide in selected 
project agreements for joint evaluations using policy-level personnel 
from the host government.

Guidance to this effect for mission level evaluation has 
already been provided by the Administrator in his initial message to 
the field calling for an increased emphasis on evaluation:
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"In conducting mission level evaluations consideration 
should be given to the use of consultants) from other missions 
and government agencies, AJD/W and other sources, and, when 
appropriate, host country nationals. This consideration should 
not be limited to specialists in the activity under review. A 
generalist may be helpful and may, at a minimum, contribute to 
the assurance of objectivity."

Tile fulfillment of personnel requirements is a matter for 
detailed staff action.

Funding. A:; in the case of personnel, the funds required 
to carry out the evaluation activities envisaged in this report, cannot 
be estimated in advance. Clearly, some additional funds will be needed 
to cover the costs of travel, per diem, consultants ' fees arid contract 
services, to the extent evaluation activities involve other than local 
AID personnel. These funds may not be significantly greater than 
those now being expended for evaluation purposes. These funds must, 
however, come out of either current allotments, which means giving a 
sufficient priority to evaluation, or out of any unallocated balances 
held centrally in AID/W. Presumably missions and other organizational 
units undertaking evaluation activities will exercise initiative in 
giving evaluation the necessary priority and in requesting additional 
funds, where available funds are insufficient to execute policy direc 
tives on evaluation, otnff supervision will be needed to check that 
increased emphasis on evaluation is not impeded by any administrative 
aspect of funding which can reasonably be surmounted.

E. Other Problem Areas

There are a number of problems, in addition to those already 
discussed, which now exist or are likely to arise in the future. As 
progress is made on what seem to be the four central problem areas 
(generating agency-wide support for evaluation, transfer and communi 
cation of evaluation results, organizing for evaluation, and personnel 
and funding for evaluation) these other problems should progressively 
erode.

1. Involvement of AID staff divisions in the evaluation

program

The step-by-step approach recommended, and already initiated 
by the Administrator, has begun with emphasis at the mission di :'ector 
level and a proposed chain of command responsibility for evaluation.



The concept extends, however, to the judgment that, as the program 
gets underway, the participation of the staff divisions, with their 
varied inventory of resources will fall in line. These staff divisions, 
as consumers of evaluation materials pertinent to their responsibilities 
provide a demand pull on evaluation activities; their experts are part 
of the pool of knowledgeable professionals available to help with 
evaluation; and the divisions themselves may be the best instruments 
for sectoral evaluation, particularly that which is inter-regional.

£. Programs involving cooperating inputs by AID and other 

U. o. agencies

The U.3. is conducting complicated activities in many
countries. The so. are all presumably under the control of the Ambassador 
and coordinated through the country team. In fact, each of these activ 
ities is generally subject to strong policy control and operational 
supervision from the parent agency at Washington level, not always co 
ordinated inter-departmentally at that level, and not always possible 
to coordinate sensibly there because of the disparate situations 
among different countries. The U.S. has now been in the business long 
enough so thnt joint analysis of inter-departmental programs, with 
departmental prejudices leavened by inclusion of sophisticated con 
sultants, is indicated. AL; examples, the counterinsurgency - civic 
action program, and perhaps some aspects of AID-Peace Corps cooperation, 
are due for a critical look from above the country team level. These 
two examples are selected because of their importance to long-term 
U.S. interests and because, while the programs have been in existence 
long enough to provide materials for an evaluation effort, they are 
still new enough so that there is not unanimity of view concerning the 
meaning of policy when execution is involved. The evaluation process 
might, therefore, contribute significantly.

3. Sector and country programs to which there are multiple 

inputs from both AID and non-U.3. government sources

There are already some efforts underway to coordinate program 
planning under those circumstances. Combined evaluation efforts have 
yet to evolve. As mentioned in a previous section, other inter 
national assistance agencies such as the foundations and agencies of 
the. UN, are indicating an increased interest in evaluation. At least 
two other points are pertinent. In Section II we scr-ssed sector analysis 
as a method of approach to evaluation warranting ''/eater attention. 
Such analysis requires consideration of all inputs into the sector and 
so suggests the possibility of cooperative evaluation efforts with the 
contributors of the other inputs, both U.S. and non-U.3. As a second
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point, effective evaluation and its utilization turns i.iaterially on 
taking the time of a limited number of key personnel. These include 
mission directors, thoir principal assistants, and also the top person 
nel of the interested local Tniriistries. Travelling researchers and 
evaluators from vithin and without AID often overlap in their investi 
gations and take a significant amount of the time of these key people. 
These observations suggest (a) thrit AID may wish to reviev its co 
ordination mechanisms for the problem mentioned,* and (b) that combined 
evaluation efforts may, in the future, if all assistance agencies in 
crease emphasis on evaluation, become a practical necessity in order 
to conserve the time of local personnel.

k. Pressure for making evaluation materials available 

to the public

At least one evaluation effort of AID and its predecessor 
organizations foundered on this point. The currently initiated program 
has, however, a significantly different method. It starts with emphasis 
on evaluation operations by the mission rather than on reports by 
visiting teams to Washington. It emphasizes evaluation as built into 
the routine flow of activities and directed to the undramatic objective 
of analyzing experience to determine the "whys" of what happened, and 
supplying the conclusions to the continuing routine of other AID 
activities—not different in concept from other routine administrative 
activities of the Executive Branch.

* We note the following recommendation in the Summary Report,"Study 
of Manpower Needs, Educational Capabilities, and Overseas Study," 
of an Education and World Affairs Study Committee: "... AID should 
seriously consider reducing the number of special study teams sent 
to Africa and make a greater effort to relate new studies to the 
overall assistance strategy for the country concerned. The constant 
stream of visitors is a heavy burden to both African officials and 
the staff of USAID missions. More importantly, too frequently these 
studies are not well coordinated with other investigations or on 
going programs nor to the overall human resource strategy of the 
country..."



V. CONCLUSIONS -- A PRACTICABLE APPROACH TO IMPROVING 

AID PROGRAM EVALUATION

The proceeding sections contain a number oi' conclusions, both 
explicit and implicit. This section distills from the proceeding 
discussion the major conclusions regarding a practicable approach to 
improving AID program evaluation. These conclusions, as developed, 
were provided formally or informally to the AID organization. Most of 
them are already receiving attention, varying from dissemination for 
information to initiation of execution. Those marked with an asterisk 
are substantially the points which were accepted with general (if not 
always complete) consensus by seminars of senior AID officials in 
April 19u5, and by the Executive Staff in its meeting of April 20, 
196S. The references at the end of each conclusion indicate at least 
one section of the report containing pertinent discussion.

A. Past AID Evaluation Activities

>; 1. AID has undertaken a variety of useful evaluation activities. 
(I.B.)

*'2. AID has not had a consensus on the meaning, scope, objectives 
and contribution of evaluation. (II.A.)

3. AID has not marshalled the administrative, organizational, 
information analysis and dissemination, and other resources needed 
for a comprehensive evaluation system—or even for maximizing the 
usefulness of the array of evaluation efforts now undertaken. (iv.B.)

B. Definition, Objectives, Scope, and Methods of Evaluation

*^. Evaluation is the examination of our experience to provide 
guidance which can be utilized both to improve program execution and 
to improve program planning. (Definition disseminated to agency by 
Administrator.)

*5- Evaluation is a process, not merely a collection of un 
related acts; it is a frame of mjne, not merely a series of repcrts. 
Evaluation involves taking a critical analytical look at our experi 
ence on a systematic basis and as a regular part of our work. (II.A.)

*6. Evaluation supports, and overlaps with, both program 
planning and program execution but should be viewed as a separately 
identifiable component of AID's work pattern. (II.A.)



*7. Evaluation is a manage me rib tool and a management responsi 
bility. (IV.C.)

x u. The basic requirements of an evaluation system include a 
clear designation of responsibility—both line and staff; an evalu 
ation plan; adequate personnel and funding to carry out the plan: 
and systematic procedures fur utilising evaluation reunite. (ll.C.)

9. The process for each evaluation activity includes (a) a 
determination oi' purpose, (b) designation of organizational level p~.'-} 
office to which conclusions are to be addressed, (r ) selection of 
approjiriate standards and criteria, (d.) allocation of personnel, funds 
and administrative resources, (e) execution action on approved recom 
mendations, and (f) follow-up on execution. (II.C.)

*10. Evaluation, by definition., implies some standards against 
which to evaluate. (II.D.)

11. The state of the arts of social and economic development, 
and also of use of assistance for political purposes, indicates that 
sophisticated scientific' techniques are generally secondary to the 
availability for evaluation activities of sophisticated individuals , 
preferably with knowledge of AID and also of th;; less developed 
countries. (II.D.)

C. Elements of a Program to Increase AID Emphasis on Program 

Evaluation

*12. AID should increase its emphasis on evaluation. (ill.A.)

13. Administratively, as well as in methods and techniques, a 
comprehensive evaluation system needs to he built on a step-by-step 
basis'.. The system should utilize, with appropriate adjustments, 
resources in being to execute evaluation activities. (II.D.)

1U. In developing further its evaluation system, AID should 
lean heavily on the case study method and on staff action combined 
with strong leadership, rather than placing major dependence on con 
sultants and reports. (II.I).)

15. Management responsibility for evaluation should be speci 
fically vested in the line chain of command: Administrator, regional 
assistant adiiiinistrator, mission director. (II.C.)



16. At each of the three organizational levels, the respective 
administrator should, have close to him a staff resource for evaluation 
with cognisance spanning the full range of the principal officer's 
prog rain planning and. execution responsibilities. (II.C.)

*17. AID should initially ("but not exclusively) emphasize 
mission level evaluation under the leadership of the director. (I.E.)

*18. The initial (but not'exclusive) emphasis should be on evalu 
ation leading to improved program execution. AID is, in.the short run, 
significantly committed as far as program is concerned. A "good" pro 
ject well executed is likely to give more payoff than a "best" project 
'executed in a mediocre manner. (II.A.)

19. AID should seek to free more time and interest of field 
personnel for evaluation by such measures as elimination of unutilized 
reports and other work requests, decentralization, and provision of 
AID/W personnel to assist in evaluation. (IV.A.)

20. Each field mission, regional "bureau, and staff division 
involved in the evaluation program should have an evaluation plan. 
(II.C.)

*21. Evaluation in the sector context (technique "sectors" 
such as contract, direct-hire, joint operations vith recipient country; 
and program sectors such as agriculture and edxication) has been in 
adequately stressed and should be stressed in the future. (II.E.)

*22. There should be concrete actions to make the lessons from 
experience available to operating and planning personnel in usable 
form—a better evaluation reporting, analysis and dissemination system. 
(IV.B.)



VI. RECOMMENDATION

Except for one, there are no additional recommendations I wish 
to make beyond those clearly implied by the conclusions in this report, 
those in action papers processed or in process in the agency (see 
Supplement), and suggestions, too detailed to mention, which have 
teen passed informally to the responsible officials in the field and in 
Washington. The one additional recommendation is central to any pro 
gress toward a more comprehensive evaluation system. The conclusion 
that AID should increase emphasis on evaluation and the supporting con 
clusions as to ways and means are premised on the overriding assumption 
that:

The Administrator continue to monitor, guide, and 

give his personal impetus to improved AID evaluation.

Such improvement is consistent with the current progression of other 
agencies concerned with international development which are only now 
turning to emphasis on evaluation. But such improvement requires 
initiative,, innovation, and the progressive institution of new admin 
istrative, organizational and analytical arrangements. Hence, I con 
clude that, in the AID milieu, the improvement will be slow to occur 
"but for the strong personal leadership of the Administrator.
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IMPROVING A.I.D. PROGRAM EVALUATION

PREFACE

The supplement contains, as annexes, a selection of staff studies, 
internal -jiemoranda and messages prepared in the course of the Special 
Advisor's examination of AID's systeras of evaluation and sets of 
criteria.

Taken chronologically, they reflect the progression of the 
Special Advisor's efforts to provide a "basis for improving the evalu 
ation of AID programs — from the Administrator's initial terms of 
reference to the message to field missions requesting comments and 
suggestions on initial actions taken to increase emphasis on evaluation. 
The annexes include papers which served as background material for two 
seminars and an Executive Staff meeting on evaluation, and which were 
subsequently sent to the field. They also include papers produced by 
the Special Advisor and his assistants in their capacity as a staff 
resource for the Administrator. The latter deals more specifically 
with the implementation of an improved evaluation system. In these 
various papers can be found a number of conclusions and recommendations 
incorporated in the main body of the final report.

Together with the main body of the report, the supplement is in 
tended to serve as an initial reference for those within the agency 
charged with continuing responsibility for AID program evaluation.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE ANNEX A 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
WASHINGTON. D. C. 2O523

OFFICE OF 
THE ADMINISTRATOR

AUG 13

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Secretary
Mi 1 . Mann

In accordance with our previous conversations, I am completing 
arrangements for Col. George A. Lincoln of the West Point faculty to 
join us in October as a Special Consultant to review our methods and 
criteria for evaluating aid programs and projects. He will concentrate 
on Latin America, but his findings and recommendations are expected 
to be applicable world-wide. Col. Lincoln will be on sabbatical leave 
from West Point and will have available the better part of a year - 
though he is not sure he will want to spend all his time on this subject.

An a senior man with much experience in aid matters, Col. 
Lincoln will be expected to lay out his own work plan. Before he starts, 
I am sure he will want to talk with both of you, arid with Mr. Rostow, 
Mr. Rogers and others. I have suggested to him that one useful vay to 
describe his objective, is to say that we would like our aid evaluation 
systems to give us better answers than we now get to two questions:

- have we selected the right activities to undertake in the 
various aid-receiving countries?

- are we conducting efficiently the activities we have selected?

It had been my original thought that it would be useful for 
Col. Lincoln to review the present evaluation systems for both military 
and economic aid. Secretary McNamara's initial reaction, however, is 
that he does not think it would be particularly useful to include 
military aid in the scope of Col. Lincoln's assignment, except as there 
are inescapable relationships with economic aid (e.g., civic action 
projects; defense vs. development budget issues in recipient countries, etc.)

We will provide an office, secretarial assistance, per diem and 
travel costs, etc., for Col. Lincoln. Presumably he will need one or 
two people by way of staff assistance; this will be worked out when 
he has been on the ground. He expects to spend August 2^th and 25th 
here in preliminary discussions.

(Sgd.) David E. Bell 

David E. Bell



8 October 1964 ANNEX B

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ADMINISTRATOR

SUBJECT: Preliminary Plan of Work and Some Considerations 
Pertaining Thereto

1. Your memorandum of August 13 to the Secretary stated, among 
other things, that I would spend moat of ray sabbatical year from 
West Point (starting October 1) reviewing evaluation methods and 
criteria now in existence and seeking ways in which our aid evaluation 
system might give better answers to two questions:

a. Have we selected the right activities to undertake 
in the various aid-receiving countries V

b. Are we conducting efficiently the activities we 
have selected?

You indicated that, while I proposed to concentrate on Latin America, 
you hoped that any findings and recommendations would be applicable 
world-wide, also that I v-ould lay out my own plan of work and presumably 
would have one or two staff assistants. I have taken your August 13th 
memorandum e* guideline and charter. The following paragraphs give 
a preliminary plan of work. The annex to thia paper aeta forth some 
considerations, primarily for guidance of my two assistants.

2. The current general guidelines for this project are to:

a_. Spend considerable periods in each of three Latin 
American countries (Brazil, Colombia, and a third 
to be firmly selected later - probably in the Central 
American area).

b. Spend intermediate periods in Washington working with 
two staff assistants on the general aspects of the problem 
as well aa on the specific Latin American aspects.

j;. Provide plans of work for staff assistants in my absence.
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<i. Make suggestions, if any seem appropriate, either 
formally or informally, as we progress.

£. Consult with, and cooperate with, related effortu 
within our limited resourcea.

f. Target on preparation of a brief itudy next summer 
which, if contents so indicate, should be "checked 
around in draft.

3. The current plan for initiating this project by studies in Washington 
ifl to:

a. Place heavy emphasis on getting an historical summary 
of previous similar endeavors to include an appraisal 
of nature and degree of achievements and reasons therefor.

b. Get an annotated inventory of current efforts and attempt 
to identify gapd and also any incomplete underpinnings in 
concept or in application of concepts.

£. Identify and analyze 'systems of evaluation" and sets 
of criteria'' applicable to the questions you present. 
I recognize the difficulty of this task but we will try.

d. Break out identifiable problem areas for preparation of 
staff studies. I have thus far, made a tentative listing 
which includes:

(1) The assistance philosophy pertaining to the
questions for study, of the principal foundations 
working in LA;

(2) The approach to the problems you present of
Ex-Irn and other U.S. and international agencies 
associated with AID assistance endeavors, and, 
if possible, other assisting countries.

(3) "Civic action" in relationship to AID operations 
and objectives;

(4) Doctrines on coordination (both technical assis 
tance and capital development) of several inputs 
to a single project or program;

-2-

6\'



(5) Selection among technical a^siatance project ? - 
education and /or agriculture have been suggested.

(6) Yardstick • fur measuring achieve-nent ur lack thereof.

(7)

4. The foregoing lifting la. on the one hand, far from complete, on the 
other hand is already indicative of possible overcommitment of our 
limited resources. But the way to begin, in to begin; a better plan i* 
unlikely to be devised until the fir .t draft is set down as a baseline from 
which to depart. My own in-country work ia bound to be .-omewhat guided 
by the direction of the hospitality of the Ambassador and mission chief. 
I hope to relate, without necessarily complete congruence, this work to 
Washington studies. r articularly, I hope to comprehend how our field 
mission 3 (a) "evaluate in selecting where and how they propose to 
commit our limited U.S. re source a and the interaction of their evaluation 
with the process going on in Washington, and (b) appraise efficiency of 
operations, once commitment begin:!.

5. My own tentative time .schedule is:

a. 1-15 October, Washington: r reparation of ,vork plan, initial 
contact». and orientation directed to problems of Brazil.

b 16 October to pr*-Christmas, Rio Je Janeiro I am keeping 
open the possibility of a few days in Buenos Airea to consult 
with Ambassador Martin and hi a staff who have invited rne to 
return.

c_. Pre-Christmas to Mid-January, Washington: For purpose 
of ex tending and refining work plan and studies.

d. Mid-January to mid, or latter part of, February: Colombia: 
with possible fsw day,-* in Lima and La Pas. Ambassador 
Oliver and the AID mission director In Bogota each asked 
me to return, suggesting, however, that I come back in 
two or three months. In retrospect I feel that in my one 
day recently in Lima, I foil far Jhort of obtaining all the 
advice and counsel there available and pertinent to thia project.

e. Until I know more about the problem presented I cannot 
reasonably be explicit on plans beyond the first part of 
next March.
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ANNBX

Considerations Related to ^relirainery Plan 
for Study of AID Evaluation Systems

1. AID has arranged for two staff assistants, Mr. Glen Camp (Ext. 
5872) and Mr. Peter Oeithner (Ext. 6838). They are already at work 
on our mission, cutting into the federated questions you have presented. 
There seems to be plenty of work within the term of reference for the 
three of ua.

2. A* undergirding for preparing a "plan of work'' I was fortunate in 
undertaking a long scheduled trip to six countries in Latin America, 
accompanying the nrector of Military Assistant on an inspection trip. 
With one or two exceptions 1 was %ble to discuss the problems and 
concept* presented in your memorandum with the Ambat»<indor* and 
with either the chief or deputy chief of each Ain mission. Also pertinent, 
I received indications that I would be welcome to come back to those 
countries visited where it seemed moat likely that I should return in 
connection with this project. I have also consulted v. ome of th« people 
in the Executive Branch specifically suggested by you. It aeerned to 
me bei»t to postpone consultation with other* of those suggested until 
I had prepared aad discussed with you a tentative plan of work. Stemming 
from my own background, consultations thus far, and the early availability 
of one .staff assistant, I have some knowledge of previous and current 
efforts in the area of the problem a you suggest for .study. For instance, 
C. Tylcr Wood described bis "evaluation efforts substantially as the 
problems you present. A 30~fflooth» effort pertaining to technical 
assistance, Parted in 1959 and probably costing .several hundred thousand 
dollars, aeem* to have had about the same terms of reference.

S. I have found no openly expressed opposition to the effort and a great 
deal of support for study of the problems on a systematic basis with the 
objective of getting more uaeful criteria aad concepts. There have been 
expressions of concern aa to overlap with the several evaluation efforts, 
particularly personnel, now going forward --a concern readily 
dissipated by an explaoatioooof our mission as we see it. I suspect, 
however, a good deal of skepticism exists as a result of previous evajua- 
tion efforts. Many of these efforts seem to have assessed performance 
and the relationship of project execution to the country program. They 
rarely analysed how projects were picked in the first place, or whether 
(with hindsight) better project* might have been selected or better methods 
of project execution chosen.



4. As to methods of approach ("plan of work") I hare received multiple 
and disparute recommendations ranging from focusing on quality of 
personnel in AID missions to spending all effort on determining what 
legislature and administrative strictures on assistance activities should 
be reduced or eliminated - and how. \.s to geographical location for 
our limited efforts, people in the field are unanimous that the field 
is the place to learn. The unanimity among people in Washington 
ia not so complete but I am fortified by the view of the Secretary that, 
if he had the mission to perform he would attempt to learn in the field 
in depth about th^somewhat different Latin American countries. 
Clearly, the project requires that study be undertaken both in Washington 
and in the field.

5. There haa been, and is, an impressive amount of expenditure of 
money and talented effort in AID, its predecessor agencies, and in 
agencies associated with AID, in studies directed to improved evaluation 
and efficiency. The time resources of my effort are, comparatively, 
very limited. Nor, should that effort duplicate or compete with other 
efforts of the past and present. Rather, our effort should draw on the 
lore from the past, and seek to provide one input as part of a mutual 
assistance program for evaluation and efficiency for the objective of 
tackling the questions you pose. As in the case of assistance projects 
with inputs from various sources, our contribution may not be assuredly, 
and/or completely, identifiable from the sum total of progress during 
the coming year.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ANNEX C

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20523

OFFICE OF 
THE ADMINISTRATOR Am-il 19,

MEMORANDUM FOR:

Mr. William 0. Hall, AA/A
Mr. William B. Macomber, Jr., AA/NE3A
Mr. Edmond C. Hutchinson, AA/AFR
Mr. Rutherford M. Poats, AA/FE
Mr. William D. Rogers, AA/LA
Mr. Herbert J. Waters, AA/MR
Dr. Lcona Baumgartner, AA/TCR

Mr. Bartlett Harvey, AA/PC 
Mr. Donald \-l. Hoagland, AA/DFPE 
Mr. Michael W. Moynihan, IS 
Mr. Lucius W. Hale, ENGR 
Mr. George P. Delaney, 0/LAB 
Mr. Byron Englo, 0/PS

SUBJECT: Request for Information on Evaluation Operations Conducted by 
AID/W Staff Offices and Regional Bureaus

As you know, we have currently underway several efforts designed to 
contribute to improvement of AID operations. At least three of these include 
consideration of some aspects of our evaluation activities. An interagency task 
force is working with Dunlap £ Associates, Inc., with the objective of developing 
an information system which might contribute to transfer of lessons learned in our 
technical assistance activities. A small group headed "by Colonel G. A. Lincoln, 
has, in its studies of our systems of evaluation, prepared a partial inventory 
of evaluation operations going forward in AID and other assistance agencies. 
The Booz, Alien, and Hamilton Team, which recently surveyed AID/W organization, 
concluded in its report, that a detailed review should be made of all evaluation 
efforts of AID as a basis for subsequent improvement in management.

The efforts to increase use of evaluation as a planning and manage 
ment tool for improving AID operations are in line with Congressional intent as 
expressed by the McGee Committee's conclusion that "one of the most critical 
needs of the Agency is far more objective and effective evaluation of its programs 
and projects."

1 am aware that a number of projects have been undertaken or are going 
f orward under AID/W auspices . As pointed out by the Management Team Report, 
there is no single inventory of these available.

This memorandum requests that by May 7 each of you submit a memorandun 
to me containing a general description of your office's current evaluation acti 
vities with attachments. Each attachment should summarize in one page or less 
every evaluation effort now underway or. completed in the past year. This request 
is for evaluation activities in both the area of program execution and also of 
progress toward fundamental US objectives.



Examples of evaluation efforts which have already come to my 
attention are: Phase I of last year's Summer Research Project ( "Reviev of AID 
Strategies"), the Report, "Evaluation of the Technical Training Program in U.S. 
Foreign Aid," research projects directed to evaluation of AID programs, and 
evaluation functions with respect to the Food for Peace program.

Other examples include the Jacoby evaluation of foreign assistance to 
Taiwan, the . "Blume Report" of March 1 on TC in India, and the sectoral studies 
on Nigerian education and agriculture.

Pr rsonnel evaluation efforts should not be included in this report . 
Only AID/W activities should be included, thereby making any communication to 
the field unnecessary.

The thumbnail notes requested on each evaluation activity should in 
clude data -->n each of the following questions when the question is appropriate.

a. What specific purpose was the evaluation operation 
designed to achieve?

t> . Whr.t results (quantify if possible) were gained from 
the evaluation operation or project?

c. How were the conclusions implemented?'

d. What distribution was given to the evaluation report 
and results?

e, What is an approximate estimate (if practical) of 
(l) cost, (2) man days of each evaluation effort?

Please provide the above information by May 7.

David E. Bell

1^-16-65



ANNEX D
October 1, 1965

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE EVALUATION EFFORTS 

PAST AND PRESENT

Covering Note

As mentioned in Section II of the Report, one of the initial steps 
taken "by the Special Advisor vas to survey past and present evaluation 
efforts of AID, its predecessor agencies, and of other organizations, 
public and private, providing assistance to foreign countries. The 
attached staff paper vas prepared with this purpose in mind.

The paper includes a brief discussion of evaluation as it has 
been viewed .'.n the past—definitions, categories, methods and techniques, 
feedback 01 results and sets of criteria. Annex A of the paper describe/A 
a rnwiber of individual evaluation efforts. Annex B summarizes the 
Agency's programming and implementation processes.

In retrospect, the paper las several limitations which the reader 
should bear in mind. For example, the paper is not, nor does it purport 
to be, a complete inventory of past and present evaluation efforts. 
There is no discussion of the activities of the Foreign Service Inspec 
torate, of evaluations carried out by the Mutual Security Administration, 
or of such Presidential revievs of the foreign assistance program as 
those of the Draper and Clay Committees. The evaluation activities of 
the voluntary agencies are also omitted. The paper does, however, in 
clude a sufficiently representative sample of past and present efforts 
to indicate the various approaches vhich have been taken to evaluating 
foreign assistance programs.

In describing individual efforts (particularly Annex A, Section 
III) there is a tendency to confuse prospective assessments of project 
proposals with the more limited, retrospective concept of evaluation, 
which vas later adopted by the Administrator as the focus of the Special 
Advisor's attention. In this sense, the draft inventory mirrors the 
lack of a precise definition of the term evaluation, and the difficulties 
resulting therefrom, vhich is one of the principal findings of our year's 
otudy.

The paper devotes considerable attention to staff units set up 
outside or alongside the Agency's line chain-of-command... a reflection 
of the heavy reliance on the "visiting team" approach, which has 
characterized past evaluation efforts. As the main body of the final 
report makes clear, the Special Advisor has been principally concerned, 
not with building more evaluation of this type, but with evaluation 
"built into" the Agency's administrative processes.

A ''



In "brief, the attached study is descriptive rather than analytical 
in nature, is only a partial inventory of past and present evaluation 
efforts and may be partially misleading in its organization and contents. 
These limitations notwithstanding, the paper is included as part of the 
Supplement for the useful information it does record (we know of no 
comparable inventory) and for the purpose of documentating an early 
stage in the course of the Special Advisor's examination of AID's systems 
of evaluation.
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FOREIGN ASSISTANCE EVALUATION EFFORTS

PAST AND PRESENT

Purpose:

This paper reviews selected past and present evaluation efforts of t'.t 
Agency for International Development, predecessor agencies and related 
endeavors from the standpoint of definitions of "evaluation" as the term 
has been used by these agencies, categories of evaluation, methods and 
techniques employed, and feedback. It concludes with a section containi.nL 
discussion topics pertaining to criteria for evaluation.

Some past and present evaluation efforts are described in greater 
detail in Annex A. The Agency's programming and implementation p 
are summarized in Annex B.

This paper is intended to serve as a basis for discussion of systems ar.;; 
criteria for evaluation of foreign assistance programs. It is recognized '.o 
be incomplete. Undoubtedly, the research has overlooked some past 
evaluation efforts and some now going forward.

Definitions of Evaluation:

The term "evaluation" has been used by AID and predecessor agencies 
to describe variety of activities carried out for different, purposes, at 
different times, in different places, by different people, using different 
methods, and with different audiences in mind.

We have not found any explicit definitions of "evaluation" in statutory lav, 
or administrative regulations. However, descriptive definitions maybe 
derived from the powers, responsibilities and functions of offices engaged Ir. 
the evaluation process, as set forth in the Foreign Assistance Act of J96], 
AID Manual Orders and General Notices. For example,, the Operations 
Evaluation Staff (AID/OES) is charged with responsibility for evaluating 
the"ope rational performance and effectiveness of the USAlDs and headquarters. " 
The Technical Assistance Study Group was set up "to assess the reasons Un 
successful or unsuccessful Technial Assistance Activities" and to evaluate 
existing TA programs in an effort "to identify the major factors which 
should govern . . . future programs. "
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Descriptive definitions of evaluation may also be distilled from an 
empirical examination of the actual or informal processes and objectives 
of evaluation efforts conducted by AID and prececessor agencies. The 
Management Inspection Staff provides a case in point. Between June, 1962 
and April, 1964,MIS "informally" carried out some 25 country studies in 
cooperation with the Department of Defense. These .studies included 
"evaluation" of all aspects of AID/MAP prop rams and operations. They 
vere conducted separately from MIS's investigations of malfeasance and 
misfeasance in office.

Other definitions are found in various papers by senior AID officials 
and others. Mayor defines evaluation as "The measurement of performance 
against explicit standards" and suggests that the character of evaluation is 
"A process, involving the .-.election or development of appropriate standards 
and measurement techniques and their application to ongoing or completed 
activities, leading to some sort of feedback to the same activity or to prior 
or subsequent ones, for one or more purposes." Tyner has described 
evaluation as "a process through which the agency searches for the materials 
out of which policy can be formulated and reviews peridically particular 
programs against current policy and standards of management practices. " 
Chly 'refers to evaluation in three senses: as a means "to make certain 
delegated authorities are being properly exercised, " as "an essential 
method of conducting certain types oi research (or information retrieval)," 
and as "a principal tool in the continuing re-examination and recurrent 
modification of ongoing projects. " Evaluation has also been defined as "a 
process which enables the administrator to describe the effects of his 
programme, and thereby to make p.ogressive adjustments in order to reach 
his goals more effectively",* and as "an effort to learn what changes take 
place during and after an action programme, and what part of these changes 
can be attributed to the programme. "

Categories of Evaluation:

A review of the definitions derived from these sources suggests that 
the term evaluation has, at one extreme, been applied to any effort to 
answer athe question "How well are we doing?" and at the other extreme, 
has been restricted to a process involving the use of sophisticated social 
science research techniques. In general, however, it is possible to group 
the Agency's past and present evaluation efforts i 'hree broad categories:

a. Compliance Control Evalution undertaken to determine compliance 
with statutory, policy and administrative regulations. The activities of the 
Internal Audit Branch (A/CONT) and the Management Inspection Staff are 
familiar examples.
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b. Performance o?. Program Evaluation is designed to determine if 

the level of performance attained justifies continuation, modification or 
termination of the activity as well as to seek ways to improve actual 
performance, Perlormance may be evaluated in term.-, of effectiveness 
(how well Ls the project doing what it was Intended to du), efficiency (rc:at. 
ship between effectiveness and cost), or significance (an activity's cont-ir.-. 1 
'O sector goals and U.S. objectives). Periorman.ee evaluation is carried > 
as an integral part of the agency's programming and implementation proce.-.• •.. 
The Operations revaluation Staff (AjD/OKS) is also engaged in i.hi» type c:" 
evaluation.

c. Evaluation research is primarily concerned with the factors 
governing the level of performance attained in an effort to (i) Ic-vcjop 
standards of criteria for decision-making at all levels throug: ti.e .-ii.a..'>.- t ; 
of past performance; and (2) provide a means of appraising o.'i-g-.ung a:.c 
new activities through subsequent analyses of current and fui'are pe riorrn.iiv L. 
Tr.e Office of Research and Analysis (TCR/HA) is responsible lor centr..<n.- 
luncled evaluation research. Oilier stall offices and the regional bureaus also 
sponsor evaluation research (e.g., the Office of International Training's 
study of Participant Training and the Jacoby Taiwan Study).

These three broad types of evaluation have been applied to all levels of 
th^ Agency's activities - worldwide, regional, country, sector, project - 
and <o its various programs.

Methods and Techniques:

In general, two basic techniques have been employed to carry out 

compliance control and performance evaluation. .The first ij the internal 
agency review system which is built-into the programming and implementation, 
processes and which involves all levels on the organisational hierarchy. This 
process "peaks" in decision making loci at the Mission Director, the Regional 
Assistant Administrator and the Administrator echelon.-.. It utilizes forma: 
review sessions, checklists, and reports of various types.

The second basic technique is the use of evaluation "units" which 
operate alongside or outside the Agency's line chain-of-command and which 
perform checks on its operations. These units include the Internal Audit 
Branch of A/CONT, MIS, AID/OES, IGA, etc.

Evaluation >-esearch may be performed "in house" (e.g., the Technical 
Assistance Study Group) or through contracts with outside organizations. 
Evaluation research may also be carried out as an integral part of project
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the 
operations in the ser.se of / systematic collection a.id analysis of data.

Feedback:

The results of the various types of evaluation may be conve\ed formal!, 
or'informally, in written'form or verbally. The organizational unit 
responsible for evaluation customariiy produces/.v ritten reports, corrainii s/ 
observations and recommendations, which are circulated to tne appropriate 
line officials for action. These reports have varied in length froiri 3 to ('.: • 
or more pages. In draft form, they serve as a basis for iJi.-,cussion. in 
final form, they may be the subject of more formal consideration. State 
ments from line officials of actions taken to implement the recommendntioi 1 
may or may not be required.

Evaluation as performed by the operating elements of the Agency i.« 
generally conducted as an integral part of the planning and implementation 
processes. This process of "self evaluation^ insofar as it occurs, provide- 
a direct "feedback" into these processes. Various ad hoc techniques - 
conferences, intra-and inte r-regional visits by staff officers, the eircula! i.v- 
of reports - have also been used in an effort to transfer lessons learned 
in the evaluation process from one mission or region to another.

Sets of Criteria:

The investigations in connection with this current study have nor. 
uncovered any staff paper or other study attempting a systematic identi!ic;n jo:, 
and analysis of appropriate sets of criteria for evaluation activities. Her.'.f- 
this study has to start from scratch in such analysis. The notes in. the 
following paragraphs are certainly to be construed only as catalytic items 
for discussion and further study.

AID Manuals, Policy Determinations, General Notices and messages of 
guidance from the Administrator and Regional Assistant Administrators 
contain a large number of criteria, some explicit and some implicit. In 
some cases (e.g., statutory criteria for development loans) these criteria 
are very detailed. In other cases there is a recognized need for greater 
specificity. There are still other areas for which either the criteria them 
selves or the techniques for applying them are lacking. There is, for 
example, no manual order on the subject of evaluation; nor is guidance 
provided for selecting the most efficient feasible alternatives for producing 
desired results.
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For purposes of discussion in these notes, the task of evaluation is 
considered as being three related but distinguishable processes:

(a) Compliance evaluation;
(b) Performance evaluation;
(c) Evaluation to appraise the progress toward fundamental 

U.S. objectives in the country or region concerned.

Compliance evaluation is a matter of checking compliance with 
existing laws, administrative regulations, and general recognised sound 
practices such as those of fund control. This is a business for auditors, 
comptrollers and others \vho deal with the more routine administrative 
checks. This category of evaluation has been highly systematized in AID 
as well as in other governmental activities and is not considered within 
the terms of reference of this study except insofar as the jequired complla 1 " r 
may be found to affect adversely the performance and/or progress toward 
fundamental U.S. objectives. Judgment o;i such adverse effects is most 
likely to be derived, however, from evaluation efforts in Hie aiea of 
performance and/or of the appraisal of progress toward the fundamental 
objective.

Performance evaluation seeks answers to the questions: How well are 
we doing with a particular projec'; or program? Why? Any attempt to 
determine needed changes in operations flows largely from those questions 
and their answers. Hence, performance evaluation is certainly closely 
related to control and conduct of operations and requires some of the samo 
data and procedures. For instance, any program or project plan should 
reasonably include a statement of specific objectives (quantified if at all 
possible) a time schedule for attainment, and scheduled quantities of 
input resources. The plan should also record base lines from which the 
project or program starts as well as the fundamental U.S. objectives i1 
is supposed to further. Finally, it should include provision for evaluation 
of progress and of the final outcome.

Our further studies shoxild undertake a systematic categorization of 
criteria to meet the requirements indicated in the preceding paragraphs 
as well as considering the various applicabilities of these categories. 
For instance:

(a) A project or program can be evaluated by comparing achievement 
to the scale of progress envisaged in the original plan. One of the 
principle objectives of a plan, however, is to provide a base line 
from which to make changes as the future unfolds. With rare 
exceptions, no plan proves to be perfect. Hence it must be 
recognized that most plans should be adjusted with progress
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through time. Heiv.:e, also, the i-lose relationship LeLvveen 
performance tvaiuatior. 3 .d Lonu>.u.i of opora:ioit> ^iuce the 
evaluation p-o-es- ^houlr! u-ive guidance a» :.j !.o\v to i.aange 
and improve operations as impleme^t'vio.": rro ••• -:_»-< -•. •=..

(h) Evaluation of achievement can he by absolute quantities-. '• o r 
example, numb'er of houses or schools L.iilt.

(c) Evaluation can be Ly relative quantities, Tor example: ] =.ri:r ;'.:'j.: 
of increase of houses in the count rv or proportion i,j' fi.c f-.muuei 
deficiency filled by the program.

(d) Evaluation j riteriu, to be siL'nificant, a^-e almost iaavitab'^ 
complex, for example: The r.urnber of s c liool s built .slioi'.ld 'oe 
coupled vith ar. appr.aisMl of availability cf toacV.ers, iir re..t.-,e 
in :ramber of children poing to school and even perhaps a q-iestiou 
as to \vho'her the sc'iools v,o-ild ii: fat t have teen built if 
assistance had not been provided.

(e) Evaluation can be by compariso -i and contras 1 . of ^liv.il^r projects 
and programs in the same country in the past or in another 
country. Such criteria require accumulation of data not row 
generally available.

(f) Evaluation can be by forms of inpxu-output analysis, for example, 
the cost per house unit, per pupr'l. ^pace, per participant schooled, 
etc. , with comparison to past experience and to what seems 
reasonable to professional judgment in such matters.

(g) Another method of approach warranting serious cor.side ration is 
systems analysis as now used in some Department of Defense 
planning. It will almost certainly be necessary, however, to 
attain improved program execution with the concomitant improved 
operational planning and data availabilities before much progress 
can be made in the application of this technique.

The foregoing illustrative types of criteria underline the point of the relation 
ship between performance and conduct of operations and the related point 
that performance evaluation is more than important; it is essential to a 
sound program of improved execution of AID's operations.
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The identikit, ation of sets ot" criteria tor evaluating the extent to which 
AID activities com rib'iie r.o fundamental U.S. objectives (economic stability, 
internal security, fundamental institutional changes contributing to political, 
social and economic development, a friendly or at least not unfriendly 
atiit.ude toward the U.S., etc-.) is the most difficult • )! the three related 
types of evaluation we are i o>.s ; de rini;. Mere there is almost alv. ays bm.-, I 
to be a requirement for experienced professional judgine-it comp.i -(: d with 
such quantiM'ive and qualitative •. riteiia a-, can be devised and applied . 
The ex'isie:i-e of 'he reed for profes bional judgment is not, however, an 
adequate reason for failv.ie to seek and apply all possible specific criteria. 
The proves.-- ot evaluation 01 past and present projects and p"og".ims is 
certainly as use;''.:! a mt-f.od for seeking .-v.i.h criteria as the increasingly 
numerous deductive scholarly studies of the problem.

The science of ma : ro-ecoT>omic.-• hat ;}-.i;s far been the principal 
source tor syve'natic ^riteria in de 1 erniir.ing prot; ress toward fundamental 
objectives. Trie toliowi::^ poIra's are illusfrative of items for discussion 
in ••_!«- ier;ninlng criteria.

(a) An evahiatior: of a srngle AID "project" will ra rely be of 
sufficient siunit'ica-.^e in itself to show adequately what 
progress has been made ^oward a fundamental objective. 
Hen^e, '.'.'• e coi-.chisior. r.-.v: eval'iat.ion should be generally 
by sectors (edu.:ation, agriculture, private enterprise, 
government efficiency, etc. ).

(b) Macro-ecoromic statistics may or may r.ot 'hrow light on
progress toward desired objectives. For instance, a heartening 
overall increase in gross national product per capita may be 
achieved even though the lot of half or more of the population 
is not improved at all.

(c) The initial input of assistance, even if quite large, may not 
initially show significant Improvement in a country from the 
standpoint of rnacro-ecor.omic analysis. But if there is merit 
in the thesis t.h it. some countries can best be developed by a 
lai ge ii.'tial i:\pul to be followed by lesser amounts of aid (the 
analogy being the large i.ipi?! of fuel to get a steam engine 
going followed by limited inputs to keep it steaming), then 
macro-economic indicators do not provide the needed criteria 
at the beginning of this type of operation and case studies of 
other expei-ience w:'ll probably develop the best criteria for use.
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ANNEX A

Inventory 01' Some Foreign Assistance Evaluation Efforts 

I. Some Past Effort- to Evaluate t he Fo reiun A s £ i ^tance Program 

A. Office of the Assistant to the Director for Evaluation (AD/E).

This ofr'i.c was established byM.O. 221. 3 of July 30, 1956 and placed 
v.nder Mr. C. Tyle: Wood. It represented the most carefully designed effort 
made under ICA to use ieaim as av. evaluation tool. Even today, the Wood 
reports serve as valuable briefing doannei.ts. About 37 countries were 
evaluated by teams con,posed of o::e jareer FSO-1, one senior ICA officer 
at t'ie mission director level, aud o:ie staf'" 'sistaut. Tlie resulting reports 
were romp r evens' ve indeed. Some excee*" ;d 150 pages, took six months to 
prepare, and cot' over $30,000. One typical report contained a two-page 
glossary of tcchii " '.erms ar.rl o r uarnzation abbreviations, a 29-page 
''Summary" a.'ni five •-•'. :ui° -spaced p.tyes of re corn in ended i,; p rovo:v,ents. 
The report coi's^ie : e.. !' e ictnl co>:r-\cy program froin the p«:l itii-al, 
economic, social, a".d security polr..f of view. The Wood teams did not, 
hov,-ever, have a in'li'a.'y representative. AD/E was abolished in 1959 after 
a dispute over tue executive pK.vileL'e pro!:ler... The Wood reports were 
classified SECRET.

The charac. ,ri-Hcs of the AD/E operation included: (a) a considerable 
amount of research in ',\rashi:.gton, necessitated by a lack (now not. existent) 
of information concerning t>:e ccurirry and our ass ; ;ance program there, and 
(b) energetic follow-up efforts ori the part of AD/E bo'h in Washington and 
in the field for the purpose of g tti.ng implementation of conclusions and 
rer.ommendations.

I:>. xn^pecior General and Comprroiler (U/IGC).

This office \vas established by Section 533a of the Mutual Security 
jiCt (MSA) of 1954 as amended in 1959 and approved on. July 24, 1959. This 
section provided the statutory basis for U/IGC.

The statute's legislative history suggests considerable congressional 
dissatisf? . ' io:i with ICA and Department of Defense (DOD) foreign aid 
operations. This led to the demand that: a single, centralized, high-level 
office evaluate them. Key Congressional leaders felt that this chain must 
be indepe. dent anv. therefore' shwTild be outside the ICA and DCD chain of 
command. Above all, the office should possess sufficient authority to 
implement improvements in these foid^n aid operations.
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Thus alt'-iou^h not granted speciiic. .statutory avirliorit \ to do so, 
U/IGC throuun its co':>'. tol 1 ^ r function r:osse*/sed tiie administrative 
authority to veto project funding. Consequently, in addition to instituting 
audits, inspections, and policy rc-v;eus, U.'JGC couic e'tectively suspend 
pro'ecN hot!'', in Washington a r?cl the Pel a.

Administratively, De-pa rtmenta 1 Circular No. 339 ' f October "), \ "' 
detailed U/tGC' 1- 'n<-.t;o r s ar.c' ; i.-i c! e ri i' ;i to ar irm-edi.T.-- Clfin-: and v ",:•. 
Divisions: Financial Mana ue'.ne'it, investigations, and Evaluation;-.

Abo': 1 21"' i l-Uhi-itied con:'', rv studU'- were :jc-rnpJ.eled by i.-/IOC 
pe r t o.".7:el. I'iu' !"lr.-;t Inspector Dene-'a! and Comptroller (Ivir. joiui E. 
Murphy) added to ail ;':ve ot r. !.>- evaiu.it ion tea.n& a fla.u or ;j,.iue:-ai oflcet 
to liandie Miiltar \ As.-isitar'.ce j- 3 ruu r.im (MAP) evaluations c?;-, a I'.iyh level. 
As his oitiv;e des ' u'^itio:-! iii'iica tes(u / J (.^Q, !he Inspector Gei.ercL and 
Comptroller reponcd to ihe the-:; l..';:der Secretary of State lor Economic 
Affairs (M-. C. i"Vo ;Jr .-, Dillor.).

Soc". at'u; : '' .t t ^ '.a ii: -'.. :ie..! i.>; ";, .CiC. an e>.ec'iti/o i riv:lej.<- i : ; : .,.c- 
aro^e with resjiu.'i to tiie "exea protjltr-i ot lu r riishinp, reports tc< inieit" t • 
Congressional < .orinnttee s. 'Jnder 'he "Hardv Amendment" (2nd part of 
sec', lot. 5"i4(b} of ' l e MSA o: ''^4, a- amended), Congress tried to force 
U/IGC to provide tepor.^ to . onviuvt £ .-.

On December li, I'-'hO, »!-.r; General Accounting Office (GAG) official} \ 
informed the Secretary o: State r.iiat since U/IGC had not lurriishod various 
investigative reports to Mr. Porter Hardy, no funcs would be available !o 
U/IGC after December 9, I'J'.O.

On December Z4,t.;e Presi'lent directed t'le Secretary of State to 
use MSA funds for- U/IGC despite the GAG ruling'. U/lGC's fuuot.ion really 
continued unchanged until the e s iablibh,iiem ot its successor, JGA, on 
November 4, l c)tl. U/IGC changed its name, however, in Teoruary, j l 'Di, 
when Mr. Ball succeeded Mr. Dillon and U/IGC became B, iGC.

Thus B/IGC w. replaced by IGA (q.v. ) on November 4, l^t. 1. The 
statute establishinu IGA (Section f)24(d) 01 the FAA of I9bl)was iinpl ement ed 
by Departmental Notice 638, FSM Circula r No. 38, and Department Circular 
Telegram 842.

C. Technical Assistance Study Groap (TASG).

This team began an exhaustive study of ICA Technical Assistance (TA) 
activities in the tall of 19'V. TASG was to ''assess the reasons for successful 
and unsuccessful TA activities in the U.S. bilateral program,"and after 
examining other national, muhi -1'" r> ral, and private TA efforts, was to



"evaluate fie major lartort- whicr. -hould uovern . . . tulure programs.' 
Thus TASG was 10 evaiuato existing TA nrograms in an effort to identify 
the key factor.-- in developing betier one.s. Trie interviews \vere classified 
by subject and coded, a set of access rules were drafted (?2 paces in all), 
a nil the interviews plated in more than 1 ^ file ''abhirts in Room 20".' SA-9. 
The TASG team members incorporated the lessons lea.-nec: from thei'- 
interviews into their sub'sequer-t work. Moreover, the TASK'S into '-view.', 
constitute the largest repOMto r v of te.-'.nical a ,'-si stance "lore" c'.\;ani, 
and every efior should be made to encourage qualified scholars to expioir 
it.

Alter thirty months, 1, '00 'mterviews were completed by the sev<_ •- 
professionals attached to TASG. No c one h;s ions, recoinniericiauo.i s , or 
final repoits were issued b: the team; the interviews were not keyed to 
a .single questionnaire; ar'd TASG never recruited its study director.

D. Management Inspc^ ! io:. St.tit' (MIS) The MIS as an evaluation arm 
of the aid program had diffic-.il t v formallv es'.abih-h ii.-j it.-elf ft took '.v,'- 
years for MIS to he ".V •! ivated" after Mr. T' otn.'r A. Ke.:> _'dv took over 
a.-, MIS chitrt. J^ particular, the internal <i!id : t f'uu. ti<-Mi ' ,s never- traiis'ei'. 
to MIS irom t):e Go'.-.trol le r's Olfue (A/CONT). From Jut.- 1962 until 
April 19^-1, MIS '':;}fo .-:ii;ti 1 v" carried ou'. about L~-> ^ountry studies. Each 
conducted, by a _ioi:v AID ar.d DOD team and examined such topics as "Poljii. ? 
and Strategy,' 1 t'.e "Strategy of Development, '' "Joint A1D-DCD Proijrarns, " 
the "Economic Progran-i," the "Military Program" and AID adrninisLrative 
problems. Tlie autliors of the country studies are anonymous, but the UOD 
member represented the Office of Policy Review, OSD/13A. All reports we 
classified SECRET . .d were from 30-50 pages long.

II. Some Current Effo .'t M to Evaluate tl'ie Foreign Assistance Prog rani 

A. Inside AID

1. Evaluation "Built-into" Programming and Implementation

Periodic appraisals of <:he Agency's plans azid objectives are- 
carried out in conr.ec';ion with the preparation, review and approval of 

the Long-Ra.rige Assistance Strategy (LAS)or in those countries for which 

a LAS is not prepared, the Country Assistance Program (CAP). In 
preparing these documents, missions are called upon to analyze "the 
potential, problems and program for development of the host country" 
and ic identify "the goals, level, emphasis and techniques of assistance 

*'/ The Agency's Programming and Jmplemer.tation Processes are 

.summarized in Annex B.
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and the corollary U.S. actions and policies best suited to promote our 
economic, social and political objectives within the country."

As up-dated annually, these documents pjovi.de the basis for 
reviews in AID/Washington by regional bureau.'-, centra) staff offices, 
ind in the care of major programs by tlip Administ rator. These reviews 
focus initially on the overall policy and budgetary considerations raised bv 
Parts I ("Framework for AID Strategy") and II ("U.S. Assistance fitrat^yy") 
of the annual LAS/CAP submissions. Part 111 ("U.S. Assistance Program 1 '} 
provides the basis for a more detailed review of individual project proposal.-. 
An evaluation of past pe rforrnance is explicitly required in Lhe c<«:isidera.t?.c:. !! 
both overall plans and objectives and individual project proposals. The rev if". 
process maybe formal or informal; it varies will, the regional bureaus and 
with the form of assistance. Implementation is delegated Lo L he regional 
Assistant Administrators as a function of their regular operating duties. 
The techniques employed vary with the form of assistance.

The utilization of Program Assistance is monitored through fi^c..;, 
accounting and statistical reports submitted in accordance with manual order 
requirements. Special reports are not normally required for prog, ress 
evaluation of Program Assistance. The requisite facts and judgments as to 
its effectiveness in achieving U.S, objectives are included in succeeding LAS/CAP 
submissions and are reviewed as part of, and in addition to, justification for 
future Program Assistance. However, where specific requirements regarding 
host country performance have been imposed as a condition for significant aid 
commitments or for the release of tranches of a program loan, there may 
also be provision for periodic evaluations of self-help performance apart 
from the annual program review.

Guidelines for monitoring the implementation of Capital Assistance 
activities are set forth in the Implementation Plan section of the bilateral 
Capital Assistance Agreement and in the time-phased schedule of accomplish 
ments required from the borrower or grantee as a condition precedent to 
disbursement. Implementation is monitored with respect to (a) compliance 
with requirements specifically enumerated by AID, and (b) overall physical 
and financial progress in achieving the purposes for which the loan or grant 
was made. The basic methods employed in monitoring project execution 
include the review of payment requests, post audit of payment documents, 
site inspections, review of progress reports and, where applicable, 
end-use checks.

The evaluation of Technical Assistance activities is intended
"to assure that the project is contributing as planned to the desired objectives; 
that time-phased schedules are being met and targets achieved; that 
corrective action is instituted on a timely basis whenever required; that 
the administration of the project complies with AID technical, financial and 
management policies and standards: that the cooperating country is deriving
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intended benefits iroin the project; and mat the project has opt inn:.n inip.^ct 
consonant with foreign assistance aids.'' (M. G. IJil.l)

Progret-;> reporting on action steps is provided for in the 
"Course of .Action" and "Progress to dale" sections of :he -Activity 
Description ("E-l") for each project. Activity De.-? c ripu^as are require:-! 
annually as p^rt ot the LAS/CAP submission. Recurring progress repcrtt 
at more frequent intervals are also required as part of the new emphasis on 
prompt execution of approved projeits.

Progress reporting on proje-.t a ccui.ipi ishrnea. ^ lb required a', 
three-year intervals and at project completion in the tornr. 01 me Technical 
Assistance Project History arid Analysis Report. The FliAK is designed u> 
record substantive progress, i.e., ''to assess the val'dity of t!ie "oasU 
assumptions as to needs, opportunities and methods which led to initial.:'.MI 
and execution ol an act i\'ity, " (M.O. li'M.J;

As in the case of Program and Capital A ssista nc.e, various
accounting;, financial and statistical reports provide a basis tor determining 
compliance with pertinent regulations. 1 lie Manual Orders also requiio ot'.j/ 
reports (e.g., Evaluation of Contractor Performance. Project Completion, 
Ei-d-of-Tour) which include evaluative judgments of individual aspects of 
Technical Assistance activities.

2. AID Operations Evaluation Staff (AiD/OES)

This office has a staff of five officials, all of them senior, it 
was established by AID General Notice of April 21, 1964, partly as a result 
of Congressional pressure expressed in the McGee Report, its members 
report to the Deputy Administrator, Mr. Gaud. AID/OES is intended to be 
Mr. Bell's "eyes and ears," and to serve as an "internal mechanism to 
provide objective assessments of the operational pe rforrria.ru t and effectiveness 
of the US AIDs a-odJiendquarters. " AID/OES executes an ''executive review 
program implemented by carefu.'.iy selected evaluation teams." It checks 
"operational performance, program objectives, suitability of projects, 
loar./grant ratios, and overall respoiisivene s s of programs to current U.S. 
goals and objectives."

AID/CES written reports are very brief but are supplemented 
by oral reports on delicate problems. Implementation is highly informal, 
but particular problems may be assigned to operating officials or further 
staffed out to the Office of Management Planning (A/MP) before submission 
to the Operations Review ("bottleneck breaking") Committee .haired by 
Mr. Gaud.



3. Internal Audit Branch. Office of the Controller (A/CONT), 
Audit Division (C/AUD). The Internal Auuil Branch examines AIC) 
country programs chiefly in terms of "compliance control" with proper 
fiscal and audit procedures. It also reports misuse ot funds and diversion 
of resources. Occasionally the auditors make iudcment c which are properly 
termed "Performance Evaluation, " however. Reports on country prosrar^-- 
are detailed, ranging from 50 to 100 payes. The reports also consider r.on- 
fiscal problems, however, such as personnel operations and security 
procedures, procurement, housing, Embassy administrative suppor* and 
property management. P.L.. -'80 procrams are -ilso examineri including 
local currencies generated.

Three country program studies in the LA area nave been 
cursorily examined: Argentina, Bolivia, and Colombia. Thev follow a 
common format and are divided into sections: General, Program Operations, 
Financial Ope ration, Administrative Operations, Cooperative Se rvice Cperai: v. 
and exhibits. The Cooperative Service Operations cover servicio operations.

4. Management Inspection Staff ( MIS) (1964--). (See Section I.D)

After April 1964, the country study evaluation function wa? 
transferred to AID/OE'S and thus MIS dropped its "performance evaluation" 
activity. It kept its "compliance control" function of investigating alleged 
malfeasance or waste and remain^ the primary "crook catching" arm of 
AID. The new status was formalized by AID General Notice ot April 21, 1964.

5. Office of Technical Cooperation and Research, Office of 
Research and Analysis (TCR/RA or "ORA").

The present TCR/RA or "CRA" has a complex history. In brief 
it is the descendent of REPAS, the Research, Evaluation, and Planning 
Assistance Staff, which was established by General Notice of December 29,1961, 
REPAS consisted of four divisions: Planning, Research, Evaluation, and the 
TASG. The Planning Division under Dr. Karl Bode was later incorporated 
into the Program Coordination Staff (PC) while the other divisions stayed 
with what is now TCR.

The research and evaluation arm of TCR is thus "ORA" and the 
latter's functions are described in M.O. 204.5 of July 28, 1964. Briefly, 
ORA works * : the Regional Bureaus in directing outside research on. 
economic growth and analytical studies of the foreign aid program. An 
in-house research capability and responsibility for these topics is also 
implied, but not very clearly. The oversight of outside contract studies 
has occupied most of the time of TCR/RA, but the allocation of responsibility 
for these studies between TCR/RA, and the Regional Bureaus is not very



clear. Secondly, ORA "surveys" the development research field and dis 
seminates its findings within AID and outside to other exe< utive branch 
agencies. Lastly, ORA serves as an interregional coordination point for 
AID research and evaluation efforts and establishes AID reporting require 
ments for these etiorts.

OKA organizational structure is currently under studv. Dr. 
John Wilkes. Director of ORA, has suggested several changes in his paper. 
Planning, Funding, and Management ot Research in A. L.D. of December ? ', 
1964. " —- ----- .—

TCR/RA oversees numerous rontra< t studies. «omn o< -which 
..re evaluations of AID programming and others winch bear directly on ^> 
evaluation. One such proposed contract is a large-scaje stuciv of AID 
world-wide programming from the politit:ai science point of view bv the 
Hudson Institute.

6. The Operations Review (ioir< mitiee (OR<"'). This Com 
is composed o!' senior AID/ W staff officials: Mr. Gaud, Deputv Adininist rator ; 
Mr. Hall, AA/A; Mr. Hutchinson representing the Regional Bureaus; 
Mr. Waters representing central staff and procurement; and Mr. Milliard of 
TCR, representing social and human resources aspects of AID operations. 
The ORC was established by AID General Notice of August 31, 1964 and is 
intended as a high-level "bottleneck breaking" operation for the Administrator. 
This function is suggested by the fact that the ORC is chaired bv the -AID 
Deputy Administrator, Mr. Gaud.

Problemsconsidered by the ORC are often staffed out to A/MP 
for drafting of deta iled issue pape r s. The fi rst two of these ''N sue Papers" 
considered by ORC concerned "Logistic Support tor Contractors" and 
"Prompt Execution of Projects."

7. Office of Management Planning (A/MP). Much of A /MP's work 
is done on an agency-wide basis. This includes preparing manual orders, 
devising and improving document flow, and improving contracting procedures, 
post-analysis of Participating Agency Service Agreements (PASA'b, When 
closely examined, however, this work often has an impact on individual 
country projects. Thus PASA's are usually concerned with a given project 
in a given country, while Commodity Procurement Instructions (CPI's) and 
bilateral program assistance agreements also relate to a given country.

The Management Analysis Divisio: of A/MP (MP/ MGT) also 
affects individual country projects indirectly but substantially in its 
management studies of individual missions. Thus USAIDs in South Vietnam, 
Korea, and Brazil were reorganized after inspection by MP/MGT teams.
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The "Draft. Management Survey ol :he UbAllJ Brazil" was a recent 
of such a report tor the Administrator at iZ/b/u-i. r'roceutir.ti studies ;>! 
program reporting oy project conl r.ictors uiieciiy impure on project. 
efficiency; such studies were completed in l^aos and india.

A/MP was also ass,ii?ntc! imp^c- , r.entai ion '-e.1- :;'U'i.->ibii id: •• to.~ 
the AID effort to improve project eiluietu v known as "l-ronipt Execution 
of Projects. '' A/MP reported to me Ope rail or. s ixeviev Committee (O.rCt, 
under the Deputv Administrator I Mr. Uauu; on Is ej;iu,ia.. bureau complian 
with tne Adn,i.:iisi ra u>r '- ir.- '. ''IH IK-MM iVlDTO CIFC A--1.J) a:; ^ -.n- L.(:piu; 
Admirsist rato.-'s toilo\v-up trif'ssanet . AiD TO v.iHL. .-s-lU4j.

Studies to improve ana cor.soiiaaie miah.ou adnuni .SL ratine 
and logistic functions indirectly ai'lect individual coiuit r y projec. t s. 
the summer ol 19o;j, A/MP teams visiiea Airican missions to s.ai 
introduction of Combined Aarnnus: rat ive Management O r gani^ ti 10:1 
A scucly oi rna nat^emenl consolidation o^po r.uni ue.t. in ^.-t-in An ,(-. r\\. i /.-^b 
carried out jointly with the Depa nniar.t. of 5t;Ue in Kici.ragua, Hoaduras, 
Mexico, Guatemala, and Venezuela; additio.nal studies a -e

8. Ad hoc evaluations: In addition to evaluation "built into" the 
program and implementation processes and evaluation performed by staff 
units outside the Regional Bureaus, AID conducts evaluation on an ad i.oc 
basis:

a. AID Regional Bureau Teams: The Regional Bureaus occasional Ly 
send out senior officials to evaluate country programs. ExampJes incluue a 
team sent to Cambodia under Robert A. Smith, then with the Far East 
Bureau. Several teams were sent to Latin America and other --egions during 
the "Turnaround" period of 196Z. Teams from the Regional Bureaus may 
assist the missions in the preparation ot the annual country program (I_,AS/CAP).

Regional Bureaus are also authorized to finance ana oversee 
contract evaluations of projects, sectors, or total count ry programs. The 
first such evaluation of a total country program is now underway in Taiwan 
under Professor Neal H. Jacoby. The Jacoby Study will evaluate the U.S. 
aid effort in Taiwan since 1951 in depth; iv is being funded and staffed 
exclusively (except for Professor Jacoby) by the Far East Region and the 
Taiwan Mission of AID.

b. Evaluation by Senior AID Oflicials: The Administrator or 
his Deputy as well as other senior line officials occasionally visit Missions 
for what is, in effect, an unstructured evaluation of a country program. This 
evaluation may consider the whole country program or, more usually, some 
crucial part. Similar visits are undertaken on occasion by senior officials 
of the Office of Program Coordination (PC), the Office of Technical 
Cooperation and Research (TCR), :,.vi me Office of Material Resources (MR).
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Dr. Chenery, former Assistant, ^umiriistraior for Program and head of 
PC, visited India la.st year and repot/ted on the pl^iinii:^ p.o^ess and 
capital formation problem^ faere.

B. Outside AID

1. Comprehensive Country Prog ramming System (COPS/

The CCPS is basically a computer pi iiu-o^ii 01 ail Co^nLry 
Team activities by poli.-y tioc:! mea.;ared in thousands of r.i t .. ,.curs a.*icl 
dollars. Il.e policy goal is derived irorri a Naiijuai Policy c>- '"c Jinpositci '•'' 
Paper; the measurements are tstin.aleb oa»ed on mission iulorviov/s. ir 
the LA Region, CCPS books have oeen completea for Argentina ana Colombia.

Thus CCPS is not concerned with qualitative judgments ai ail 
and in that sense is not really au "evaluation' activity, it does provide 
a useful management tool for evaluation, however, b} giving fvlission 
Directors and project managers an idea of the exiscing allocation of 
Country Team resources.

2. Foreign Affairs Information Management Effort (FA1ME).

FAIME is a large-scale inte ragency project with staff support 
from AID, State, USIA, and ACDA. The main contribution, however, will 
be made by a management consulting firm, Dunlap and Associates, Inc., 
which is to carry out Stage I. Execution of Stages II and III, however, will 
depend upor. the successful completion of the crucial Stage I.

Stage 1 is to last six months and is divided into an Interagency 
Task (Section A), and an AID Technical Assistance Task (Section B).

Under Section A, Dunlap and Associates, Inc. will examine 
interagency information requirements for six months. Under Section B, 
the firm will concurrently "design and develop ... an improved information 
system for all major aspects of the TA process in AID. "

The design of an improved TA management information system 
would then proceed and be pilot tested, a final report prepared, and the 
final system installed.

The AID TA management Information system of Section B will 
really be developed during Stage I and part of Stage II, a total period of 
about ten months. Other management information system efforts for 
AID would then presumably follow: "This effort is planned as one of a
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series of information systems projects which are aimed ar the eventual 
development of an integrated AID information management svstem 
covering all major facets oi AID activities. "

Obviously evaluation of AiiD TA cmeria it reouired lor 
successful completion of this ambitious project. At tne present t-.rne, 
however, the staffing of the AID task force is just completed and *:tie 
contractor seiec'.ed by the Bureau of tne liudget. An interim "liiia) paper" 
on FAIME has therefore been postponed until the project crystahzes. 
BOB also plans to make .1 substantial financial • ontribution from tne 
President's Management Improvement Find to implemer.t .Stat,e J.

3. Bureau of the Budget (BOB).

This Bureau evaluates AID programs by participating in CAP 
reviews for eact: country, if it so desires, and by discussing country 
programming problems with AID Regional Bureau planning offices and 
with PC. It also exercises an important evaluation function by discussi/>t; 
with AID officials proposed country programs during its review of the 
foreign assistance budget to be presented to the Congress.

4. Office of the Inspector General for Foreign Assistance (IGA)

IGA was established by statutory authority, Section 6?,4(d) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, approved September 4, 1961. By 
statute, it reports directly to the Secretary of State. Both the Inspector 
General and the Deputy Inspector General are appointed by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, and hold the rank of Assistant Secretary 
of State.

IGA is a central point outside the operational chain of command 
for overseeing AID and PL 480 programs, MAP, and the Peace Corps. It 
carries out reviews, inspections and audits of programs "for the purpose 
of ascertaining the efficiency and economy of their administration, and 
consonance with the foreign policy of the United States, and the attainment 
of their objectives. "

Under statutory authority also, IGA may require reports and 
documents from all Executive Branch agencies conducting these programs 
and may also suspend projects after written notification to the Secretary 
of State. This suspension authority, which does not cover MAP projects, 
applies to any AID or Peace Corps project, and to those portions of the 
PL 480 program administered by the Secretary.
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IGA is staffed by about twenty-three professionals with
backgrounds in accounting, engineering, the FBI, the GAO, and auditing. 
Some are FSOs with an economic background, others are MAP specialists, 
local currency experts, etc.

Since it came into being, 1GA has made inspection trips to 
about 80 countries. It works normally on a "case" basis, examining 
programs or projects which seem to be in trouble. Although a portion of 
IGA's time is spent on matters involving possible malfeasance, the bulk of 
its effort, is concerned with improving the effectiveness of ongoing prog: am?. 
IGA has recently investigated allegations of ove rstaffing in AID Missions, 
non-utilization of commodities, behind-schedule construction projects, 
duplication in AID and MAP financed tolecommurii f;ious systems, balance 
of payments reviews involving the substitution of local currencies for dollar 
expenditures, and improved use of excess property. IGA reports customarily 
takes the form of one or f.vo page letters which are sent to the head of the 
responsible operating agency.

5. Gene r al Ac count ing Of i ice (GAO)

Final paper to be completed later. The GAO makes country 
studies of both the economic and military assistance programs. These 
reports are made directly to Congress, as the transmittal letters from the 
U.S. Comptroller General to the Speaker of the House and the President 
of the Senate indicate. The reports range from about 40 to about 80 pages 
and cover a "Synopsis of the AID Program, " "Administration of Appropriated 
Funds, " "Administration of Local Currency Funds, " "End-Use and Internal 
Audit Activities, " Development Projects, " "Technical Exchange Projects, " 
and "Financial Statements. " All the reports are classified, and the 
separate MAP country evaluation studies are usually SECRET. GAO evalua 
tions are part of the "compliance control" category in that they deal with 
alleged or actual waste, dishonesty, diversion of resources and money, etc. 
Like the AID Controller (A/CONT) reports, they are chiefly concerned 
with fiscal and audit aspects of the economic and military assistance 
programs.

6. Congressional Committees:

A wide variety of Congressional committee studies are conducted. 
Some of these are reports on legislation, others result from field trips made 
by important Congressional subcommittees, a few are individual reports by 
Congressmen or Senators. Some of the more important are listed here for 
illustrative purposes: Report of the Committee on Foreign Affairs (on the 
FAA of 1963) 140 pp. ; Hearings before th' Subcommittee on Interamerican
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Economic Relationships of the Joint Economi:: Committee (492 pp. ); 
Report of the Staff Survey Team of the Subcommittee tor Review of 
the Mutual Security Programs or. the Housing Investment Guaranty 
Program and the Economic AID Program in Panama (24 pp.); Report 
of the Special Study Mission to Latin America; Peru, Ecuador, Colombia 
Panama, Costa Rica (66 pp.); Report on Private Investment in Latin 
America. Subcommittee on Inter-American Economic Relationships of 
the Joint Economic Committee, S'.udy Mission to South America, Report 
of Senators McGee, Moss, Engle, and Young to the Committees on 
Appropriations, Interior and Insular Affairs, Agriculture and Forestry, 
and Armed Service?; Repo". of Senator H ; ~kenlooper to the Committee 
on Foreign Relation^ , Latin America; Report of Senator Mansfield, 
Latin America and U.S. Policies; Report of a Study of \J . S. Foreign 
Aid in Ten Middle Eastern arid African Co-;r. f. ries, submitted "by Senator 
Gruening to the Subcommittee or. Reorganization ar.d International 
Organizations 01 the Committee on Gover-rnent Operations (472 pp.).

Two other Congressional .:omn;iUee evaluations which have had 
real impact 0:1 our foreign. a.ssi?'.ar_ce program are il-.e Moss Subcommi'tee 
Report on U.S.-Owned Foreign Currencies and the McGee Report on 
Personnel Administration and Operations of Agency for International 
Deve 1 o'prnbnt^ The McGee Report led f.o an extensive self-analysis on the 
part of AID and to the establishment of AID/OES as well as to a new look 
at AID headquarters operations and organizational structure.

A new form of report may have been introduced with the dispatch 
of a mixed team to study the Brazil country program under the leadership of 
Mr. Paul J. Cotter of the Senate Appropriations Committee (SAC). Mr. 
Cotter was accompanied by one S. A. C. secretary, one GAO representative, 
and a representative from AID's MIS. The group is to examine the 
administration of P.L. 480 in Brazil, local currency accounts, and the 
implementation of McGee Commit* ee recor-imerdations. Details in /:IDTO A- 
603 of 11/23/64.

III. Some Evaluation Activities of Related Endeavors. 

A. Export-Import Bank

The Export-Import Bank's appraoch Lo the problem of evaluation 
is primarily project oriented. In reviewing applications for long-term 
project lending, the Bank plays a role analogous to that: of an investment 
banker. Its staff engineers, economists and loan officers analyze 
feasibility studies prepared by the applicant or outside consultants. This 
analysis includes a consideration of:
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(a) Overall policies: consistency with U.S. foreign and monetary 
policy; the Bank's exposure in the country; the relation of 
the project to other possibilities for Bank linancing.

(b) The country's position: the- legal setting; monetary framework; 
external debt structure and repayment capacity; development 
plan or program; attitude toward private investment.

(c) The investment proposal itself: normal banker's appraisal of 
technical, economic, financial and engineering feasibility.

1 The Bank does not normally attempt to evaluate alternative projects 
in tern; of their potential contributions to economic development; i.e., it 
is concerned with the selection of "good" rather thai;, "best" projects. Nor 
does the Bank "program" in the formal sense of establishing firm country 
quotas, although t':e Bank's management does have informal views on the 
country disposition of its loans. Tde primary concern at ihis level is the 
Bank's total exposure in a given country.

Loan etgreernents establish conditions precedent 10 disbursement 
and also stipulate reporting requirements. The implementation of project 
loans is monitored by the Bank's staff through a review of periodic reports 
supplemented by on-site inspections.

B. Peace Corps Office of Plari.ing, Evaluation, and Research (PE&R).

PE&R is one of five coordinate offices reporting to the Director 
of the Peace Corpp, Mr. Shriver. It is responsible for implementation of 
evaluation, planning, and researc1- in the Peace Corps. In addition to an 
Associate and Deputy Associate Director, PE&R has Evaluation, Planning, 
Special Projects; and Research Divisions. The Director of the Evaluation 
Division (PE&R/E) was Mr. William Hadd.-.d, formerly with the New York 
Post. It is now Mr. Charles G. Peters ; Jr., and is still staffed largely 
by persons with.press backgrounds chosen for their writing skills owing 
to Mr. Shriver's view that reports to be effective must be well written.

The evaluation function was built into the Peace Corps organization 
at the very beginning some four years ago to forestall media and Congressional 
criticism. Thus the first evaluations could only assess training of Peace 
Corps volunteers (PCVs). Evaluations now include PCV work abroad, and 
are prepared by one PE&R/E officer within four to eight weeks depending 
on the scale of country operations. This period includes from two to five 
weeks drafting the reports. The result is an evaluation report of about
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75 double-spaced pages of lar^e type. .All past records have been classified 
Limited Official Use, but unclassified versions of future reports are planned 
for public distribution. To date no reports have been made available to 
Congress on either a formal or informal basis because Congressional 
committees have never requested them, avcording 10 Dr. Joseph G. Colmen, 
Deputy Director of PE&R. One PE&K/K representative tries to visit 
each country once a year, to complete .in "interim" evaluation report on 
each project. Implementation reports by line program oft ices are uue 30 
days after completion ot these evaluation reports, and PE&zR has responsi 
bility for making sure tha f its recommendations are carried out.

Peace Corps project;, are programmed to individual PCY tours 
of duty and thus last two years (unless renewed). At t'ue end 01 t.ie project 
and his tour of duty, each PCV pu rtiripates in the "Completion of Service 
Conference" \vrir''i lasts two days. O'< '.he first day each PCV assigned to 
the project fills out a ques Lior.nai re buseu on a standard checklist of questions. 
An onicer of the Division o: Volunteer Support (PC'v /\'S) from Wa^hiugtor. 
plus ~A second Peace Corps stall officer either 1 rotn Washington or a third 
country '.her. compile l:'d questio-i.tiaii e>. The second c.a\ of (lie Conference 
is devoted to ;i round-table discussion with all PCV's assigned to the 
project. A composite "Report of Completion of Service Conference" is 
then drafted w'vloh recommends improvements anci continuance or termination 
of the project:.

Evaluation research is conducted by PE&tR's Researcn Division 
(PE&cR/RES). A "grid" or matrix has been prepared listing Peace Corps 
functions (Health, Teaching, Community Development) across the top, 
and regions (Far East, La :?.n Ame ri ja, etc.) up the siae. PE&R/RES 
then selects a eortraci team of qualified social scientists to study one 
project in each lun^iion in each region. Thus one health project in each 
of the four Peace Corps regions has an independent research component 
attached. The reseat;!; scientists '-onsult with the project operators but 
are strictly independent. Jt appears that some difficulty has been 
experienced in ronvimjing these operators 'the Peace Corps Representative 
and his staff and various Washington staff) of the value of such non-operational 
scientific' research. Nevertheless this system permits earelul long-range 
scientific studies whi?h also have the advantage o;" post-project evaluation 
to see if the project has laken root afier the last PCV has left. This 
research program is about three years old having been established about 
a year after the evaluation program.

Audits o: Peace Corps projects were formerly conducted by the 
PEfcR Inspector General; they are now carried out by the Management 
Office which is a unit coordinate with PE&R.
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C. Ford and Rockefeller Foundations .

The two major U.S. foundations with substantial international 
programs, Ford and Rockefeller, use a variety of techniques to evaluate 
the effectveness ol their activities. Many of these techniques and the 
criteria underlying them are simi ar to those used by AiD.

In evaluating individual programs or pro jects,- pa rticuiar 
attention is focused on tue stages at which the foundation's leverage is 
greatest: the "pre -commitment " stage and during the review of appli 
cations for grant renewal. Detailed discussions between foundation staff 
and a prospective grantee normally precede tne submission, of a formal 
application for a ssislance. hi the course ol tnese discussions, substantial 
agreement is readied at both the field and headquarters levels as to the 
value of the proposed activity ami the intended course of action. By the 
time the formal request is received, approval is virtually assured.

The terms of the grant agreen.cT.t require periodic and terminal 
reports by ';iie grantee. These repor's are supplemented by informal 
contacts between foundation s'.aiT ,n:d U'.e grantee, by reports from 
foundation field staff, ami by periodic visits by headquarters personnel. In 
certain instances, specv'.'ic provision is made for evaluation by project 
personnel, ir.cV-idirip '.'ie collection of baseline data and subsequent cheeky 
against these dc,r..i. m otlier instances, the foundations undertake studies 
of individual projects to codify experience which inight have applicability 
elsewhere. Ford and Rockefeller also u^e independent consultants to 
evaluate their activities, particularly when considering requests for 
further assistance. Tbe Ford Foundation's Office of Policy and Planning 
has recently been given oveialj responsibility for evaluation and is 
considering ways of carrying out this function.

D • The W o r Id Bank Fa mil y.

The following notes deal primarily with the IBRD; much of the 
material is also relevant tc IDA, and to a lesser extent to IFC.

The Banh-s processing of a loan request generally begins with 
exploratory discussions and p reli"nir.a ry investigations to review the 
economic situation an') prospects of the borrowing country as well as 
the relation of the project .iude r consideration to sector and national 
development netds. A more technical and detailed analysis is then made 
of the engineering, financial, and other aspects of the project.and of the 
appropriate conditions lor a loan. In conducting these investig^' ; ons, the
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Bank relies on information available at its headquarters as well as on 
visits by Bank missions t.o tine borrowing country. Independent consultants 
are often members of these missions.

The investigation phases are followed by formal negotiations 
with the borrowing country. When agreement has been reached on the 
project and on the terms and conditions of the loan, the loan and 
guarantee agreements are presented to the Bank's Executive Directors 
for their approval.

The implementation of the loan includes disbursement and
servicing, a continuing scrutiny o/ the construction and later the operations 
of the project, and a continuing review of the economic and financial 
conditions oi the borrower and oi the country in which the project is 
located. The monitoring of these various aspects continues until the loan 
is repaid. Project progress reports and general economic and financial 
reports are required 01 the borrower and the government concerned. 
These reports are supplemented by periodic visits of the Bank's staff.

Since the Bank's resources have proved more tha.: adequate to 
support "sound ar:d bankable projects in credit, worthy countries," it 
has not had to face squarely the problem of country allocation. The Bank 
has, however, been sensitive to the cri';;'.jism that; more than 70% of its 
investments have been concentrated among fifteen countries. It has 
attempted to meet this problem, not by relaxing its criteria for project 
selection, but by providing assistance to other borrowing countries in 
development planning and project appraisal, and by broadening its lending 
operations to include sectors (e.g., agriculture and education) other than 
those (i.e., power, industry and transport ) in which the Bank has 
traditionally bee:.i active.

IDA, o:\ Vlie other hand, is making a Lonscious effort to assure 
wide geographic distribution of its development credits, taking into 
account the priority to be giver, poorer countries. It has also set limits 
on credits to some countries to prevent their absorbing a disproportionate 
share of IDA resources.

As a leader, member, and observer in various consortia, 
consultative groups, and regional organizations such as CIAP} the Bank 
is increasingly involved in a multilateral evaluation of country performance. 
The Bank's recognized competence, its substantial resources, and its 
international character (i.e., relative freedom from national non-economic 
considerations) all serve to increase its leverage in this kind of evaluation. 
The Bank takes a positive approach to its de facto responsibilities a.s the 
leading international lender by, for example, sending teams to make
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exhaustive reviews of the economic conditions and related policies of 
borrowing couut-ies.

E. United Nations and the Specialized Agencies.

The UN and the Specialized Agencies carry on technical assistance 
programs in over one hundred countries and territories. The interest of 
the member ?t-'.tes and of the UN system itself in evaluating these activities 
has been reflected in a nuinber of resolutions, conferences, papers and 
reports.

The UN Economic and Social Council has differentiated between 
three types of evaluations: (1) efficiency of management and operations; 
(?) technical soundness of programs and the methods employed; and (3) 
overall impact of the combined programs of the UN system on the 
economic and social development of the recipient countries. The 
operational and "technical" evaluations are considered to be the responsibility 
of the implement ing agencies.

In conducting these two types of evaluations, various techniques 
have been employed: official missions to review projects; periodic 
reports by experts arid headquarters' comments on these reports; an 
overall assessment of country projects for the determination of priorities 
at the time of programming; mid-year and end-of-year reports for Special 
Fund projects; selected follow-up studies on participant trainees; and 
regional meetings with the chiefs of projects. Special management surveys 
have also been made to assess the efficiency of operations, staffing, 
administrative procedures and financial controls.

To measure the overall impact of its technical assistance activities, 
the UN is now planning for the £l"rst time a series of pilot studies in 
selected countries. The UN's project as versus country programming 
approach and the small proportion of its contribution to the total develop 
ment effort in a given country, make this kind of evaluation most difficult. 
The recent UN Special Fund report on the volume of investment stimulated 
by its preinvestment surveys is another approach to the problem of overall 
evaluation.

F. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 

Development Assistance Committee (OECD/DAC)

DAC was established in I960 to assist the development of the 
less developed countries by increasing the volume of assistance provided 
by its member states and improving overall efficiency by closer coordination
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of aid efforts and policies. An Annual Review is conducted to examine 
the results and effectiveness of the different bilateral aid programs and 
to provide guidance for improvement. These reviews are provided with 
statistical tabulations of financial flows and studies on special problems 
such as aivi tying and assistance terms.

The DAC is also concerned with promoting the Cuvji diaacicTi of 
aid programs in recipient countries or regions where a number of member 
states are involved (e.g., Greek and Turkish consortia). In addition, a 
number of meetings and working parties have been sponsored on such 
matters < s: the methodology of quantitative analysis of aid requirements, 
factors affecting the supply of assistance, and the requirements for and 
supply of technical assistance* The terms of reference of the working 
party on technical assistance include an examination of the need for a 
closer link between capital and technical assistance.

G. Inter -American Development Bank (IDB)

The ope rations ot'i.he IUB are .somewhat analogous to those of the 
IBRD and IDA. Witi: its ordinary capital resources the IDB makes loans 
to finance development projects. These loans are repayable in the 
currency in wl-ich they are made. They normally cover foreign exchange 
costs. Loans from 'he Fund t> r Special Operations are made on more 
liberal terms, are usually repayable in the currency of the borrower, 
and are for projects for which financing from the Bank's ordinary resources 
is not •.vailable. The hank also administers the Social Progress Trust 
Fund for the U.S. Government. Loans from this source are made on a 
basis similar to those from the Fund for Special Operations. It is now 
planned to combine these 1;wo Funds into one "soft loan" operation.

Requests for IDB assistance are evaluated in terms of various 
statutory and operational crite.-ia. These include the relationship of 
the activity to sector and national development programs, and the 
activity's engineering, technical, financial and managerial feasibility. 
In administering the Social Progress Trust Fund, the Bank has been 
guided by certain "Basic considerations for the Evaluation and Selection 
of Projects in the Fields of Land Settlement and Improved Land Use, 
Housing, Sanitation, and Education," as defined by the U.S. Government.

Loan implementation is monitored by periodic reports from the 
borrower and on-site inspections by Bank staff. Having started operations 
in late I960, the IDB ha? only a limited basis for evaluation in terms of 
performance or results.
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H. Inter-American Committee for the Alliance for Progress (CIAP)

CIAP was established in November 1963 to implement the 
Alliance for Progress as a cooperative development effort rather than 
as a U.S. aid program. Its principal functions are (a) to review 
continuously Latin America's own efforts to achieve the objectives of 
the Alliance and (b) to make proposals regarding the application of both 
internal and external resources to further the objectives of the Alliance. 
The U.S. lias agreed to give "special attention" to the recommendations 
of the Committee. The Export-Import Bark, IBRD, IDE and IMF participate 
in the country review sessions.

The CIAP review sessions, }-~sed on an analysis of each country's 
development plan and programs by the Panel of Nine and the CIAP Secre 
tariat, are intended to ascertain what actions have been taken to bring 
about needed internal reforms, to improve administrative p ractices,and 
to adopt financial and economic policies conducive to achieving the goals 
of the Alliance.

Particular attention is paid to steps taken to improve development 
planning, the preparation and execution of projects, borrowing practices 
and controls over investment, and the incurring of external debt.
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ANNEX B

AID Programming and Implementation Processes

I. Programming Cycle.

The annual programming cycle begins in April with the issuance 
by AID/W of general guidance for the preparation of the budget 
/ear's Long-Ra:'.ge Assistance Strategy (LAS) or, for co.untries 
for which an LAS is not prepared, Country Assistance Program 
(CAP). The LAS/ TAP system calls for a comprehensive analysis 
by the mission of "the potential, problems, and program for develop 
ment in the host roimtry and identifies the goals, level, emphasis 
and techniques 01 assistance and the corollary U. S. actions and 
policies best suited to promote our economic, social and political 
objectives within the country. " In preparing the LAS/CAP the mission 
may be assisted by a special team from AID/W.

Parts I and II of the LAS/CAP ("Framework for AID Strategy" 
and "U.S. Assistance Strategy") are normally submit'ed in July 
of the year preceding the year of authorization/obligation. This 
submission provides the basis /or the Agency's funding request to the 
Bureau of the Budget and for the President's annual budget message 
to Congress. Part III of the LAS/CAP, containing the Goal Plans 
and detailed Activity Descriptions, follows in October.

The LAS/CAP submissions are reviewed by the regional bureaus, 
staff offices and the Administrator during October-December. Follow 
ing completion of these reviews the Congressional Presentation is 
prepared and submitted (February), using the information contained 
in the annual LAS/CAP submissions as modified during the AID/W 
review. Comments on the LAS/CAP submissions and supplemental 
guidance for the approaching fiscal year's program are sent by AID/W 
to the field in the spring.

Immediately preceding the jeginning of the new fiscal year, 
the missions are informed by the regional bureaus of those 
technical assistance projects (a) approved in substance, subject

B-l



to the availability of funds, 
additional justification.

(b) disapproved, and (c.) those requiring

At the beginning of the new fiscal year the initial Operational 
Year Budget (OY3) is prepared by the Program Coordination Staff 
(PC), reviewed by the regional bureaus and staff offices, and 
approved by the Administrator. Tlv; OYB contains the tentative 
planning levels by country and funding category. Tl constitute? 
authority for the regional bureaus to proceed with the issuance 
to the fit'ld of the documents authorizing the obligation of funds. 
From July until the appropriations legislation is passed, the OYB 
is limited to funds available under Continuing Resolution authority. 
During this period funds are allotted to the mission:, to cover th? 
costs of approved projects and the continuing costs of projects 
still under discussion so as to cover a.s fully as possible th 
Missions' indicated possibilities for early obligation.

Firm funding levels and full allotments for all approved 
projects are made as soon as possible after Congressional appro 
priations action is completed, so.y in October. Programs not 
approved prior to Congressional action are reviewed again during 
the consideration in AID/W of the up-dated LAS/CAP submissions 
for the subsequent fiscal year Further refinements may be 
made thereafter on an individual project basis as adrtitonal justi 
fication is received from the field.

As mentioned above, the OYB constitutes authority for the regional 
bureaus to proceed with the preparation and approval >jf the authorizing 
documents appropriate for each form of assistance.

II. Program Assistance

Within the planning levels approved in the OYB, funds for 
each "Program Assistance Activity" are approved (authorized) 
by the regional Assistant Administrator, or in certain cases by 
the Administrator, through the issuance of a Program Assistance 
Approval Document (PAAD).
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The PAAD is prepared h v •he regional bureau r_o cover a specified amount of 
One of the three ex'ertial resource categories ol program assistance (AID 
commodity program as si stance, PL -18U program assistance, or cash 
transfers). Local currency tor budget support is approved by the Mission 
Director within, limits authorized by the regional bureau. The mission 
document corresponding to the PAAD is tailed the "Release Authorization. 1 '

The Program Assistant e Agreeinei 1 ' is negotiated on the oasis of the 
approved PAAD, and constitutes the obligating document for. AID Commodity 
Program Assistance and IMS!: transfers. Similar documents are use(i for 
PL 480 and local <..u!re,;.cy program as si s lance.

Irnplemen'a'.ion procedures vary with. l'ie form of program assistance and 
the method o; f'i:i incing. The utilization of program assistance is monitored 
through various fis MI, ai ; ounting and stai.i stical reports. Special reports 
are rot 'lormally required :or progress evaluation of program assistance as 
a whole. Analyse- o\ i *.- e! tect.i veriest, i:1 achieving U.S. objectives is included 
in succeeui'.g LAS/CAP r evisio-is, and i.- evaluated as part ot the regular 
program review pto.e-.-:.. T'.e:e has hee>.. a ! : e-nl, liovever, toward requiring 
opeciiic pc rlo i -na •-•. c i y *he re* ipie.:'. goverurtien'., eitlier as a condition lor 
significant a:'tl co'-Tniivi^ents or for the release of individual tranches of a 
program lo.ir. !;•; t'.cse . -.ses t.'iere may he p r ovition for period!-.: "evaluation" 
of self-help ;:-e-:"o .-'-."i.-.c e :.:-; addit'ion 'o the annual program review.

III. Capita] Assist-iiicc.

WiV.'iizi t-'.e plar.i-ing levels e,-'.abii.-?tied i:' '. i-r> OYB the review and approval 
of individual loan application involves three steps. A preliminary review is 
undertaken by the missions to determine if an application warrants detailed 
exairiinatior. i'i the light of overall U.S. strategy. Assuming such an examination 
is warrantee, T.e m:.ss:.or. submits to the re-gior..al bureau a request for intensive 
review (IRR). If approved by the regional Assistant Administrator, the intensive 
review is unde r ', .ike.i either in the field or in AID/W by a Capital Assistance 
Committee. Thi? Com.'nittee examines i:'. dep f h the techrical, economic and 
financial details of '.he proposed activity ar d records its findings in a Capital 
Assistance Paper. The paper is tier, reviewed by the mission, regional 
bureau concerned, and by the Offices of Development Finance and Private 
Enterprise (DFPE) ard Program Cooi di.nation (PC). Depending on the amount 
and type of U.S. financing and other- issues involved, the paper may also be 
reviewed by the Development Loan Staff Committee, the Development Loan 
Committee and i;he Administrator prior f o signature of the Capital Assistant 
Authorization. All loans require, in addition, clearance by the National 
Advisory Council o-_ International Monetary and Financial Problems.
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The Capital Assistance Authorization constitutes direction to the Capital 
Assistance Committee to prepare the Capital Assistance Agreement and 
implementation letter. The latter contains (a) conditions precedent to 
disbursement, (b) procedures to be followed in accomplishing the purpose of 
the activity, and (c) documents and reports to be furnished by the borrower 
or grantee. When cleared by the regional Assistant Administrator, the 
draft Agreement and Letter are sent to the borrower/grantee for negotiatioi . 
The Agreement is normally executed in ihe field under authority delegated 
by the regional Assistant Administrate 1 to the Mission Director or Ambassador.

The implementation of capital assistance projects is monitored through 
audits, reviews and on-site inspections. These methods provide information 
to compare the timing and substance of the actions taken iigainst the original 
plans.

^' Technical Assistance.

The AID/W review and approval process for technical assistance projects 
begins with the annual program submission (LAS/CAP) from the mission, 
i'oilowed by advice of AID/W substantive approval, and ends with the notification 
to the mission of project approval and the allotment of funds.

The AID/W review process may be co: ducted either under informal 
regional bureau procedures or through hearings for selected projects which 
warrant more formal consideration by the regional Assistant Administrator 
and in some case.-- by the Administrator.

The basis for the review is the information contained in the Activity 
Description ("E-l"), the Goal Plan, and the CAP/LAS. In reviewing individual 
projects consideration is given to the justification, targets, adequacy and 
thoroughness 01" planning, feasibility of proposed implementation methods, 
and realism of proposed funding.

Subbi->ntive approvals are sent to the field in the last quarter of the fiscal 
year prior \o the year of obligation, or as soon thereafter as possible. 
Beginning in July formal approvals are issued by the Regional Assistant 
Administrator or, in specified cases, by the Administrator in the form of 
the Implementation Approval Document (IAD). Projects continue to be 
approved on an indf.vidi.zal basis during the fiscal year, Those not approved 
under Continuing Resolution authority are reviewed again during consideration 
of the budget year's LAS/CAP submission.

Implementation of technical assistance projects normally begin witli the 
annual signing of bilateral Project Agreements, and includes the issuance of 
implementation orders for goods and services. Responsibility for the
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preparation and signature of Project Agreements and implementing orders 

usually rests with the missions.

Progress reporting is required in three forms: (1) on action steps through 
the "Course of Action" and "Progress to Date" secticn;; cf the Activity 
Descriptions submitted as part of the annual LAS/CAP; (<I) on action steps 
through periodic reports to the regional bureaus, now required as part of 
the emphasis on prompt implementation of approved projects; and (3) on 
program accomplishments through the technical assistance Project History 
and Analysis Report (PHAR).

PHARs are required for each project at three-year intervals. They are 
designed to permit, an evaluation of the validity of the judgments which led 
to approval oi" the project, the effectiveness of U.b. and country performance, 
and the overall v^efulness of the project, in terms of current U.S. objectives. 
Evaluative judgments are also called for in the Project Completion Report 
which is i-equi-ed at the end of each technical assistance project.

V. Sets of Criteria

The formal standards or criteria - legislative, policy and administrative 
governing Agency operations are found in the AID Manual, Policy Dcterminj - 
tions, General Notices, and inessages from the Administrator and 
Regional Assistant Administrators.

These sources provide innumerable explicit criteria for inter alia , 
the evaluation of host country performance, program vs. project assistance, 
multi-year commitments, loca 1 cost financing, short-term balance of 
payments financing, the various assistance instruments (loans, grants, 
Supporting Assistance, Contingency Fund), special programs and policies, 
the major forms of assistance (program, capital, technical ), and the 
planning, review and aj.^ r oval, and implementation of individual 
programs and projects.

In some cases the criteria are very detailed. The checklist of 
statutory criteria for development loans, for oxample, contains 45 
items. In other cases there is a recognized need for greater specificity 
as in criteria for measuring host country performance. There are still 
other areas for which explicit criteria are lacking. For example, there are 
no M. O. 's on the following : regionalism, population control, goal plans, 
technical assistance (TA) implementation methods; techniques for the 
evaluation, synthesis and dissemination of TA reports, sector and mnlti- 
sector guidance, and "Evaluation. " These M. O. 's were to be prepared 
as part of the follow-up to the Implementation Project which ended in 
October, 1963. They have r.ot yet been issued.
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There are also instances in which the criteria a~e stated but techniques 
for applying them are not. The Manual Orders emphasize, for example, 
that "the process of developing, selecting and/or evaluating specific projects 
should normally do more than determine that they are technically sound 
and useful; it should, to the extent possible, determine that the projects 
chosen are the most economical and efficient feasible alternatives for 
producing the desired results! 1 (M. O. 1099.1) . Yet id.O. 1024.1 dealing 
with overall objectives and specific projects, goal plans, sector analysis, 
productivity criteria, and related techniques has not yet been issued.

Even if detailed guidance of this type were available, the Agency's 
efforts to select the "best" projects would be limited by other factors. 
These include inadequate planning capability in the recipient government, 
scarcity of alternative projects available for comparative pruposes : 
pressures of time, shifts of personnel, and lack of trained mission 
staff.

There are, moreover, a number of unstated or implicit criteria 
which have a direct bearing on Agency operations: e.g. , pressing suggestions 
from sources external to the Agency, support of political objectives in 
the country concerned, competence o'i available mission personnel, and 
degree of commitment and competence of the pertinent ministries of the 
host country.
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Attached is (l) a Summary of Evaluation Operations Reported 
"by AID/W Staff Offices and Regional Bureaus, and (2) a covering 
Information Memorandum from Colonel George A. Lincoln, Special 
Advisor to the Administrator. • •

Donald S. Brown 
Executive Secretary

Attachments a/s
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DRAFTED: 6/2H/65 

INITIALED: 6/28/6?

INFORMATION MEMORANDUM FUR THE ADMINISTRATOR 

THROUGH: EX3EC

SUBJECT: Summary oi' Evaluation Operations Reported by AID/W 
Staff Offices and Regional Bureaus

In a recent memorandum you asked AID/W staff offices and regional 
bureaus to submit a general description of their current evaluation efforts 
underway or completed in the past year. Attached is a summary of the replies 
received.

171 individual evaluation operations were reported. No estimate 
of total $ or manpower costs is feasible due to the large number of efforts 
carried out routinely by organizational units. However, $6.7 million was 
reported as having been obligated Tor contract services, including $3 .9 
million for centrally-funded research contracts administered by the Office 
of Research and Analysis in TCR.

Tin.' replies correspond generally to the resulcs of our earlier 
draft Inventory of P.-ist and Present Evaluation Efforts, while adding several 
important items to that Inventory. They also raise a number of subjects for 
further study in connection vith our continuing look at systems of evaluation 
and sets of criteria. Specifically:

1. Tne range of activities reported clearly indicates that there 
is no generally accepted, limited definition of "evaluation" existent in the 
Agency. In a significant n~~ ;-er of cases the term was applied to efforts 
indistinguishable from the usual appraisals integral to making administra 
tive decisions. Any attempt to increase emphasis on evaluation is likely 
to founder unless we can define more precisely at the outset what it is we 
are uJ-king about .

2. The replies also make clear the extent to which AID/W (the 
regional bureaus and Program Coordination Staff, in particular) view the 
program review arid approval process as the appropriate vehicle for evaluation, 
As you know, I have reserva' '-ins about relying primarily on the programming 
process for evaluation. These reservations have now extended to a tentative 
conclusion that your objectives in the evaluation area cannot be achieved 
until the establishment of AID accepts the point that evaluation needs to be 
dealt vith as a separate, although related, operation from programming and 
implementation.

3. There seems to be little research underway on the "how to 
do it" aspects of the evaluation problem. The replies identified only 
three efforts directed specifically to this subject.
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U. There is no indication in the replies of any systematic 
effort, in existence or being planned, to classify, store and disseminate 
evaluation results. Them are studies underway on the general question of 
overall information, management and also on the problem of acquiring and 
handling reports needed for adequate top management control in AID. I con 
clude that these studies are peripheral to the evaluation problem and that 
waiting for their outcome merely delays action on construction of an essential 
truss in any comprehensive evaluation system. I believe we should move ahead, 
without waiting for the broader studies, on devising an administrative system 
for knowing what is available in AID in the area of evaluation and for making 
these resources available to those who need and can use such resources.

G. A. Lincoln 
Special Advisor to the Administrator



6/22/65

SUMMj\RY OF EVALUATION OPERATIONS CONDUCTED BY 
AID/W STAF? OFFICES AMD REGIONAL BUREAUS

General

1. In a memorandum dated April 19, 19^5 the Administrator requested 
AID/W Staff Offices and Regional Bureaus to submit a general description 
of their current evaluation activities together with specific information 
on each evaluation effort underway or canpleled in the past year.

2. Replies were received from the four regional bureaus, ten program 
offices and staffs, and eight management staff offices. 171 individual 
evaluation efforts were identified -- IHO "by the regional bureaus (75) 
and program offices (05), the remainder (30) by the management staff offices,

3. Attached is a very rough statistical summary of the replies classi 
fied by objective, unit of analysis, frequency, and technique. The result 
ing pattern appears consistent with the- nature and responsibilities of the 
reporting units. A majority of the efforts of the regional bureaus in 
volved evaluations of individual projects or programs for the primary 
purpose of improving those projects or programs, and were carried out on 
a one-time basis using primarily in-hcuse personnel. The efforts of the 
program offices were more concerned with policies and procedures of general 
applicability. These offices carried out fewer evaluations on a periodic 
basis and made somewhat greater use of contract personnel. In the case of 
the management offices the replies suggest a focus on one-time, in-house 
studies of administrative, management or organizational problems.

U. There were three reported studies expressly concerned with the 
problem of how to evaluate aid activities (i.e., a Johns Hopkins study of 
critical aid related factors and methods of measuring their impact; a 
University of Michigan contract on planning and evaluating community 
development activities which includes the preparation of a manual for the 
study of social change; and the draft Handbook on the Evaluation of Project 
Level Assistance, prepared by TCR/RA).

5. No estimate of total $ or manpower costs is practicable due to the 
large number of efforts carried out routinely by organizational units. 
$6.7 million was reported as having been obligated for contract services, 
including $3-9 million for centrally-funded research contracts administered 
by the Office of Research & Analysis in TCR.

Meaning of "Evaluation"

6. The Administrator's memorandum requested information on evaluation 
activities "in both the 'area of program execution and also of progress 
toward fundamental U.S. objectives." Ho further attempt to define 
"evaluation" was made .



7. The range of activities reported clearly indicates the absence of 
a generally accepted definition of "evaluation" other than in the diction 
ary sense of "to determine or fix the value of" or "to examine and judge." 
The following examples suggest the types of efforts labelled "evaluation":

"Assessment of the Usefulness of National Policy Papers" 

"Survey of Afghanistan's Ministry of Justice" 

"Assessment of Motor Vehicles in __ Missions" 

"Monthly Evaluation of Contract Office Performance"

8. In a significant number of cases the term "evaluation" vas applied 
to efforts indistinguishable from the usual appraisals integral to making 
administrative decisions. From a time perspective, the activities cover 
ed the spectrum from retrospective appraisals of past performance to 
prospective assessments of alternative courses of action.

Objectives

9- The evaluation efforts reported can be grouped, by purpose or objec 
tive, in two general categories: (a) those in which a particular aspect 
or activity was evaluated for the primary purpose of improving that aspect 
or activity (e.g., "Evaluation of Crop and Livestock Development Project" 
in Kenya or "Evaluation of Participant Training" in Sudan); and (b) those 
in which programs, policies or techniques were assessed to develop standards 
or criteria against which future activities could be programmed or evaluated 
(e.g., "An Appraisal of the Administration of Technical Assistance").

Unit of Analysis

10. The subjects evaluated covered a wide range of Agency activity:

(a) Projects, sectors, country programs - on a country, 
regional and global basis;

(b) Forms of assistance - Program, Capital, Technical;
(c) Methods of financing - loan, grant, PL h-80, local 

currency;
(d) Administrative, managerial and organizational aspects.

Frequency

11. The hulk of the efforts reported were performer:, on an ad hoc or 
one-time "basis. A problem was identified and a group or individual assigned 
the responsibility of conducting an analysis and making recommendations. 
A minority of efforts were performed on a periodic basis.
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12. In this latter connection, two regional bureaus and the Program 
Coordination Staff emphasized evaluation performed as an integral part of 
the programming process. One bureau reported that:

".. .we plan to undertake more systematic evaluation as part of 
the regular programming process... . We have urged the USAIDs 
that the annual Country Assistance Program submission should 
be considered an evaluative, as well as a programming document, 
and we have sought, by instruction and exhortation, to systema 
tize our efforts in this area... . Our guidance to the USAIDs 
on the preparation of the Ff 1967 E-ls will emphasize our interest 
in seeing them used as evaluational as well as program proposing 
documents."

All four bureaus listed as evaluation efforts one or more of the follow 
ing: CAP Guidance Letters, CAP Reviews, Country Assistance Strategy 
Statements, National Policy Papers and the Congressional Presentation. 
Several also listed their review procedure:; for new technical assistance 
and capital projects.

13. There were three reported instances of systematic evaluation "built 
into" a project or program (i.e., Joint US/THAI Evaluation of the Acceler 
ated Rural Development Program in Northeast Thailand, the joint AID/WHO 
Evaluation of the Malaria Eradication Program, and the evaluation of 
University of Loyola Training Courses.)

Method

lU. The replies indicate a substantial use of outside consultants and 
contractors, particularly by the Regional Bureaus and Program Offices, 
although there were wide variations within each of these groups.

15. One approach to evaluation of potential interest in other countries 
and regions is the Research and Evaluation Staff in USAID Thailand. Posi 
tions have ̂ been established for an anthropologist, an economist and a 
political scientist. This staff is expected to provide the Mission with 
an in-house capability to undertake research on operational, program and 
policy questions.

Distribution of Results

16. The distribution of the evaluation results did not appear to follow 
any particular pattern. In almost every case distribution was determined 
on an ad hoc basis by the office sponsoring the evaluation, that is, copies 
of reports were sent to "appropriate parties" or "all concerned." The 
actual recipients in each case depended on the nature and contents of the 
report, and the purpose for which the evaluation was carried out.
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Implementation of Results

17. Similarly, if and hov the results of the evaluation efforts were 
implemented depended upon the activity evaluated and the nature of the 
recommendations. In some instances the evaluation resulted in specific 
recommendations on which immediate action was taken. In other cases the 
results added to the general body of knowledge about the subject evaluated, 
with implementation to be reflected, if at all, in subsequent programming 
decisions. In still other cases the evaluation results "opened avenues 
for further inquiry."

PFGeithner :mcs: A/AID

\0\
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I

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OPERATIONS CONDUCTED BY
AID/W

Classification/Office 

By Objective

To improve unit evaluated 
To develop improved 

guidelines

By Unit of Analysis

Program element 
Administrative aspect

By Frequency

Periodic 
One-time

By Method

13- house 
Contract

STAFF OFFICES AND REGIONAL
DURING

^Regional 
Bureaus

21

56 
19

13 
62

52 
23

THE PAST YEAR

Program 
Staff Offices

18 

48

34 
32

3 
63

42

BUREAUS

Management 
Staff Offices

9 

21

5 
25

6 
24

27 
3

Total

81 

90

95 
76

22
149

121 
50

TOTAL 75 65 30 171

Note: This table is intended to provide only a very rough statistical summary 
of the evaluation operations reported. The replies did not, in a number 
of cases, lend themselves to a more precise classification or comparison!
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SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OPERATIONS CONDUCTED BY
REGIONAL BUREAUS

Classification/Office

By Objective

To improve unit evaluated 
To develop improved guide 

lines
By Unit of Analysis

Program element 
Administrative aspect

By Frequency

Periodic 
One-tinu>

By Method

In-house 
Contract

ARA/LA

15 
6

7

3 
18

18 
_ 3

DURING THE PAST YEAR

REGIONAL
AFR

11 
3

11*

2 
12

BUREAUS
NESA

12
1

13

3 
10

11

FE

16 
11

22 
5

7 
20

21* 

3

TOTAL

TOTAL 21 13

21

56
19

13
62

52 
.£3

75

Note: This table is intended to provide only a very rough statistical summary 
of the evaluation operations reported. The replies did not, in a number 
of cases, lend themselves to a more precise classification or comparison.



6/22/65

SUMMAR7 OF EVALUATION OPERATIONS CONDUCTED BY 
ATO/W PROGRAM STAFF OFFICES DURING THE PAST YEAR

Classification/Office 

By Objective

To improve unit evaluated 
To develop improved guide 

lines 
By Unit of Analysis

PROGRAM STAFF OFFICFS

Program element 
Administrative aspect

By Frequency

Periodic 
One-time

By Method

In-house 
Contract

r;OTAL

PC

15

6
9

1
Ik

TCR

7
10

12
5

1
16

TCR/RA

13

5
8

13

OPS DFPE

6 -
1

3 1
3

6 1

LAB

1
1

2
~

2

MR

^
6

3
7

1
9

ENG

O 
£_

2
—

2

12 7 3 6 2 10 2 
3 10 10 - 1 ...

TOTAL

18 
1*8

32

3
63

15 17 13 6 1 2 10 66

Note: This table is intended to provide a very rough statistical summary of the
evaluation operations reported. The replies did not, in a number of cases, 
lend themselves to a more precise classification or comparison.
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SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OPERATIONS CONDUCTED BY 
AID/W MANAGEMENT STAFF OFFICES 

DURING THE PAST YEAR

Classification/Office 

By Objective

To improve unit evaluated 
To develop improved guide 

lines 
By Unit of Analysis

Program element 
Administrative aspect

By Frequency

Periodic 
One-time

By Method

In-house 
Contract

TOTAL

MANAGEMENT STAFF OFFICES
GSD

2
5

8

COMT MP

3 
9 2

2 
10 2

3RD IT MIS

1 - 3 
1

111 
2

AA/A PA

3

£4 
o

3 |
d-

M) H-n

TOT/
•M^MMM

9 
20

5 
25

3 2 
8 9 -

8 10 2
2 -

8 12 2

3

1-33 
1

27 
-J

30

Note: This table is intended to provide a very rough statistical summary of
the evaluation operations reported. The replies did not, in a number of 
cases, lend themselves to a more precise classification or comparison.
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ANNEX F
DISCUSSION AGENDA FOR 

SEMINAR ON AID PROGRAM EVALUATION

1:50 P. M, , April 6,1965 

Boardroom (Room 5951 NS)

BACKGROUND PAPER: Foreign Assistance Evaluation Efforts -
Past and Present

1. Definitions of Evaluation (Perhaps best defined firmly at end
of discussion)

2. Evaluation by categories of objectives

a. Compliance (not included in this study)

b. Performance (Improved Program Execution and Improved
Programming)

(1) Relationship to management problems

c. Furtherance of fundamental U.S. bbjectives (by country, region, 
overall)

d. Evaluation research (applicable to a, b & c)

3. Objectives of AID Evaluation categorized by organizational needs 

a. Country Mission 

b. Regional bureau 

c. Staff divisions 

d. Office of the Administrator
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4. History of Evaluation Program of AID (Comparison between 1958 and
today)

5. The Assistance Unit to be Evaluated - project, sector, country program,
techniques and methods (e. g. , 
contracting, regional sectors, and. 
others)

6. The Component Parts of an Evaluation System 

a. Policy 

b. An organizational structure and management arrangements (methods

and techniques) compatible with (1) objectives; (2) other AID

operations and organization.

c. Clearly defined objectives for each evaluation effort, 

d. An inventory of information about the activity Or process

evaluated, and about similar activities, on which to'jbase

judgments and suggestions.
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e. A feedback system for (l) applying evaluation results by specific 

changes in operations and program, ("follow-up") and (2) making the 

information and conclusions available to likely present and future users 

in AID organization.* i;

f. Standard and criteria 

g. Personnel system

/This topic obviously opens up such questions as data control and pro 
cessing in AID, and the proper contribution of research conducted on 
materials provided by the evaluation process.

The topic should first, however, be approached from such directions as 
specific and immediate implementation of evaluation conclusions, and 
transference of experience and conclusions vithin a region where there 
is a considerable commonality of conditions and needs.

^



ANNEX G
D raft
12 April 1965

NOTES ON THE PROBLEM OF INCREASED 
EMPHASIS ON EVALUATION IN AID

Gereral

1. T^e first point to be made is that there is no overriding requirement, 
such as a legislative injunction, for increased emphasis on evaluation in AID. 
The Administrator has open to him three alternatives:

a. Do nothing additional;

b. Make a lew fairly painless formal shifts such as creating a small 
evaluation polic y staff section at the top level, urging regional 
administrators to undertake some bits of sectoral evaluation, 
urge some systematic analysis of the massive number of reports 
such as the three-year Technical Assistance Project History ar.d 
Analysis Reports, etc.;

c. Undertake a comprehensive program to get evaluation dor.e and 
get it used.

This paper has some thought? for consideration in an examination of the tMrd 
alternative (which, if adopted, would almost inevitably involve the ac ~eptar:«:e 
of some of the actionc listed u.-^der the second). Except for the efforts of 
visitirg evaluation teams, there has been little systematic evah:ation in AID 
and predecessor agencies and the results ever, less utilized. The notes that 
follow, in. sum, suggest that the beet way to begin to get more evaluation done, 
is to start where the activities are that are to be evaluated. The r>otes suggest 
chat the best way to get the results u<-ed is to have the users signifUar '.ly 
involved ic. producing the product, the equivalent of being both stockholders a-.d 
production workers in the enterprise. Fir.ally, recogr.izirrg the existed skep'i.'fsm 
and administrative inertia as well as the complexity ard workload of evaluation, 
the notes suggest that improved evaluation hitch a ride part of'the time w/.'h 
Improved Program Execution.



2. AID's program is prepared and its operations undertaker by (1) country; 
(2) region; (3) globally. The mass of programming and operations are by 
country. There does not seem to be much dissent from the conclusion of 
t v;e Booz, Alien and Hamilton management team that programs come 
primarily from country missions. Operations are conducted by the country 
missions. The programs and operations to be evaluated and thereby improved 
are at the country level. Thus we should start at the country mission level 
in improving AID evaluation.

3. The primary purpose of evaluation is to make determinations that are 
used in programming and operations. The end user is largely the Mission 
Director. The needed determinations can come from AID/W and other 
assistance experience external to the country or from evaluation of 
experience within the country. Initially these notes focus on the latter -•- 
assistance experience within t v e country. This paper treats the problem of 
external experience later.

4. T^e exercise of "evaluation, " stated oversimply, is a systematic and 
critical look at assistance programs, and/or parts thereof, to make deter- 
rr.ira:ior-s as to changes ir operations or the program itself, and the sele^iio-. 
ot irture programs. We are, in the short rur, materially committed to ar. 
ongoing program. Changes in this program always take time and are often 
hard ro make eve.' it rlearlv desirable. The operational conduct of activltfet, 
f v at is, the execulior of programs • a' be adjusted more rapidly, however.

5. The Booz, Alle" a: d Hamilton team sjorL-ludes that, "In terms of future 
program success, the treat reed i~. AID is to speed up and improve the 
implemertation process." AID is now putting strong emphasis on Improved 
Program Execution. No matter how theoretically desirable, AID'b admi:\i^" 
resources are unlikely to support at t^e same time both a major effort to 
improve program execution a .d also a separate major effort in the area ot 
evaluation. T v e Improved Program Execution effort, to the extent tucces< i 1 
will provide reso--.r-.es r. ceded for improved evaluaiior. and vice versa. 
Furthermore, the i'.-.tial primary objective of ary improved evaluatior s^O'ii 
be support of Improved Program Execu'.io.o and t^e first steps alor.g '.he 
evaluation road should pla.- e emph-asis o~ Improved Program

Requirements for Improved Evaluation

6. Ivnproved evaluaiio?"- at the mission level should be desigred to be:

a. administratively manageable,

b. objective,
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usable, in form a-'d -orient] and

d. implementable, i.e., give maximum assurance that results 
will be used.

7. In order to be administratively manageable, any comprehensive evaluation 
eltort at the country mission level must be the responsibility of the Mission 
Director; must be designed so as not to absorb an unacceptable amount of time 
of key individuals in the missions; must be scheduled for times when the 
mission is not undertaking some other required maximum load such as the 
CAP; and must draw, to the maximum extent possible, on data provided for 
other mission purposes such as the operational plans and schedules essential 
for Improved Program Execution.

8. The point of availability of time a:,d talent must be faced. While the 
philosophy of AID includes a presumption that Mission Directors are cor:''>.ually 
e'-al..ati-.g their programs, (he realities raise a questio^- as to whether they 
are always doi'.g so in tact. The adopt 10.-- of a systematic mission-level 
ev-1'..af.io." would mean that time a-.d talent would have to be taken from other 
a-t vlties. What are the possibilities? Effective evaluation should help 
program execution and the annual programming exerci.be. The Boo/,, Alien 
a--d HamiltO" team recommends more dece' tralization to the field (this 
ciis _s-sion suggests that m ...-'; of fie r e^ponsibil it } for evaluation should be 
i"cl.;ded). A detailed survey of reports a-'d other data submitted to AID/W 
may show some assets. Fi ally, AID's true priorities are reflected ir tl'.e 
allocation of its resources, jf there are -o resource? for evalnatio r , beyond 
th.e '-i. r rent effort, the best course may tie to ray so. At least one large ard 
already overly pressed mis.-ion is '.:."cle r taking a self-evaluation. The o'.'ert, 
tr-.erefore, might be atJe to 'hear s\ic.h a loaa.

^. I 1 : order to give maximum assurarce of ohjectivfty, the eval'.?a';: or. re i pO" ~i-- 
"! i':i-;y sf.oula rot be delegated co (e •.r.i-ia'-LS, aivisior. " li i.efF, or program 
ot'f'..-ers, although all these must pa r ti..-ipat.e siri e t'-'&y are t^e best: le^l r-.:. :al 
experts available. One of t'.e several ways *:c h'^rease assuranre of ohJe•"•'.:.'/?"7 
is through the use of c.or<s'.:ltar^s bo':h r'rcm vv^Vhi;'.' and wi'hout AID. A ';.':empte 'o 
:.:: ^orpora'.e evalv.atior. a-:tiv?.t:.es ::.;o ', v-e -i^:'-;al pr oa': ammi:-)L? exercise are 
>V-es; ''.ior.ably soi:nd from e:'. 1 er '-e ei" r :-ie:' "y or orje. :iviiy s':".a^dpo?~i.. TKe 
P'eparat-or. of the annual LAS or CAP is ar exercise aimed, ir. large pa'"', at 
; L e special requirements of t v-e Congressional PT eser.-tation. If is carried o>;i. 
at;air.st deadlines and usually involves great wo-kirg pressure or> per sor.:v.el. 
Moreover, the programmirg exerviise ofter. involves a struggle '.o include or



I
exclude projects. Therefore, although the necessity of making derisions 
against a deadline may help to crystalize ir formal evaluation judgments, the 
CAP is not prepared at a time or in a climate conducive to a systematic 
appra?'.sal of the reasons for shortfalls in performance or questionable 
progress toward fundamental objectives. Final!/, the evaluation process 
should include quick operational follow-up ard prompt implementation of 
lessons learned - operations which are not closely related to the annual 
programming process and which would place an unwarranted load on it.

10. The problem of objectivity is made less difficult by the current 
realities of AID/W operations. AID/OES evaluation team? are known to 
exist and might conceivably arrive at any time to ur.cover sij;r.!.f;.rai.-.t 
oversights in mission evaluation effoits. As a further poir.'t, mission self- 
evaluatior' efforts would provide the building blocks for quicker and more 
use'.'ul evaluation by a visiting AID/OES or o'.^er external team.

11. AID/OES :eams are al.eady trying durirg their visits to generate defa.":o 
sell -evaluation on the part of missions. In this correction there may he upe:'i:l 
analogy in the process by whi :h U.S. ur.i.vei silies receive degree-grant?:?.^ 
a<~". red}.;acio~>. Ea-'h institution is required 'o conduct, a systematic se]f-eva]':-it:"o 
before the arrival of ;!e visiting accreditation, team. This self--evaluatio:~ serves 
as a basis for discussion v.':'-'- t'-e team vvV • .-A; ther. prepares a separate repo '. 
•:o ;':e accrediting at:'•} o r:' y (nith a • opv f": ::":shed to the inst 'tutior eval>:a.e<!).

IZ. Illustrative of tr e problems of get..i.r-g evaluatiori resv.lts i~: a usahie :o--n 
and getting them implemer.t.ed, currently about 500 th ree~yea r reports on 
technical assistance are. supposed to come to AID/W annually. Each repo r i , 
according to manual orders, includes an "evaluation. " So far as car.-, he 
determined, nothing has been done at the AID/W level with these evalv.av.o-. -.

13. The Three-Year Project History requiremer t ( raises the qtiestio-1 as *o 
whether this evaluation can usually be more than a performance appraisal. 
Single projects are usually r ot large enough to warrant a judgment ot 
significant progress toward a fundamental U.S. objective. At the mirimi:*n, 
sectoral evahiatio:, is usually needed to supper: su.-h a judg^nerj. Cur rev ly, 
fiere seems to be a gap at the sectoral level ir. the prescribed evaluatior 
system, and a considerable question that the "evaluation" ir. the three-yea.- 
project history is very produ :tive.



14. A mission-level evaluation operation under »he mission director's 
supe rvisior , should be an effective way to get both evaluation results i:." a 
form useful to the particular mission, and also to get them used by the 
pani> -;lar mission. The problem of usable results for assistance activities 
outside the court;'/ is partly a matter of staff work and guidance bv regional 
:'.: : eaus a.-.d s'.aii divisions in AID/W. The even more difficult problem, 
• owuver, is :.he "tap.sferer.ee of t u i; : g = learned to actual use in ar.other 
i'o...i:ry. There are sometimes mental blocks to accepting ideas and methods 
not self-developed. Usable evaluation has to be applicable to the particular 
social, economic", political, cultural milieu of the country. There are at 
least two ways to transfer evaluation: (a) start from proven application in 
one country and transfer to other countries by specific ope rational action 
wirh adjustments to the new milieu; (b) by research and analysis in AID/W 
(:;- -house or contract) with the resulting more generalized lessons transmitted 
'.o the field. We have tried (b) somewhat and should continue. Success has 
beer limited. Should (a) be given more of •:> systematic try?

Components Already Available

15. What components are already available that might contribute to a 
systematic self-evaluation system at the mis s ion level?

a. There is an effort for Improved Program Execution which, if 
successful, should provide data and useful yardsticks for 
evaluation of operational and managerial activities of AID. 
This effort, initially, may place its major emphasis on slow- 
moving and lagging activities. The questions which need to be 
routinely asked are I: why" and "what should be done about it." 
The questions imply a combination of evalxiative and operational 
respoi: sibilities - usually a good thing. The Administrator has 
direr'ed that each mission establish a "review committee or 
other arrangements" to deal with lagging projects. There 
remains, to attain comprehensive self-evaluation, a need to 
(a) look systematically at the activities going well (some of 
them may not really be doing so well), (b) ask the question: 
"What have these activities to do with our U.S. fundamental 
objectives and are our priorities consistent with those 
objectives. " Finally, a completely comprehensive system 
would include provision for transfer of lessons learned.

b. There is now a good deal of work on the mission level fiat might
be fitted i-.lo a self--evaluation program. For instance, technicians 
prepare er;d of tour reports; there are required reports or: each 
ac'-ivity every three years. The latter, by manual order., include 
a component called "evaluation." Has consideration been given to 
!•:av;ng these three-year activity reports go to the "review committee"
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for evaluation? True, it is argued that these reports are of 
little value since the authors are interested in continuing the 
contract, getting a good efficiency report, etc. If they are 
really of little value, the man years of preparation and 
processing might conceivably be better used.

c. There is an increasingly sturdy framework of written
policy guidance (country development plans, U.S. policy) 
which provide guidelines for evaluation efforts.

d. I believe mission directors and their senior personnel are 
generally more professional than some years ago.

e. Qualified personnel from outside the mission should be 
readily available, on a consultant basis to supplement a 
systematic evaluation effort. Relations with the local government 
need to be taken into account. No one is more likely to be sensitive 
to these relationships than the Ambassador himself, A member of 
the Ambassador's personal staff (perhaps the economic counselor) 
might be considered for membership on the review committee. 
AID/W is an operational agency. In the field, AID/W often gets the 
blame for inadequacies, sometimes unwarrantedly. A qualified 
person from AID/W might often strengthen a mission review team 
as well as facilitate an exchange of experience.

f. Precedents are a needed resource; they are scarce. Two LA 
countries have recently undertaken a systematic evaluation 
review, one of the AID program and one, led by the Ambassador, 
oi" the total country program.

g. Standards and criteria are needed. The broad guidelines should 
be included in the manual orders. These orders are not yet 
written.

h. The Operational Plan, which is the normal reference for appraising 
program execution, should include an evaluation plan if AID really 
wishes to make evaluation a. significant component of its total 
activities.

U Time of key personnel is an essential resource - perhaps the most 
difficult component to acquire. Some of this time is now committed 
10 Improved Program Execution by direction of the Administrator.
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This latter operation, if properly done, is certain to have 
evaluatory aspects. But the time provided will not be enough for 
a systematic appraisal on an annual basis. Currently the preparation 
of the annual program usually gets first priority on time except for 
investigations and Congressional questions. Annual programs should 
increasingly consist of ongoing activities which are adjusted to judg 
ments derived from some sort of evaluation (or perhaps from shifts 
in funds). The current Improved Program Execution should make 
needed data more readily available. But, although the point cannot 
be checked, it cannot be doubted that to have a systematic self- 
evaluation a director must select a period of the year, set up an 
administrative system, perhaps get some outside consultant help, 
and devote some of his time and that of other top personnel. The 
best period of the year is usually March to May.

16. The foregoing notes relate to at least three other questions: (a) is the 
"evaluation" likely to be achieved worth the effort? (b) will country missions 
accept the job of systematic evaluation without too damaging and counter 
productive skepticism? (c) what about feedback?

17. Feedback: The methods outlined seem to give about as much assurance 
of feedback within the country as can be contrived. A summary informal 
report to the regional administrator and Administrator might be included in 
the procedure to involve these individuals, hearten the mission director by 
assuring their interest, and provide grist for any research on evaluatioii at 
the AID/W level. But transmission and communication (feedback) to other 
missions is not provided for at all except through such means as use of 
neighboring mission personnel on review teams. Feedback t" AID is 
provided for only indirectly through program changes and their defense.

Transmission and Communication

iH. Transmission and communication are serious problems in any large 
operating and planning organization. The available methods include:

a_. Transference by assigning an individual having the knowledge 
and skill in his head -- probably the most common practice 
in governmental activities;

b. A schooling system which is the method heavily stressed by 
the armed forces;
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c. Various forms of conferences, seminars, consultations, 
exchange visits, etc.

d. Conversion of lessons learned to general policy guidance 
and formal distribution of this guidance, mandatory in 
varying degrees.

e. Preparation of written material either as case studies or 
generalized analysis or both, and distribution through 
official channels or through commercially published 
articles and books.

Several of these methods may require efforts which ar« properly characterized 
as "research." Distribution under (e) can be on the initiative of AID/W or 
::•. response to a request from the individual or agency Hkely to use the 
information. From the point of view of initiative exercised by the individual 
or agency having the information, the problems include knowledge as to what 
is real]y available and who might use it. They also include collecting the 
i-formation in a repository which can relate what is needed to what is 
available, and then transmit it where needed. Under this heading ("Impetus 
from the Re^r") consideration should be given to a program under which 
AID/W sends to the field all available precedent material on any new or 
troublesome activity. From the point of view of the individual or agency 
needing the information, the problems include knowing what to ask for and 
where to ask for it.

19. The collection, storage and dissemination of the type of information 
discussed here is a problem not yet well solved by any government agency 
as lar as is known. Certainly AID can and should improve its "memory" but 
".ere is no adequate reason for being overly sensitive about the current 
t ir:. at ion since AID does not have all the resources (such as schools) which 
rorne government departments have.

20. Ur.der the heading Transmission and Communication we note:

a. The FAIME project may provide a useful resource, but not 
for several years. An effort should be made to do something 
soon.

b. Reasons and precedents for AID programming and operations 
rapidly become outmoded for many types of AID activities. 
A good example is population control. Another is the "turn 
around. " Hence AID needs to pay attention to tha likelihood
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of applying the results of research and evaluation from the 
point of view of the timing of their availability.

c. AID programming and operations must go forward within quite 
definite and often restrictive, legislative, organizational and 
operational parameters. Evaluation and research need to be 
defined with the likelihood that the outcome will be usable 
within these parameters if AID activities are to be improved.

d_. AID programming is highly "projectized. " By its organization 
and planning, AID thinks to a considerable extent in terms of 
sectors of social and economic development. AID is also 
organized geographically.

The first part of these notes concern the country mission. There may be a 
useful approach to evaluation with a built-in transmission aspect through 
increased evaluation activities by geographic region. Since regional 
administrators are the directors of operations, they are in a position to 
monitor, with some force and precision, the transmission of any conclusions 
drawn, useful methods and techniques identified, etc. The suggestion has 
been made above the AID/W take more initiative in sending out information 
related to activities under consideration.

e_. We have thus far found very little systematic study and analysis
of standards and criteria for evaluation -- or on "how to evaluate. " 
Here may be a fruitful area for research. For instance, there is 
lack of unanimity among informed individuals as to the degree of 
usefulness and the limitations of macro-economic, indicators.

f. The extent to which the conference, seminar, workship techniques 
have been used for the transmittal of information is not completely 
known. It is understood, for instance, that in one country there is 
now a proposed conference at the sector level which includes 
"evaluation" on the agenda.

GALir.coln/GDCamp/PFGeithnerrnaw 
A / AID
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ANNEX
April 19, 1965

Summary of Points Discussed in Two Recent Seminars on Evaluation 
Participated in by Administrator and Members of AID Staff

1. The following paragraphs summarize points and conclusions cri which 
there was general, although not always complete, consensus.

2. Past Evaluation Efforts. AID has relied for evaluation primarily on 
inspection teams and on an implicit assumption that the programming 
process provides the needed analysis. Although there have been a variety 
of efforts called "evaluations, " there has not been a comprehensive system 
of evaluation including an assured feedback of results for the evaluation 
system. Evaluation supports both programming and operations but should 
be viewed as a separately identifiable process.

3. Nature of the Evaluation Process. Evaluation is a process, not an act; 
it is a frame of mind, not merely a series of reports. A:- evaluation system 
involves taking, as a regular part of our work, a critical analytical look on 
a systematic basis at what we are doing.

4. AID should increase its emphasis on evaluation. There has been strong 
emphasis on programming, less emphasis on operations, and very little on 
evaluation*. ("What happens after we decide to do something?"}

5. The initial (but not exclusive) emphasis of increased evaluation should 
be on improved operations. Evaluation is a process to determine how 
things are going or have gone, directed to improving their implementation 
plus providing a feedback into programming and further operations.

6. AID should initially (but not exclusively) emphasize mission-level 
evaluation under the leadership of the director. The process should involve 
the mission widely; should not be relegated to the program office; should not be 
left to the CAP which is a useful but not all-purpose instrument having 
definite practical limitations; should include a critical analysis of performance 
against pre-planned targets; and should examine results in context of broader 
standards and objectives than activity performance per se.

7. Evaluation should be considered a management tool and a management 
responsibility. The process of evaluation is an operation. The results 
provide aids to management, in both the operating and the planning areas.



8. Sector evaluation is important and neglected^ There is a gap in our 
systems and attitudes in the area of sectoral analysis and evaluation. 
We have placed our emphasis at the project level and country program 
level, neglecting the connecting link. Projects have to be looked at in 
a sector context to attain an evaluation of their contribution to broad 
objectives.

9. There are two faces to evaluation from the standpoint of objectives. 
Is the job going well (par. 5 above)? Does the existence of the activity 
make sense ?

10. Evaluation, by definition, implies some standards against which to 
evaluate. There must be an operational plan if performance evaluation is 
to be effective. Much more needs to be done in establishing standards and 
criteria for evaluation. Something needs to be done, and should be done, 
about concrete actions to make experience available to operating and planning 
personnel in usable form.

11. Requirements for Improved Evaluation. AID should begin with emphasis 
at the mission level and the current emphasis on Improved Program Execution. 
Requirements stressed without dissent were:

a_. A better evaluation information and reporting system

b. Involvement of operators

c. Action-oriented review committee with assured follow-up.

GA Lincoln /PFGe ithner / GDCamprnaw 
A/AID
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ANNEX I
April 19, 1965 

Some Managerial Aspects oi an Improved AID Evaluation System *

1. A comprehensive evaluation system necessarily consists of a group 
of intericcKii.g sub-systems \mission, regional, for various purposes, 
etc. ) A ?omprehensi ve system wculd need to be 'introduced progressively. 
The development '.if such a system should strive to utilize, with appropriate 
adjustments, resources a:ready in being.

2. The consensus of staff discussions thus far is that AID should increase 
emphasis --n evaluation, shou.d initially emphasize improved evaluation at 
the mission level ; should oegir. by emphasizing evaluation contributing to 
improved performance of AID operations, and should strive to involve the 
AID organization in a cont:nuing process of evaluation. This process needs 
to be similar to and interlocking with, but distinct from, both programming 
and operations. An effective comprehensive evaluation system can only 
be iounded on the requ: site state of mind. The following paragraphs 
suggest managerial things to do. Some, perhaps all of them, are already 
being done on a p:.ecemeai basis by AID.

3. Systematic eva.uat.on ;s a responsibility of each mission director. The 
responsibility for planning, staff supervision, and monitoring of evaluation 
operations can be delegated. But it should not be delegated in a way that 
invites its absorption ir.to another activity.

4. . Each mission director needs a staff resource for staff aspects of 
evaluation This resource can be a special assistant, a director of 
operations, or other. The actual operation of an effective evaluation 
program must mvc:ve the operators and top managers,

5. Since the ini*.ial emphasis is improved program execution; Performance 
Evaluatior. is the immediate priority target. In order to evaluate performance, 
an operational pian, containing scope, targets and timing, is necessary for 
each activity These ars also required for effective program execution. 
Hencs, performance evaluation is likely to be largely a spin-off from 
program management and should need no significant managerial structure 
beyond that required for efficient program execution. Good performance 
evaluation requires:

*/ Prepared for the Executive Staff Meeting on April 20, 1965.



a. Activity plans which provide yardsticks for checking progress, 

b. A system of monitoring and reports.

c» A systematic, critical revr iew and analysis, activity by activity, 
by someone other than the operator directly involved. This review 
could be monthly but should be no less than quarterly. A review 
committee r or similar meanSj has already been directed for each 
mission by Mr. Bell's aL'gram of May 8, 1964, "Pron.pt Execution 
of Approved Programs, "

d. An identification of less than satisfactory performance. Why? 
What to do about it? The answers to these questions (part of feedback) 
may be sought within the mission, from consultants, from similar 
experiences in other countries (see below on flow of information from 
Washington), arid from other sources.

6. AJD's operations are now materially ongoing. Future commitments 
in any country are largely continuations of similar activities in that country 
or in some other country. Before agreeing to continue an activity there 
should generally be a systematic evaluation of that or similar activities. 
For example, before starting another school building program, evaluate 
the previous one. Evaluation efforts should be directed to objectives helpful 
to overall and detailed decision-making on the activity under consideration. 
Significant evaluation efforts should generally not be completely "in-house. " 
Consultants and consultant teams are available to mission directors. 
Consideration should be given to including local country officials in 
evaluation operations,

"7. Judgments as to contribution of single activities ("projects") to 
fundamental U.S. objectives can rarely be made in a perspective of less 
than a sector (Agriculture, Private Enterprise, Education, etc.). Each 
mission should undertake a systematic evaluation of its activities from 
"the bottom up" by project, sector and relationship to fundamental 
objectives. This should generally be once a year before the period of 
institutionalized CAP preparation. This evaluation should answer such 
questions as: Should we be in the activity at all? Should we increase our 
effort?

8, As a first cut at provision cf staff resources, the mission director 
should strive to use his machinery for Improved Program Execution. The 
sectoral analysis is likely, in the first instance, to be the responsibility 
of operating division chiefs, The analysis should then logically proceed to
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a review committee removed irom parochial involvement with specific 
sectors. This concept obviously implies that, the mission has clearly 
defined what the U., S, »s striving to help '.he couri'.ry attain, sector by 
sector. Only i\ appraisals at the sector level are we likely to lever 
consideratio , of tech-., 'al assis;a.-.ce and capital assistance together, 
a. d,,per'raps eve'. r_-,o:e important, appraise activities in relation to 
ir. = :;. tx.:ionai charge a< (rie ed or likely to be achieved.

9. The time a-.d raleri resources iO: the process in paragraph 7 can be 
lound by \a\ a shift v? pnori.ies toward emphasis on evaluation, (b) use 
of applicable resources alread, exister.t (such as reports and the 
Improved Prograri Execution System), (a] red-action of current workload, 
(d) additio'.al perso--el, e- help from consultants and AID/W.

10. The six. t.-bor.. pioblem of impro/ed e- aluation and the included intractable 
problem of time and taler.i therefor, require a variety of separate and 
progressive ai'.rio^ s.. For example:

a» Search for a wa-< to process Into ;he mission evaluation system 
{be re ". - r r: .-.g reporis having evaluative content. These include 
t. v -e 'V ree yea; 'e- v.r.i- al assistance Project History and Analysis 
Repor's ' Ovv appare*'.' 1 \: filed with lit.tle use).- and End-of-Tour 
Repon.s.

b., Reduce workload b, farther decentralization to the field (as 
. u r rev : -• re:ommerded by the maragement survey) and 
srreamli-i .g of the CAP 'as required by A1DTO Circular A-342, 
paragrap K A.-'e-; u

c» Deviee ways to ge*. a flow to ihe field of materials to. assist in 
self- evaluation:

''] T r,ere are Ku.'idreds of reports in AID/W files; there 
:.s a s'laft jni; for answering requests from the field 
'TCR .' CRS/PTS'. Some managerial action is needed 
: • AID/W co gci. a seiul flow under way. Perhaps 
'his problem is reslstar.t enough to merit attention 
from :>t ORC.

(2) Eval-^ati'on Resear • b should be material^- concerned
•«,?( v i prompt df, eiopmert of standards, criteria, 
ar.-d ruethods for the uss ot the actual evaluators. 
T-'C process of e/alj:a'. ion itself is largely a job for 
ma.\agersj operators? 'and programmers - an informed
•way oi" thought a.-;d action. Put another way, evaluation
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research projects should be designed to produce 
material that is usable and used by a specific group 
of evaluation operators (as the modern Dictaphone is 
designed).

11. The foregoing notes have been principally directed to '..- mission-level 
evaluation and to steps to strengthen the emphasis on, and involvement in, 
both operations and e\ aluadon by mission-level personnel under the leader 
ship of the director. These notes have approached the problem from the 
cutting edge of operations, moving thence through sectors to the country 
program. But busy field officers are unlikely to allocate part of their 
limited time to evaV_atior unless there is equivalent emphasis, interest, 
encouragement, and appreciation from A1D/W. Furthermore; some 
evaluation efforts and activities flow naturally from AID/W to help the 
field as well as AID/W., For example:

a.. The team efforts of OES which have, and should, include 
advice to courtr ' missions on self - evaluation.

b. Sector evaluations (probably usually best done by regions)
designed to reach judgments and decisions through comparison 
ar.d contrast of similar problems and experience in several 
countries. The recer.* LA survey of tax projects is an example 
of a beginnii.g on sjch a comparative evaluation.

12.. AID/W has had a strong programming staff, an operational function 
dispersed in various places with five of the identifiable foci consisting of 
regional administrators plus a top level staff echelon in the recently 
established Operatiors Review Committee. AID/W has had no identifiable 
staff resource near the Administrator for overall planning and monitoring 
of evaluation,

13. The foregoing rough, and perhaps somewhat controversial, summary 
leads to the conclusion that AID/W should consider how and what evaluation 
measures can help its planning and operations. Here are some points for 
consideration:

a, AID reeds to do something about the materials already available 
in AID/W, Maybe we need a short-term management or research 
contract on this problem.

-4-



b. A1D/W r.eeds a staff resource near the Administrator, with
an operational slant. The process of evaluation is an opera 
tional proo-ss. Devising and installing anything like a com- 
preher.'s i\ e system of evaluation is going to take time, talent, 
tenacity, managerial ability and command support.

c. A1D/W -.eeds ar identified evaluation staff resource in each 
geographic regional bureau clo^e to the Improved Program 
Execution effort This need obviously raises a personnel and 
an organizational problem. The suggested decentralization 
to the field may release some personnel time. The shifting 
of the proportion of total AID activities between programming 
ind the monitoring of operations may indicate at least a 
small shift of personnel

d. AID needs to emphasize the sector approach including re 
search on evaluation methods, in evaluation projects conducted 
by AJD/W. This approach will probably soon be labeled a 
"fad" in tne i'-.forn.al AID lexicon. The labeling will not, 
however, make the approach any less pertinent.

e. AID r.eeds to examine its morp intractable problems, start 
ing with operational problems to test whether evaluative 
efforts might be useful For example the ORC might well 
consider calling for an appraisal (evaluation) of (1) the five 
slowest inovir.g (most j/.satisfactory) loans in each region, 
and the five fastest moving (most satisfactory), and (2) the 
fi.e projects in each region completed in the last two years 
which seem to be operating most poorly, and the five which 
seem to be operating the best. The objectives of such 
evaluation would be primarily two (1) the ORC might be 
able to do something aoout the situation, and (2) AID might, 
through systematic analysis, learn some things to do and 
not to do in the present and future.

11. As a final point, there is no merit in launching a policy of increased 
emphasis on evaluation unless the gains are to exceed the costs. Such 
will not occur ^r.til substance is given to the forms adopted. Substance 
car. be derived onlv from the positive leadership of AID/W top officers 
and of mission directors coupled with the operational and intellectual 
involvement oi tbe mass of AID professionals in a systematically critical 
analysis of what we aie doing and trying to do. Hortatory statements 
such as the preceding one. are unlikely to be of value unless accompanied 
by positive leadership and specific operational acts.

5 -
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12. The foregoing paragraphs do not propose doing anything conceptually 
new; they do propose doing what AID has in public statements, manual 
orders, etc. , indicated either implicitly or explicitly to be already under 
way. The problem is seen primarily as not a matter for more reports, 
forms, personnel, etc. The problem is primarily a matter of education, 
a -way of thought.

GA JLincolninaw 
A/AID

-6-
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Mr. Hoagland 
Mr. Johnston

Mr. Gibbons 
Mr. Moynihan 
Mr. Engle 
Mr. Kennedy 
Mr. Lavergne 
Mr. Jmith 
Mr. White 
Mr. Oechsli

Dr. Long 
Mr. Gregory 
Mr. Aliber 
Mr. Brown 
Mr. Chapin 
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SUBJECT: AID Program Evaluation

Mr. Bell intz-oduced the subject of AID Program Evaluation by refer 
ring to the two papers prepared as background for the meeting. He pointed out 
that Attachment A listed those points on which general consensus had been reached 
in two recent seminars;* the points in Attachment B represented the next stage 
in our thinking. Mr. Bell indicated that he felt the comments in these two 
papers suggested a very useful and effective approach which warranted serious 
consideration by the Executive Staff.

Colonel Lincoln outlined some of the major points included in the 
two papers. AID should: increase its emphasis on evaluation; initially empha 
size improved evaluation at the mission level; begin by emphasizing improved 
evaluation contributing to improved performance of AID operations; and finally, 
strive to involve the whole organization in a continuing process of evaluation. 
Col. Lincoln recommended that the Agency build on what it has, rather than 
establish a new organizational hierarchy for evaluation. He recognized that 
many of the ideas presented were not new, but it was necessary to focus on 
implementing them: "the way to begin is to begin."

Four specific aet.ions which could be taken were discussed: (l) The 
procedure for tne prompt execution of approved programs (ref: AIDTO CIRC. ^3> 
May 8, 19614-, and AIDTO CIRC. A-10^, October 10, ly6U) can also serve as a vehicle 
for performance evaluation by determining how well a specific project is going, 
why, and what to do. (2) Undertake systematic and scheduled program appraisals 
or. a sector bas:'s at some time other than during the annual CAP preparation. 
Th^ Nigerian agriculture and education studies and the joint AID/THAI rural 
development program evaluation are examples of sector analysis now underway. 
Comparative studies of sector performance in different countries could be stimu 
lated by AID/W. (3) Begin to collect, analy::e and disseminate to the field

* The tvo seminars, in which the Administrator and Deputy Administrator parti 
cipated, were conducted by Colonel George A. Lincoln. Colonel Lincoln is 
serving as a Special Adviser to the Administrator. He has been asked by 
Mr. Bell to examine AID.'s systems of evaluation and sets of criteria to see 
how these might be improved to provide AID with better answers to two ques 
tions: "Have we picked the best projects and are we carrying them out 
•effectively?"

DEPARTMENT OF STATE



material already available in the three-year Technical Assistance Project 
History and Analysis Reports, Project Completion Reports, End-of-Tour Reports, 
and any other relevant reports, as well as to incorporate the preparation of 
these imports into the evaluation process of the mission concerned. (Mr. Bell 
asked to see a representative sample of these reports. ACTION: EXiJEC).. ( J i) 
Specify FYJIV clearly at the outset, vh-:it it is we intend to do; i.e., we neec1 
an operational plan defining scope, targets and timing, in order to provide 
standards against which to evaluate, and then include a plan for evaluation 
in the operational plan.

A number of other aspects of evaluation were also discussed, 
including the following: the involvement of host country officials in evalu 
ation efforts; the use of consultants; the need for guidance and help from 
AID/W to "trigger" mission-level evaluation; the role of visiting teams; 
involvement of managerial and operating personnel in the evaluation process; 
and the Congressional aspects of AID evaluation efforts.

Mr. Bell stressed that evaluation, like programming and operations, 
is a management responsibility. An increas-d emphasis on evaluation requires 
command support and the communication of thut support to all levels in the 
Agency. He noted the general consensus on the points cited above and on those 
included in Attachment A. Colonel Lincoln was asked to draft a message to the 
field for the Administrator's consideration. The message is to give guidance 
for increased emnhasis on evaluation at the mission level.

ACTION: Special Adviser

Donald S. Brown 
Executive Secretary

Distribution: 
Executive Staff 
Mission Directors (with attachments)

Attachments:
A - Summary of Points Discussed in Two Recent Seminars on Evaluation 
B - Some Managerial Aspects of an Improved AID Evaluation System 
C - Discussion Agenda for Seminar on AID Program Evaluation 
D - Notes on the Problem of Increased Emphasis on Evaluation in AID 
E - Foreign Assistance Evaluation Efforts Past and Present 
F - Request for Information on Evaluation Operations Conducted by AID/W 

Staff Offices and Regional Bureaus

Note for Mission Directors:
Attachments A and B provided the basis for the Executive Staff discussions. 
Attachments C, D and E were prepared as background papers for the two seminars 
on evaluation.



OPTIONAL 5OBM NO 10 

MAY 1982 EDITION 

GSA GEN. REG. NO. ?7

UNITED STATF.S GOVERNMENT

Memorandum
ANNEX K

TO Colonel George A. Lincoln DATE: April 14, 1965

FROM Peter F. Geithner

SUBJECT: Recurring Evaluation Reports and AID's "Memory"

1. The Boo/,, Alien & Hamilton management report concludes that: 
"AID has not yet developed a systematic process to appraise the 
consequences and results of its program operations and to exploit 
the rich accumulated experience of the agency. " Part of the agency's 
experience is recorded in the recurring reports submitted by the 
USAIDs to AID/Washington which are specifically designed, at least 
in part, to provide the agency with a more complete and useful memory.

2. Of the some 110 USAID recurring reports to AID/W listed in M.O. 
325.1 (1/11/64), there are three which are intended tc serve this purpose:

a. Technical Assistance Project History and Analysis Report 
(PHAR). PHARs are required for each TA project at 3-year intervals 
during the course of the project and upon project completion. They 
are distributed to the regional technical offices for action and to the 
country desks and staff offices for information.

b. Project Completion Report (PCR). The Standard Provisions 
Annex to each Project Agreement requires that a PCR be prepared by 
AID and the Cooperating Agency upon project completion. PCRs are 
distributed to the regional technical offices, the country desks and, 
where construction is involved, the Office of Engineering.

c. End-of-Tour Report (ETR). ETRs are prepared at the com 
pletion of each tour by direct-hire, participating agency and contract 
employees who are concerned with "planning and carrying out pro 
fessional, technical and program activities". The ETR is intended to 
provide information not incorporated in programming documents and 
project activity reports; i.e., "the personnel knowledge of the 
individual about differences berveen U.S. and local practices which 
have caused problems, the adaj .itions of U.S. practices which have 
been more or less successfully tried, and suggestions for future U.S.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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activities". ETRs are distributed to the regional technical offices, 
the country desks and the Office of Technical Cooperation and Re 
search (both the concerned technical office in TCR and the Office of 
Research and Analysis).

3. The usefulness of these reports as a means of improving AID's 
memory is affected by the following:

a. It is doubtful if the existing reporting requirements are being 
met on time, if at all. I have not found any evidence of any systematic 
enforcement of these requirements.

b. The quality of those reports which are submitted varies widely. 
In some instances, there seems to have been a lack of information in 
the mission files on v.hich to base the report. In other instances, 
insufficient attention seems to have been devoted to preparing the re 
port. Yet in still other instances s the reports appear to provide 9 
complete, accurate and thoughtful evaluation^.

c. There is no central repository for these reports in AID/W. 
As indicated above, they are distributed on an individual basis to 
the offices directly concerned. TCR/RA has recently undertaken to 
collect copies of these reports, but primarily for the purpose of 
evaluating the usefulness of the End-of-Tour Report.

d. There is no accurate estimate of the number of reports on 
file within the Agency. The total is certainly substantial. When the 
PHAR requirement was izistituted in 1963 it was estarimated that 
approximately 500 would be due in ADD/W annually. It was also esti 
mated in 1963 that there might be as many as 10, 000 ETRs on file.

e. Finally, I have been unable to-date to find any evidence that 
either the regional bureaus or the staff offices receiving the reports 
analyze them in any systematic manner. It is even questionable if 
the reports are actually read by those presumed to be most directly 
concerned. In only one instance do the manual orders designate 
responsibility for evaluation. When M.O. 326.1 on the End-of-Tour 
Report was revised in December, 1964, it was indicated that the ETR 
requirement would be continued on a trial basis for one year. In this 
instance responsibility for evaluating the ETRs submitted was specifi 
cally assigned to the Office of Research and Analysis (TCR/RA). 
M.O. 3Z6.1 also states-that the regional technical offices are to bring

\
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to the regional administrators' attention any ETRs deemed to be of 
special interest and importance. It further states that completed 
ETRs-will be kept on file in TCR and that "copies may be obtained 
by request to TCR, which will inform the missions annually of 
ETRs received. "

4. These comments tend to support the management team's conclusion 
quoted above. They also raise a question as to whether the benefits 
now derived from PHAR, PCR and ETR are sufficient to justify the 
time, effort and money invested in their preparation.



ANNEXL

April 1965

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. GAUD, DA/AID 

THROUGH: EXSEC

SUBJECT: Three Year Technical Assistance Histories,
/ End of Tour Reports, and perhaps some other reports

1. I attach a staff paper on the above subject.

2. In our papers on increased emphasis on evaluation, we have 
made suggestions which include:

a. Schedule and shape the above reports so they 
*~ contribute to an annunl evaluation in each

country under the leadership of the mission
director.

b» Get some system in AID/W by which these reports 
~" become a part of AID "memory*' and are readily 

available to personnel considering similar 
activities. In other words, let's erase this 
too frequent comment that "AID has no memory."

_c. Cut down on the number of reports from the field, 
thereby giving field people more time for eval 
uation and supervision of operations. Put another 
way, if AH) can't find a way to make those reports 
useful, let's eliminate them.

3. The enclosure suggests a way to mnfrn the repQ.rts useful. 
The problem is not new; nothing has been done about it thus 
far. Hence the operational problem of doing something muit 
be very stubborn. I recommend the problem to your attention 
for action by the ORC.

G. A. Lincoln 
Special Advisor

Attachment a/s



Colonel Oeorga A. Lincoln, A/AID, Room 5893 HS April 29, 1965 

Glen D. Camp, Jr., A/AID, Room 5897 HS

Technical Information ("Lore"') Transfer In AID

Ref. (1) Lincoln Memo for Executive Staff Meeting of b/20/65,
"Sow Managerial Aspects of an Improved AID Evaluation System. 1

(2) Geithner-Liacoln Memo of k/l.k/65 on "Recurring AID Evaluation 
Reports."

(3) Booz, Alien \ Hamilton, Inc. Ftaal Report of 2/10/65, 
"The Administration of AID."

(!«•) Camp-Lincoln Mtano of 3/19/65 on the Booz Draft Report of 
12/21/61*.

(5) Hudaon-Vinfield Memo of 3/2/65, "Recoamendationa on PTS 
Operations."

(6) Bunting-Weyl Memo of 9/6/63, "TA Project Reports" (FHAR's).

(7) Ohly-Blandford Mean of 9/3/63, "End-of-Tour Reports" (Era's).

(8) Turner-Winfleld Meaao of 7/20/62, "Lateral Transfer of 
Project Data Between USAHS."

In Ref. 1 (point 10 a andjc, p. 3) you Indicate tb« need "to 
search for a vay to process into the mission evaluation system the re 
curring report* having evaluative content." You al«o suggest that AID 
should "Derloe vays to ^et a flow to the field of materials to assist 
In self-ev&luation."

!Q» record of the Executive Staff Meeting of b/20/65 suggests that 
many participants, including Mr. Bell, felt that "lore transfer" is indeed 
a problem, and that AID should laprove it* system for diffusing such 
technical information vithin the field and vithin AID/V. Such transfer 
should help "to improve the efficiency of AID operations," aa Mr. Bell 
put it in cablegram to AID missions (AIDTO CIRCULAR **3 of May 8, 19&). 
Mr. Gaud's follov-up airgram (AIDTO CIRCULAR A 104) of October 3, 196U 
also is concerned vith "Procopt lapleaaentation of Approved Projects" and 
with improved field reporting as an aid to improved project implementation.
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This aaao, written at your request, suggests a method for such 
transfer to help Improve AH) operations and project execution. In 
preparing it I have incorporated 0x07 invaluable suggestions from the 
following person*: Mr. Burn, A/MP/DPD; Mr. Chamberlayae, HP/832); 
Mr. Cbarrette, A/SRD; Mr. DeWllde, A/IM (PAIME)j Mr. Oeithaer, A/ATDj 
Mr. Budaon, TCR/CRS/PTSj Mr. Macy, AA/Aj Mr. MacFhail, AA/TCR; Mr. Mayer 
and Mr. Turner, TCR/RAj Mr. Jerome Rise, Boos, Alien & Hamilton, Inc. 
The responsibility for any errors and omissions, however, 10 of course 
mine.

The Problem AID programs are conducted in the field, and its 
experience it largely gained where its programs arc. But a* the 
Management Teaa (Ref. 3) noted, this field experience id often lost 
to AID. It IB lost because, despite Manual Orders and other instructions, 
required reports art not written at all, or If written, are not used: 
"... AID has an inadequate mesaory. Evaluation reports on projects in 
process or eoopleted are scarce, and what baa been done tends to go 
into the files and disappear. Moreover, files become Incomplete and 
their contents lost over the years." Thuas "AID has not yet developed 
a systematic process to appraise the consequences and results of its 
program operations and to exploit the rich accumulated experience of 
the Agency." (Bef. 3, p. 38).

Slate of the Problem; Reports flowing into AID/W from the field 
Include the three-year Technical Assistance Project History and Analysis 
Reports (PHAR's), the Project Coagjletion Reports (PCH'a), the End-of- 
Tour Reports fEER's). Other reports include the Goal and Activity Pro- 
gross Report (QAP Report) used by the Latin American Bureau, and the 
Monthly and Quarterly Progress Report for capital assistance projects 
which the African Bureau also requires for TA projects (Details in Ref. 
2, p. l). There is also a backlog of the discontinued Technical Sector 
Reports and HESA caae history reports (Raf. 6, p. 2). Soae 500 FHAR'a 
ere due in AID/W annually under current regulations (M.O. 1393.1), 
while a "backlog of 10,OOO ETR*s vas estimated to exist by Mr. John Only 
(Ref. 7> p. 1). There Is no central repository library for these field 
reports* although both Mr. Ohly and Mr. David Mayer as well as the 
regional bureaus have collections. The various evaluation reports are 
sent into the requesting AID/W office in an uncoordinated manner. Thus 
PCR's (U-515) go to 1,he Office of Engineering (HICE) by M.O. 105U.1 ox' 
12/23/621 while the ETR's (U-513) go to the regional bureau technical 
offices by M.O. 326.3 of 7/1/60 as do the PHAR'o (0-520) by M.O. 139^J. 
of 9/9/63. To achieve coordination, all evaluation reports must be sent 
to sane central distribution point5 the systea now eoployed is inadequate.

Clearly the above reporting volume indicates that an efficient 
system for a canning, classifying, filing and distributing these field 
reports Is needed.
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What Should Be Done? A slaple code systea should be developed 
and all Incoadng reporta of an evaluative nature should be scanned, 
classified, and coded on sheets. The code should Indicate the technical 
"functional" area covered (e.g. housing)* the country (e*g. Iran), a 
short title (e.g. "Low Income Bousing Project in Abadan"), project 
nunber, and the nuoftwr of pages. The code sheets should then be punched 
and verified, then taped and fed into a coBQ>uter, such as AID's Itol. 
The original reports plus the reproducible aats should then be filed 
in a central repository library such as TCR'o Technical Reference Center. 
Bach swath or quarterly a tape run-off of current field reports should 
be sailed to each Mission and all AID/V regional bureaus and staff offices. 
Past reports would be similarly distributed, as processed, In bite-al&ed 
chunks (e.g. Reports Received by AID/V during FT 19&, etc.). As is 
now done with field requests for technical information, snail orders for 
specific reports would be filled Mfrcn ths shelf w of the central reposi- 
toiy library* which large orders would be sent to General Services Division 
with the oats for processing.

Specific problem from field officers should be analyzed by a 
functional desk, and either passed on to a co-operating fedevsl agency 
(e.g. Agriculture, Consarce) as at present, or analyzed to see If the 
problsn can be solved by reports already on file. If so, these reports 
should be sent by the desk after identification by the l&XL tape sorted 
print-out.

Who Should Do It? ICB la the AID/V staff which should do this 
work, fey M.o'. "^6.^ I7.E the responsibility for evaluating, filing, 
and servicing field requests for ETR's le vested in TCR. Moreover, the 
M.O. requires TCB to "inform the aissioos i»«n«*^y of BJRS received." 
(Bef • 2, pp* 1»2). Thus for TCR to scan the major evaluation reports 
would merely extend its current responsibilities.

TCB has in its Cosnmications Resources Staff, Publications and 
Technical Services Branch (TCR/CRS/PTS) a group of six desks covering 
twelve functions which currently handle field requests for technical 
Inforawtion, The PTS Branch Chief, however, argue* that "On technical 
inforaation in general, we are doing a pick»and-sbovel Job." (Bef. 5t 
p. U). Mr. Hudson's ixplled suggestion should be accepted and processing 
of the Major field evaluation reports should be automated.

Fuoction: These PTS des&i co^ld be used to scan,
classify, code, and servce field requests for evaluation reports in 
volving technical information. Or this "Library Function" could be 
handled by soa» other unit in TCR with functional expertise. This 
expertise is helpful in getting iaaginative use of field evaluation 
reporta, both within the missions and in AID/V. It is also needed In



establishing tbe catalog of technical headings into which each func 
tion is subdivided. TCR/CRS/PTS has already had experience in this, 
since it participated in developing the dEEX OF TECHHICAL PUBLICATIQBS 

vhich la already a simple catalog.

Catalog Problem: In order to provide for future in-puta such aa 
those designed* by toe Boos, Alien & Hamilton team, and in order to 
subordinate this system to the 7A3KB system, it is essential that the 
Catalog be expertly developed. All evaluation reports should be coded 
according to the Catalog. Even poorly written and self -servicing reports 
could be extrssaaly useful as an indication of the professional caliber 
of their author. The Catalog should be prepared by TCR officers of con 
siderable experience in their technical fields, together vith a specialist 
free A/toP/SDD and A/MP/DPD.

Functional expertise vill alao be needed to analyze field requests 
before asking for a tape print-out. If analysis is not done veil, the 
technician or other field officer vith a specific problem vill be inun 
dated vith a p.Ue of reports, moot of vhich vill be ungenaane to hia 
problem. Lastly, functional expertise la needed in deciding, together 
vith the regional bureaus and Managenent Planning (A/MP), which report 
aeries should be coded.

The "Library Function*1 of scanning, classifying, coding, analysing, 
and servicing is an agency-vide problem and should be handled by one 
central staff office. Tula could be done by ICR/CRS/PTB. It should 
not be done by tha four regional bureaus in duplleativ* quadruped faehion. 
Bor should tha function be aliced up and doled out aaong TCR technical 
divisions. It is a central staff function and belongs in a central 
staff office, not in a line or technical staff division.

"AI3P Tgaetlon*': The deTnelopaaat of the code sheets, the coca 
itself, the tape printouts and other autonatic data processing (ADP) 
technical processes could be handled by jthe Data Proeeoalng Division of 
the Office of Managtaent Planning (A/MP/DPD). After discuasion vith 
a representative of DPD, it does not appear that any technical obstacles 
exist vhich could not be orercoB*.

Attachaentsi

A-lj BOSK 0? BECffiUCAL PUELICATIGff3, B-21 ( "How to Do It" 
mterlals).

A-2j TQAZD .\-696 of 1/22/65 fron Santiago (PHAE)
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FOR MISSION Ul RECTORS FROM UKLL

1. In the last two years wo have umle rtaken efforts to improve, 
first, our pro;;rn mmin<; jmlj-.menls, and second, the rificieucy of exceii; irij 
approved pro ( . ra rn s. ]>,oth t'nese efforts have been fruitful. I now believe 
we, should, at; a logical third step, undertake a comparable effort to 
improve our All") program evaluation system. The purpose, of this 
message, in to ask you to j;ive. your personal attention to this effort at 
the mis-lion lev.-I ami to provide you with some general guidelines as to 
what such an effort should comprise.

2. The review of past and current evaluation efforts within AID 
shows; a need to sharpen our definition of evaluation if we arc to undertake 
a meaningful effort to improve it. Evaluation if, n term which has 
sometimes been used very broadly to include the analysis incident to a 
program derision. At the other extreme, die tern, has been used ' 
very narrowly to mean complkince control — checks for compliance with 
legislative and administrative requirements, such as.audits and 
inspections. 1 have in mind a concept of evaluation which lies between 
these two extremes. Evaluation, under this concept, is the examination 
of our experience to provide guidance which can be utilized to improve 
operations and to improve programming. More specifically,
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<i. I 1 v.ilu. linn i, tin 1 c .,i inin.it i"ii (1) '-.'1 aeiu.il performance in relation to 
:-|iecilic activity pi .-MIS .'inii (/.) ot tin- sij;nii i ra nee of completed and 
en |;oi 111; A i f) ,'U'U \' 11 u' s in term:; til U.;.>. ul> je (' ti ve s .

1), The Jim -j..-i ...: ,n . va lii.'l ;-.m is to help u .; p-t. bettor answers to the. quostifinii 
(1) Are \ve conduct iii) 1 A i L"1 •> ! M iv it ie s a .s effective! y a s we ran? (2) [[ave 
we yeleoled i In' ri;;h' activities?

c. To i>e effective, evaluation ^ct ivit i es must be designed to produce, use-able 
refill; •-., .'inrl mui-t iiic.ir^o r,t ie auequaU 1 pr<.>visiun tor thf i'veoback of 
lhe::i> rt'SMJin bot'n to improve aciivitics ih.it are nndfrv.'.i y and to improve 
the prcijMTimmiug of new ;i i:l i vit ie.s .

Knne ol ibe nbov(> i ;• intended to doro;;ale the impurta 111:1- of compliance control, or 
.ni I ho analy:;i:i of new )>ropt>sal s. Rather 1( is intended lo r.n;',;;ei,t the importance of 
focu.'i.; in", on cvalnntion as a separate component ot our aclivilio:), wliicii souks to 
dtiVelop and to utilize lessons contained in our experience. In tins sense, the 
three in-i|or element:-; of our work pattern are; program planning (often called 
programming), program »:x«cutton (often called implementation), and prograni 
cv;ilua I ion.

3. There is no simple recipe an to bow evaluation activities should be 
oi'i;.i njj'Ofl or conducted. Instead, there is a wide variety of techniques, appropriate 
to different, types of questions, to different sectors of an economy, and to different 
types of assistance. These techniques vary widely as to L'UC manpower skills, 
resource.--,, and data required for their use. Individual missions themselves vary, 
both as to the resources available to conduct evaluation and as to the types of 
problem:; with which they are confronted. For these reasons I do not intend to 
prescribe any fiet patterns for evaluation at the mission level at this time, although 
1 intend, at a later date, to draw on your suggestions ar.ti experience, as a basis 
for dt'finin;1, more concretely an Agency-wide system. I do believe that, in the 
case of evaluation, as in the case of programming and of implementation., that- the 
key point of responsibility in our organization is the country mission.

•], In the interim I invite your attention to the following points, which seem 
to mi: to be ;.;enernlly valid and immediately applicable to our efforts to achieve 
more intc.usive and more systematic evaluations:

a. iv.'ain it ion rmibl be considered a separate component of our activities 
difUinct from, but related to and designed to support, the planning and implementing 
of AID programs. Each mission should have an evaluation plan and specific
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li • re . ':' I :• lit 'i i .e<i.

' , i'i • i MI ' .' i i il i I v Pn'l pruce'Uiri.!.-: Jill' i-Va! n.i I ii ui ,.ii • <r. I (.1 In: clearly
• •stnbli H'-M -.-liliiu eai:"h r,i i s s ion and I lit. euo rf .iiiou'ni IK- oiv,a ni ::.eil i;o ;\ a t u involve 
'he- MI. .'it. • >>i.-n: ,inii iijn- r.i I 1 11 v el<'i iioiH.'i nt lni % fir • ;.i ii i ; -,,'il ion in I he evuiiuil iou 
proijei;-, r>:ri SM ,i •, lo.ivmi) <iel ri,.n in;; a! 1 i- vi Ui,i I urn frsjion.-. i !>i! ily to any one 
o/lii'.i- nr ih . •;• i) vin;; 1 1. into sonif oiiirr aclivily. J''or tiici-c rrnson.s innnagc-n'ic'at
•.'OPpiHi ;- i i,i i i i •. ni i- Y;I i ii.i i if'ii ; ,houli.; ho a>suni' d liy tlic rnifiaion fiircrtor or his 
ilo put y.

i . In riviii 1 ; i nriv.i .'."IH'I r Hi _,'h,i ./us to oViiluaiicii \vo should atroas lao purpose 
i>l' inijT'ii.- in •_ tin- ini|)l cr.i i-ni.i i iou of AID ."ictlviiu'H. This aspect of evaluation is 
oin'ii.i' ; I ; « Ui'.i'ly r"i.tu-f! to tin; Prompt lExi-cution 01 Approved Pro^ranib. It 
incliid.'ii Hi' i i .in:; ,iu(i iniiidinji upon the procedure;:, derailed in AIDTO CIRC '13, 
May ti, r,'i>l .i:id AiOTO CII\ C A-10-1, October 10, 196-1, ^acl ampliiicd in Regional 
Bui'CN.m iii'.lriK lion... 'i'o provide, for example, standards or oeachmarks against 
which ))(• rlorm.-ineo can be evaluated, detailed implementation pians must be 
prepared ;MHI iiiaintaincd on a current basit; lor all projects. These plans should 
contain .-.pi'.- i lie: targets and lirne-phased schedules for their achievement, as 
cliBcuftS'.-'l in M. O. 12-12. i, 1324.1 and 1513.1. A clear-cut and well-defined 
system t'nr periodically measuring actual progress against plans is also required.

ilov.-cvor, the fact that a given activity is "on schedule" is not sufficient. 
To IIP, fffcctiv, performance evaluation involves more than the monitoring of 
prorni'i '•:.''cut:i(in. It must include:, particularly in the case of technical assistance 
activities Imt ;i)so for capital assiruancc^, a periodic examination of the 
impK'iiic'nl.-U ion methods ;md techniques employed to insure that AID activities are 
heinj; roiuluricil as t.f) fd ivt-ly as possible. Performance evaluation also involves 
the id'-ntii i.c-ii i'M\ ami .implication ot lessons learned from one activity to similar 
activities underway or planned.

tl. J.D addition to measuring the performance of individual AID activities, 
our i-v.il u, I ion rfi'ort, must al;-o he directed tmvardi. j>rovidin;5 a )nore nystematic 
appJMinal of (.lie '.i r,n i I ic;uict: of these activities in terms of U. S. objective!!. Such 
appriiifi.il:; .'ire <•!'.;• uii.-il if \vo arc- to improve our ability to select the "best" 
ratlu-r tli.m uimply "i;ood" projeclr,, and to improve our judgments on modifying 
iictivilieii .il i'1-.i'.iy underway. In order to determine their tiie.nii icancc, ituiividual 
activilio!> mu.st he considered in a context wider ihan that of the. activities 
themiielve.'.. Apj)raihals at the sector level are particularly relevant to this 
problem in that they can be used to provide: (1) an essential analytical and

AIO-5..UA (,-.•„,)
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op , 'i< i ' 'in!; boi.ween individual activity targets and country objectives; (2) a 
iii-i'-nii I-,: -i!- for mea jurinj, the aggregate impact of activities which have a common 
H'M-iiir .MI;I|; an*' (3) a means of insuring that differ cut forms of assistancc--program, 
c.i, .(••' .-nil le.-lnii c.O -"Which 'navi! ljui. n p.-o;;ramr»icd to support the janic wqoal arc 
in i'.i. ' f!..iri • so, .ind ih.'-t their cKv.urablc inter-relationships are systematically 
coii'-ici' ri"l. I i-' 1 - 1 )! . • u in;iy iiui bo possible in some cases to evaluate the 
si;;niti>. iH"i- »i /-.il 1 ;u-tivit ios in a jiroiasn, qiiantitative way. It ia nonetheless 
important tii-M wo in. \l\i-. every ofl'.. vt to reach jxiu^ments based to the maxinium 
pos.-iilii- 1 cMi-'it on ''^plicit an;\ly.';i.-j.

MI i -un-iuri! . • i :i.;.;iiin lcvi-1 i-vtiluat ion.'i conijifieriition should be given to 
tin: ii.,'- "i' ::t'i\\i. \\l i- mti. I'rom pili.-]- misHicms> and ^ovcrjiinont agencies, AID/W, 
ami dh'-r . . nrri-s, .and, when appropriate, Imst country nationals. This 
con;:!'!'" .• i i»n iriioiild not be limited to npcvbi 1 tst:i; in the activity under review. 
A ';••!:•• r.. i i st in;>v Ix: hflpini and may, ;i 1 ihc minimum, contribute to the assurance

,i iti.rtluT di ;.ri i, ss inn "f Ihi-so jioinl.'i, I rri'er you to tlie minutes of the 
HI i\ ••• .'it.il'f Mi-ct.iiij: of April /.O and background papors which you have already

r u i"c i vi

!'. I ri'roj'.iii/.' 1 Inat evaluation i:i accepted by^ach of yon as one o)" your 
m.i na j-.ei u enl ro.'.-p r" ls '''il ll i'' !i - ' low over, as a result of our examination of past 
and pr' 1 ;. cut evaluation effort", I am convinced that %vc do riot now have; the 
comprehfiisivo cvaln.ition system needed 1.0 support further improvements in 
projjjMiiimin; 1, and oj)o ration; s. Sncb a syRf.em obviously cannot be developed and 
iiiK|iint"il by any ."inpje action or policy ])<"i|jer. It c.'m only evolve progressively 
on i.h' 1 ' ! .i;i ;. '• r, »)' llu: pi'ecedonts ;< n<] ideas generated by our initial progress. lam 
a\v;<re ••:, aiul Iravn been following with interei.L, some of tlie mission el'forthi
already unde.i-\v,vy a lont; the. liiiet; ovitlined above. 1 plan irt a later date, to D.t 
suj:;;i i .i >iLi>n:-i derived from your field experience in increasing emphasis on 
eva iual ion efforts.

for

i'.. 'l, ..j.'>iL'"J r,l.)
All' •.. i •>. 1 • '.'.) "
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KOK MISSION Dima.'TOHR I'M

1. In my .Fiily IM ni< - "..-:a/;'' F asked you to /nvn your personal 
a M nil i«>n to iri)j)iT»vii'j; "in* Al|> program evaluation system. The 
nirssauo on i pi las i /. ml my 1 >i'l ief Ilia I Hie key point < if r espons Un lil.y 
in llii.s effort is HIP coimlry inir;';ioii anil, within (M-rlain l)i'";id 
pi- IIH iple.;, If-fl Ilif (Uiliiils of (lie. dfvelopn i fill, of a n iinprovi-d 
• •• ihiaiion r.:y,-:|ein ii|i |o the indivirInal missions. The promise 
iiiid'-rl.yin/.r Ihi.s i)|>(ji-n;ifh i^ Ujal .iinprovod ovaliialion ran only evolvo 
|'>ro|frrsF!ivr\y on th" b.'isi.s of the precedents nnd irlcas ^en'-raled I>y 
our initial progress., l\Ty intention is lo draw on your field i:xperi«MHM' 
in Ibis effort an lh«' in'iiieipal basis for rtc-fniiiifj nioi'f! (•nin > r«'lely an

2. The purpose ol" (hi,s niop.s'a./;i; is l<> rcf|iK\st ;U,'UM:|«M| 
misMiuns U> rcpnrl <m l.hoir i-fl'oi'lis I.o improve program OV.M lua.lion, 
.^ppc.ifiraUy: (n) \V!ial jid.innK nrr; yon lakinfi lo inn-cfisn t-nipliasj.s 
"t\ oval'iat.jon and «.\sl.jililisli an improved evaluation syslom ? and 
(it} Wind. ;;u^fte;-;Umir; do ycju li.-iv which rnigli' bo of intnj'OKl <•" other 
ni.i.'tiiivri.'i as to how l>''sl In :ippri)ar)i this problr-iu? In tliis connection 
V"<i will ho inlcr^fjlril in c.-avly roat'tions (attarhcMl) t'roin P.inania and 
Thailand Missions, both conlainin^ intefostin^' nnd useful ideas.

.'!. Tlio kinds of information which J would find particularly 
bidpl'ul arc snm'csl.rd by tin: following questions:

r. ."." '"'ii

,-„ .1 .:"!'."

••rU[!(,'IJA.t 5.VL'i.1 'il';D

OIIAril.U IIT,. .^ <.|

< ]) tiljj oIlcjH • '/ GA-'.-'-^ncoln

OFFICE

A/AID

morn: no.

6630

AiitH"ni;ni'i iirri"i i'. I II .,• 

•• ' '^'V . I '"< f '

i • ' w::':.'"i"'. A^/ATii'Ci.i ,i..,ri .t^.- ,'•••:/,iM'i^nh'iuTH/viM/lA (tn rirart). GRanj.n,M/l'C (in draH,)

v;i;!'''irt- .AA/lil :,!'-A'( i n '.iiv'V'i.'-"''.^'.^''^'': ''/.oncman , ,AA/I''J;( 1'n_ tir-'U'-i. r" Al!Mnnotnnn.Aft/TCH(_xn _'!'"d!k|

n.«iow In.ri PHINTCO 12-01

\



•' I" 1
t

COTI ili-JI IAVION
'*" ' ' *'»>

/\1J)T( ) ( •IKCIJI.AH X/\-__

!i. VV'lial nvorn II or^.-i nr/.al ii MI.'I I , ndiii iili.'!lr;i I i vr nn<l | it'i'::onn<' I 
i>rr,iM/;einet>t s, if any, are you in;;l i I ulin/; li> ;fi vc increased rmphasi': l<> 
cva In; 1 1 inn '" Arc I hi' i' 1 ' rheum :|alH'<v! peril I i: 1 r In your I ill. '•'.'-: inn nf the
l'»i '1 11 'I '.'I I I M| • i • Mini l v V Illi'll ri I'l <•( | l|l< • ll |i|< fd;i e 1 1 V'll M 1 ' i • .T(|n|'l i llf J V

li. Wli.-il | in M i-rn nr |il.Miiln \"ni i'n\'i;:.-i ."i- I'm 1 yciui' rv:i lu;i| imi I'HnrlS 
'inr i n;; Hie i 'iirri'iii I i ':c;il yc;i r '.* i'loiisc iili'ii! i I y the indi viihi;i I |iri»|»r:Hii.s cii' 
|iii'ji-i d; In \vh ii'li yini .1 ".:,\i'n hipji pri'M'ily IHr rv;i Itci I i"M rlnrjii;; |i'V 1!)(i(5, 
I'nr i',ir|i n| ilii"ic, I '.VMiIrl In- i ii| i-i'i ", ! cil in kn')',viu|i;

(I) K I':I;;MM l'i ir sclci'l i n,". Ilio 1 1 u'l jni In r ;iclivily Id he- fv.'ilii.'ilocl. IK 
ii )ii'c;ni::o 1 1 ic ;icl ivi t y ii; .'•<•! !'•< In led tti d-i'iii itiaif; IXM-.-I use ;< (!<•<: is ion Jiuisl. Ix^ 
III;K|I- .11; In i I s rnnlii nirilimi, iii»dil'ii-;i I inn "f I crininri 1 ion; ln«r;nirii» Ilio on/niiiifj 
(iiTiji-cl tir pr«>;;i';iiu IIMI; nul IMMMI syr.l 'Mn:il ir;i I ly reviewed IMM-IMI! ly; 01- heriiuso 
Ilic '(ii-ii JIM | or |M n;;r;im In' 1 : lici-n ;iH''M'l.cd by jMM'fii.'iliMit pi-ulil IMIIH nr in roil" 
j;iil« '|-''d |u |if :i in;irl i'ii .'Mli'i •<•:;.•-; V (MlH'r?

(',',} I 'nr|in!ii: of Hi" "v.-) hi:ili(ui. \Vh;il ;:pccil'ii-;i I ly do you hope l(> Icai'il? 
Ai'"' yni pi- i \ M;I r i ly ml crositiMl iu iiu|>i'< iviii); Ui«' ;irlivily U> h' 1 nvuliiiilnl »>f ;u'o 
yon p:i i I H-II l.t r ly con cci'iind \villi /ju i'lt- 1 ini'S I'm* ini|ir'>vin/( i' (1 l.-i U'd jirn jrrls ? 
\". Ilir li'i'ii'i ID |)c on iin|i|i<nii-!ul;ilion (prM-rnrtiisinri 1 ), oi - on Ilic ni/inificiuici: of 
l.ln 1 pnijcri or /;i-oii|i of ri'l.'il cil pi-oj^cls in IfirniH of U.>S. olijcclivi 1 .: '•' ^'llM'T?

('•'•} Tiinini;. When ('o you propose In can-y out. Hie "v;i huil.ion. How 
doer: UI'IM limiiij; ri'l.-iir' i«. .'HIM- aiiinin I pro/jrniii review and CAJ 1 jJiM'jinrnlion ?

M) IVI'-llmrl:; ,-unl ei-il '-ri.i to lir; cnip1'»y«![l. Is (In 1 evn hi;i I ion to br fill 
in li-in.'.c, ft ml i-;irl. i>r !( eonil lined di rr-cl -hi IT'/ ̂ onli'a ct nffnrt? Ai'O 
ei-"iMMiieii '.<• models t.o lie n.s'"l V In the. (v/{i I n;i lion to slross l.hn .sccl.of context 
or I,.- eiiiiiiiic,) pi'ini.'i rily In lli r% aclivM.y itself? Is ihn recipient govonnnoiil to 
IM- Hiroelly invoiced? ll'tio, in wlial. ways?

(!i) I Nj\s(iiiiu-j__nn(J_fimrH_njr riMpiiriMrienl.s. Wliat arc tlic numbers and 
lyptvi nl |ier.s(innel rrquirnd to conducl: llu; nvaluation -•* from within the 
mi .!::i"n, nounl.ry leani, host country, AlD/W, other U.S. Government

cnlal sources? What is the magnitude and source of

I Illil I V f I A'. '.It I' A I I' >N
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ln .", (1| l ''I"!, wh-'it. ».y|i" iif ATD/W (Vittj:;l.-m,M' vonlil |... ,n,,ril, lin.l pl'n I l.-i 
.V"" '" 1 n .1.1 1. ill. i i if, mi 1irt[>i'!>v«;il ovo.lnnl, i on !)yr;l.i'in7 AI-R yciitr cITur'l.n In Ini-ivnuri 
"iiipli'i-iin MI, i-vn I iri|;|n|i be i III', .lull l.lii (.«•,! or Imnd i.r-nppn,l by rfif'l-.rur. wllj.ch AiD/W

•l. A.-l.li-'ii /ni-li-.v.ij.-n >in> n-ipi'-r.l.pil l.o n-ply in n i ir.rarn I'nnn 'hy OC|.'>|»M- ^0, 
''"'''• r would .,i: conr::-' .-• I .. i... I ,.„„„, (,!„, rrjnimeuliK utiil (UinKOiil.ion.-. of nl.liiT 
in! !.!-. I oiifi whlnh Ui.:y fm:i jiuc.lit b« ImlpCnl. In jnorcfui.Liv; Die «JTccli.Lvf>iicf:r. ol' 
ATI) cnv.i-Min i'Vi'.!.nnt,Lnii,
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doAJUOIlDEn No. 21 DATE: July 29, 1965

SUBJECT: Program Implementation and Evaluation Procedures

'I'n c;:l .-«l)l i.'ih procodiiron For the prompt implementation of approved 
pi'njrHf! :iiifl for UK- orderly t'vnlnation of on£otn/; activities.

.11. Mnck/rrinind

The Administrator of ATI) last year ;iskr;i| Ihiit .-ill missions lake .steps 
ti> lii.'iiin: i.hr- |)|-"ni|il. nxct'iitinn or itniili'iii'.Mit.'il.ron of npprovccl projectn, A 
number of nni.ion v/i-ri.- l.;ikon In ;irrnti)|i1i,';h Iliifi |viivpo.so, including n weoldy 
pro/rcjiiD vpvii-w l>y tin- l)irufl.or, tlio 'InvrlopiriiMit of work plnns, schedules 
nii'l monthly ri'|i'<rl.s for :>n IOIIIIF;, -itvl l.lio improvement o 1 tlie monthly 
j'epf>i'l IH/J pr'lcc'lur• i n on ;ill .''rl I vil i I'M.

'i'lin A(li-.iiiiiiil.r;il'ir hn.s n-iw rivnic.slpil Hint llio next logical step he ti?kcn 
to improve All) prn/rrainmin^, I.e., Improved pro/jr.nm evaluation. Tin.' 
A'lmiiiifilrnlor'fi moBiiagoH on UK-SO two rolalcd subjects arc nUndietU (See 
AtLac'liiMRiits A :nif| 13). Thono inn.ssa/;ea shonld bn carefully studied hy nil 
ofHcM-VK. 'J'lx:y explain clowrly the need for the proce'lui'eB which ;u-<- outlined 
hn)ow.

HI. VVork rj.-Mis.

The foniiflfilinn HF ;iny good Kyfit«:m of pro^J'siin irnplenientnlimi and 
cvjihiiitimi in a clcurly defined, coinpi'elieiiKivo, realistic work (ilan. Withdiit. 
a (lcl.;i||i-(l wj-iltun work plan, implemeiiUilimi aelionfl are innvitahly not 
prr.-riscly defined, and it is, therufi.'re, difficult, t» ovaliiiite perfonnanee 
;i/::iin:i'l, jntnntionM. TliRreforo, to implement l.lie AdminiKlrator'fi Policy, 1ISAID 
I'cojnri, (Irtordhi.'ilovfi miiRt he/,i|n hy nrepnrin/f a work plan for each approved

-:,,,;,,,. ,, „.•..„.,„-• - • -— I 
iiNr'ijA; 1.;:!!' 1 !!-;!!

run, n ii tin)
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1 • • 'ii ''i' 1 1 i 1. i -nil | ' i (i jt'i'.l. lu Uie l'u( MIT ;> \vnrK plan will In- :\ p re- -requital" 
' ' '••• I" 'lie :i|t|>ri>v;i1 of .-ill new prnji-el ;;. The work pl:ui should lie ;i joint. 
11,'iAll 1 I ' .MIIIIII ;ini ; HI elfnrl ;inil should In- a/;rood ID liy Hie ;ippr<ip ei al.o local

I'll" I'. t -anuinari •/••;: :n-l i" i 1 i "S |'i>r i-ai-li proji-rl nii'l"r Ilic l'i illii\»i Mi 1 
I '' '•"I'll 1 '. : : ^' I i %' 1 1 y T;H';;i •! , ( 'on ese dl' A' - 1 inn, I ' eo/M-i'ss \« ll.ile, and 
I' nil' 1 ni" I >'• "I"' ''''iiH'nls. I L i.'i n; 'I. i Ml i MI' 1 1 •' I In 'hi 1 1 1 iealr I.I i i :-i jii ale r i ;i I. \V 1 1 . 1 1. 
is I ill '•!!' I' • ! i 1 , 1 1 1 ;il 1 1 ii> ( 'oursi' of A el inn i, < '.-I jmi I >o elalmral i -d in ;il I i-ssi-nl i a] 
ili-l iil ,ni'l l)i' <•< >I| vi'l'l i-' I inlo ii 'v'M'K pl;iil U'illl :i i-lii'i'li |i;;l ;IIH| f;i'l lcdilli' nl 
ii'Hiii me nl .<! inn Mrt inn:;. The \Vorl; |'|:IM .'.Imill'l cuvi'f (i|i" yr.ir in i!cl;iil ;uiil 
•< "'•' "M'l y":ii- in li's;: (iclnil. l''or pl'nji'cls wllif'll h.'ivi' :i rlc.'n'ly ild'illiMl 

1 i ;• Ii ii!'. lip' \V'( i i'l: I 'I :n i ; :l n ni hi in< 1 1 c :i|i' in . i jni' sl.i •( is In In' I :il;i'ii until cmn j 1 1 > 'l.inn,

I 'i i-| i. -ii-.il inn nf 1 1 |i- W< id: i'l mi will in I Is'-l f In- of j;n-;il vulin 1 . .11 will 
i • ipnri- i-m-li I'riijiM'l C'< n > I'd i 11:1)1 • r In in;il\i> sure In- )i;i.s :i r'l'','i|' iili'M of W!I.IL 
:"h"ir: : i ri' In I n > hili'ii, ; 1 1 |i I wlic n. liyAII)/W, M.'iAII), ;i||il I In- (,-OO| >c r :il i n f 
i;'"ii' v; Ili-'il Hi' 1 I i'^i'i';,.'::i ry inntii'y, pi'fpli 1 , ;ii|(l IM piiplncnl. will In' avniliiliit- 

"in n if -i •' I'-il, :ni'l lh:il. Ilii-v \v i 1 1 lie in iiiniiuiils then i'i.'(|iiir«;il. Tin? Work I'l.tn 
'••ill : 1 1' -I I "iil vvli.-il :;l inn Id h.-ippcn in Un 1 proji'd. 1 s 'Icvi-lopmcut in as pn-c !:;«.'
I ' I'lll . :i ' , I H»;sil il i\

Tin' VVui'l; ri:ni will form llu; li;isis <">!" periodic lU'ojrvl i-i-vicws Uieri' 
Tin' I ri'-pe-iiey of Hie r«'vjc'W will dc|;t'ii<l upon the nature of UK? project. If 
III-I-II.M i-ii jirn|i'- i-l y, ,-i Woj-k 1'1,'in. after it is reviewed an'i ajiproved, will 
|n'i-niil i >i "i|i-i'-;f; Inlie measured, slioi'tcomin/,r .s noted, and the project and its 
ini|il''MM-iil .-il.inii i-vahiaLed, not as a separate uvaJnalinn fox' the benefit of 
iiii.ii'i .-, lint a;; a enul.rol devict! to assure Hint e.veryonc in the Mission and the 
( ;< T i -l"ini: lii;-. part lo maximize the project's success.

Tli'- I'ni-inai »l'\viirk plan.c; and montlily rcpoi'ts for loans has been 
|u-<v:'-i il."d Irr AID'I'O (.!i rr:nlar A-20.'!. Tliis .system will continue; in effort. 
Tli.- I'm niai "f work pl.ms for j,'rar.t projects will be somewhat more flexible. 
Tin- I'm I; plan idifiild |>i> prepared in enough detail so tlirit all siRnificant actions 
mi- lici.-d ;UK| :;eliciii.:r'd for cncli pliase of the project. The work plan should 
il'-vi'i' 1 Hf '.vni'k inJo phases, .such as organization, rccruit/ncnl, trainin/(, 
e(>ii::l i IM- I ion, procurement., contractin/;, etc.

WIM-I: phui.'J for all ({rant, nrojocts will in: prepared in the form sliown iu 
Aila'-hnii'iil 1 1. Ilmvi'vcr, tliifi basic format may be rupplemcntcd by tabulations 
or j;raplu; which explain the progress of work more fully. The Work Plan will 
In i-i |'i up in ilnif hv lln' I'l-ojoct Coordinator. Copies will be prepared for the
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1 >i r • •' l"i" , I >i'|nil v I >i ri'Hdr, 1 'rogr.'i tn I HI i'' 1 M' (l wi > ' - np i e,'i), ;i i id I YI> ji'c I 

O"'i 'I'M. 1 1' ir. Tin 1 d;ili\<; l'i>r wnrl< a crompl i ;,hrd will IM' filled in ;is work 
pri i;;i •'•• ::;i'<; ilur-ing Ihi 1 rnnrse of periodic proji-el n-vi' 'v:i,

In ''i i I«-T In f->tii iliiKili' lln- ilfVi'lopmciil Hi' \Vnrl. rl:in;i villl Ilic I'l-l's, 

fir.. I I \Vnrl; I 'I. HI;: >v i I I In- :;i il u in i I I'd I <> I lie I 'i rri-lnr , I Ji'pul v ' ' i rector , ;i lid 

I'd II;IMIII < Mlici-r hy Sc|i|i'inlicr I, l!l(if). 'I'liis will pi-rnii! n-i' ii-w :ind ;i pprfiv.'i 1 

liy SrpliMnl UT l!i, ll'i;.'!. The Di'pnly Pii-cc|i M- ;md I'rd/'.r.-iin ( 'I Tire ;;l,-i IT wjl 1 be 

;i v.'ii hilil' 1 i'-if ruiisul Inl inn diifin;; (hi; pfcpn r:i I inn of llu 1 inili.'i I dr;i|'l. Sn<;|) 

fun. ;iill:i I ('in is (<nff nii'Mirpd In ;is;:\irn cninpl 'M furs:: of cnvrr;i ;;r ; ;ind early

IV. IV' i/; r;iin l''v:i lu:i I ion

Tli" | mr|)ii;:c of pi-iifM-ain (wnlual ion is rli>;irly sl.alcd iu Altaclinient B. 
I IIM-'I-VIT, ii'i ,sy.s|(-in of ov;i I iia I ion has hoen prc.sn'ilied. 'I'lius, it is necessary 
!.h; 'l Mi' 1 mi:::;inii rx-pnf inu'iil with ovnhiation tcchiiKnieH to aei:omplish this 
purlin::' 1 . Tin! Di-pnly l)iri'cti>f will he responsible for coordinating the evaluation 
p'-n. •(••;;; rind fur |.ln> i in|)rovi'inent of the. >:yK system descrilicd below.

I. < ''Mil inum/; Evaluation - The weekly program reviews conducted by 
1.1 ie |iir-Tii>r and lh(> jiionl.hly program reports will be employed as devices for 
c'ini iiiniii/; ••valuation of projects. Discussions during program review sessions 
KhiMil'l I" 1 n.;''d lo higliliglit implementation delays and problems in relation to 
lln- Win I: ri.-in f.elu'dule. The monthly report sliould also discuss accomplish- 
iiii-iil-; MI rcl.ilidii to tlie Work Plan schedule of actions. In both cases these 
di (;<•!!•:•; i'His fdiuulcl raise issues concerning the need to revise project schedules, 
i»;i..:ii- nbji-fi jvcs, work concepts, work scope, etc. These discussions should 
;ilr:-i hi/i.lil i j;lil the need for a more profound evaluation if work accomplishment 
/;«'ls !<»• far aw;iy from work schedules.

". M'-pth Iv/.'i luali'Mi - At least once every six months c?very project will 
Ijr I-V;I|II:I|«M| in (li-jith. This will he done at tlie beginning of the fiscal year in 
count-el ion willi the jireparation of the CAP ;md about halfway through Hie year. 
Jn ,-ni' III cm, v.'li'.'re the neefi for evaluation in greater depth is identified for a 
pnrHrnlar project during the course of the continuing evalualion, this will be 
und'M'l.iken ;it. any time during the year.

N'irm;illya depth evaluation will bo undertaken hy Mission Staff. Such 
evalii'-Uoii will lake the form of a review session based on a revised Work Plan 
and f:\ieh nllifr Riipporting material as may be considei'ed necessary.

" -----• 
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•i. ( '< 'i nprrh''n::i ve 1'ivri lii;i I ion •• 'I'" tin 1 i'\ieiii |li:il dllicr ev;iht;i 1 i"ii!i 
in' I ic;d i- Ihi- nerd |i>r tin' Mission ID rethink eoniplel <-|y j|s oh joel ivcfj in rel;i lion 
l.o:i p:i i I ii u I i r pro j<M'l ( :i «'' Miipri'liensi ve rv;i ln;i I inn \v i II In- imderl;ik''ii. This 
Hi 1 - •'! i "i i IH .1 1 -.11 In- i'lc ':ii it' i I'd I iv ,M D/W or by tli'- < ;' M\ Surli ;ui fv-'ihi.-i I. inn would 
ii"i in.'llv r''<|nire ;i in:ij"r si. >li I'lTurl ;md 'vi'iilil ii"c'i'ssil:i I c UK' n.';si (;nni'!iil tif 
;it. li'.'i'jl |\vi> fi 'in|"'l > 'nl |H'fs(ins |n tin' t;isk.

Tin 1 I'D'I |in>i lui'l i'l ;i (•> >i ii|ircli( •! is ivi 1 i'\';i 1 11:1 1 ii in woiihl br :\ wriltcn rcjiui't 
IN v.'linli MM' |)iM|i'd is I IP irmii'lily i-xj i lured in rrlnliiui In ]';i n:nii;i 's (!<• vl'i|>niciil. 
lli'i'il ., M.S. < ill ji''' I i V'S, III'' rl I i'i'l i v 'lii'S'; cf |i;i::l ;i rl i \' il i'\'-: , :ini] Ml' 1 j >i il iMil.ia I 
I'm liilui'i' | i|-i ij'i'css . This ropnM would coni-hnlc with rcrninnuMKhil inns for 
jii'dji''-! nu" I i I i'"i I i 1 >MS, op li-rniinnlkMi il uni'li ;in I'vlrr-nii' ;ictinn is iiidicdtri!.

A ri IIH| irrlii'ii:; i vi' i'vn lu.i I i(in W i I I hi' \lin l'Tl;du'i i ;i I III'- I '•rmilliil.iDM < >!' :i 1 1 
pi'i i j' •'•! •: . 'i'ln' el 1 1 'i • I i vi'inv.s i'l Hie ;i ss isliiiu •« • will In 1 I horoii/jhly cxpioi'i'd ;inil 
il:; i oi|'lii'.i I i"n;; I'm- rnliir' 1 ;i ssislanri • Imlliin I 'jin.-nn.'i :nid rlsi-whcrc \vi 1 1 he 

•Sli'ili'-il. Til'' ili'in in. nil Ihi'ini 1 of tlic iM'porl of I'Viilu.'i I inn ;:hniilii hi;j Wh;il 
Irus'ni •; h.is All) l>'.'i IMIIM! fr"in Ihi' project, which conM In: ol us' 1 in llu; |il;iniiin 
ol MI' w pri ';;i';i in:; ?

II Hit- IXlissi'in iloi's nol h:ivr ndcipuili 1 si:iff l.o | icrfoi'iii -'i ('f 
(":.-i hi:il u 111, TI)V ;i s.si.sl.'ini'i 1 should bn rc(pii'St.''(|. The hirins of rcri.M'niici' rmd 
,;rii|)i' ni worlt Idi Ihc rvn hui I inn sliouhl hn drtincd in considcrnblc drt;iil hd'or 
lln- '-\':i ln:i l i«n l:i.sK I'OI'PC is (:sl;ihlisln''l.

Tlii- :-i'vii!\v of the comprehensive eva l\i;ition report, will bo cwnlu<:l.eil in 
Ihi' IVossiiin in Ihe miinncr nppropvi.'itn to thi; seriousnoss of the problem. 
Normally tin- repoi't will. X«K also he submitted to AlD/W for information or 
iirtivji I if iieeesKar.

Ap|>rii\'cd by: /.s/.'liirue.1) 
Janios 

Director

EXKCUTJVE

Robert K, Hcnsley

1 )|M I r ihill.ion ]t
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n.soiu nankin>k

I'rogram Evaluation

(a) A1DTO I'ircular A-]{>, (h) TOAll) A-113, (o) TOAll) A-

; ' n '' 
\vill
(V'l i '::

n' ,-.nici-|ii.; of program evaluation rxprossrd in AIDTO Circular A-12 
' UMiiL-tiK-c- provided for implementing effective mission evaluation plans 

<•;;! I'l-ni"] y liclpful in ini|iroving the evaluation plans underway in this

AI HiMii;;h All'TO tJirciilar A-12 indicates that suggestions will be reque.sted 
a I. a laii-r ilal.p, it may be useful to record tlie evaluation plans and experience 
nl li;;< »IVI/'l'liailand r-since last October 1064.

The rrf|nin>in<'n|. contained in the 1064 project agreement for a joint Tiiai- 
li;'.<MVl nv.dual.ion of l.he Accelerated Rural Development project by IVlay 15, infif),

l 1'iir efforls 10 develop a Mission evaluation plan and organization. In 
Oi'l.iiliiM- l:)C,4, w(; be/;an to plan for the ARD evaluation. About the same time, 
our Ar;si.';lant Oirectoj- for Finance was re-directing the emphasis of the project

nndncl.cd by Ins Audit Division toward management type audits designed 
ii'Misuri 1 performance against planned objectives. Since measuring performance 
inst -)li jed .i vs is one of the elcjnents of total evaluation (and there was a 
lain ninouiit of capability available in the Office of Finance), and because we 
/'hl. ub ji-cti vily in .'is.signiug responsibility for the evaluation function, we 
i'g.-i(i'i| (he rf.^ponsibility for Mission evaluation to the Assistant Director 
l''inanc", nude?' Ihe general guidance of the Mission Director. In addition to 
(a'-ililii'.s of Andil Division, one caj>able Mission employee with a background 

in englner-ring and education has been assigned to the evaluation group. We 
ar<- recrull in/; for an additional employee with management analysis experience 
lo round out our evaluation staff for the coming year's work. Our plan is for 

i this group Jn the Office of Finance to be responsible primarily for the examination 
'l)f AI\* actual performance in relation to specific activity plans, " (item <!?i(l) of 
.AlDTO Cir-'iiJar A-12). lK«m ^a(^) "the significance of completed and ongoing 
AIU activities in terms of U.S. objectives" will be the primary responsibility

I<T 
Hi'-

AID-9- L: M A'.-.tt M r\ ni

pnlHTrn ||.r,|
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"I Ib 1 new li'e.M-arch i >i vision i n Hie Ofl ice of I lie A.'-sisI mil I )iroelf>r ior I 'roj;rai n. 
'' ''i" virl. ( i|' Ihese two jjroups will lie elosely roordinal od. Our plan:; l"r this
• • • • 'i i >.i I i"u .' i •• expiT'MHi'il in tin- ;il I ached el i an. (All. A)

'I'lf ' • \ .'In >ln<n i<r lii" Alii' ;>i ii |i-i I, w a:; i -i Midi ii I fil 1 1 P i nl 1 v l>y MM' 1 1,' '•« ' :\l
•••• '!n Mi-Mi ;;i-i)ii|i in ill'- Oll'i'-i' i>|' |.'j n;miM', the |i,S('iM Ii t-si-.-ii-cIi I M vicinu in Un - 
1 ' ' "'. i mi ' 'I I'n -i •, : 1 1 ni I lie 'I'b i i > 'v- 1 In ;il i' MI ijrniip i n llii> Nat iou;il St;il i;;l i • .-' I 
111 i I- •-. in Hi'' ( )l I'i.-i: of l.h(! I *l i mi- i\'lini:;tcr. A I Ilinnjtii I lie coilf-epl (if i >i « p -ei.i Vi: 
1 il'i illmi is M •".'.• |i| 'I'li.ii ( ii iv • rnini'lil i n I ir i.il ; :, their i • X| icriei |i-i- \vilh Hie 
' v- 1 .' I > ' v. iln.it inn li.i:; eon viiii-i 1 ' i Ilii'm df ill' 1 \'.''lu'' of such a pi-oj;rain. 'I'bey ai'c.' 
'i' 1 " III:I|.!M.; :\ ;.lii'ly l.o i lelerin i lie W'liej'e in l.heii' j;o ver ill MOnl Or/'aili '/.al ion L» 
'-:•:( V. ii i'" i man' -Ml re.sj lonsibi I i I v Tor <• v -. i • -. • . H nis, not only for US All) |u'o;',r;uii:> 

J"ii |ni ihi'i i- i ...vn di: vel(i|'in'-iii projeel.;, aswll. 'L'lic N atidnal Stall st ir a I 
(p iiii-" \v:is iliii!-,i-n Co)' the Aid) project because the total evaluation involves 
I '••••• "i ilu !•« -1,,-in eeonfiinlc and nttiliule survey.1; wliich they .'ire peculiarly
'••i|-.il 'I i> I" eiiiii lin-l.

< )in •••.•pei'ir'nce with the A l{\) and Ml HI evaluations hns pointed up several
••":pe. -I;; of Ih" |irol)li!n?H that we need to study carefully in developing our
I Mint ••• pi mi.'i.

IMISI. we need, a.s AID'I'O Circular A-12 indicates, to develop 
•I' 1 !:'!!'-'! pin jer-t inipbMnentalion plans incorporating measurable objectives 
:"l:i|'i -iid" io ;i ]-ej;ulai - i'e[iorli ny system to measure accomplishments against 
pl-Hin'-'l oiijeriij vrr.. Too 'much time of the evaluation teams has been taken up 
wilii (bin a::pi'el, which should be available from a good progress reporting 
.' ; ,V I'-IM. I >i-|i'i-iiiinii,(r |) )0 effectiveness of operations must be done by physical 
iiu:|i''i limi ;ind ;uialysi.s of operations.

,';'•••'. nd, W- need to determine more precisely for each evaluation the 
riiin|''i:.i! inn of the evaluation team. Many sources of recruitment, as indicated 
In t 'i i ' iihir A •• 1 2, a iv available.

Third, we nervl (o perfect a follow-up system to insure corrective action 
MSI lluiM 1 /in/;i;'";i.ioii!; approve/the Mission and the Thai Government. This i.s 
ei;pi" -j:dly import ant. in Thailand wliere our evaluations have been and will 
prnd.-ilily e.onl i flic In lio performed jointly with the Thais.

tMiin-lh, \vc |I;I\M' experienced KOIIIO prol)lems in conducting ovahiations 
ji'inilv with Thai and U.SOM personnel: (a) )-ei-;poii!jiljility i.s divided which 
.•i.T'ami'-r: iiiiimri :niei< in prepari u/; the evaluation report xvliich is ri'lnted to 

"iiii'iiui (|i) a 1 1- 1 (e) Io I low my-;; (h) I he conecpl. of obji-cH ve evaluation is

j •""••" — ————— niitiiiii ii.nl
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iivw In Hie ThaiD. Their cunlomary administrative behavior patterns 
r'"':;i ri'-l thorn in bHtif; com: 1 rnetively r ritio.nl of their superiors; (c) tin: 
l;"ii '!•'. '• ii:.ri-i-M 1 is :iri oli.';| ,n'lc in conducting Hit 1 evalnal ions and preparinp 
Uif I-I'|HII-|; jui'l, (>l) i b<- 'l'|i;ii I .-ick of cxpci'icncc i n roniluct in/; oli jcctj vc 
'". ;iln;il inn;; nf f >|ici-;i| i< MIC' .ui'l rc|inrl.inj; del iciciu-i'-r; in opcral ion.s has 
rii'vcccly liiiiilfil the inuiihci' of Thai (idvcrnincnl, officials who arc available 
f'ir a.';:;i|>nin< nt- :><{ in'Mnhcrs ''f th<? joint '-vahudinn Iratm;. They do i-cc.ojjiiixe 
Ilir -^I'liic of such (•••.-ilnati'iii!; ar; well as ll.cir nwn limit alion.s, es|iocially 
In ini'i'i.ni-iiii; ,-in«| reporting oh jcct.i vcly on Ihc cfriciciif-y and effect ivi;ne:;s 
"I n|icr.i| ion.--.. Tlic.sc prohlcins fan he ovfrronif or niininii/cd aiuJ at. the 

cut we iH'licv thnt tli(! hencfitu of joint evaluallotiH will outweigh the

We will hn pr(';i;if f .(l to r^Kpoml more Hpi % cific;illy to your future 
i-i|ii,..j|.M for inin,-.11:11 inn nn-l ruijj/,T!it ionn to nHHi'st. in developing nn a^i.-ocy- 

evaluation fiyj5l»'in.
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ANNEX 0
August 6, 1965

MHCKAHDUM FOR 1HE AEKIMI3TRATOR 

PRCM: G.A.. Lincoln, Special Advisor

SUBJKCT: Organizational Implications at the Regional Bureau 
Level of an Increased Qqphaais on Evaluation

1. I summarize here our thinking, to date, on tbe above topic. In 
AIDTO Circular A-12, 13 July 1965, **** Administrator called for an 
increased emphasis on program evaluation as a basis for bringing 
about further improvements in programming and Implementation. The 
message went on to define evaluation and to list certain principles 
considered to be generally valid and Imasdlately applicable to our 
efforts to achieve more intensive and systematic evaluation.

2. Bieoe principles include that:

a. Evaluation should be considered a separate component of 
our activities distinct from, but related to and designed to support, 
the planning and execution of AID programs.

b. Responsibility for evaluation should be clearly estab 
lished and administrative procedures should be designed to insure 
that evaluation is systematically carried out and the results utilized.

, c. Evaluations should be organised and conducted in such 
a way aa to involve ths top nanagenent and operating elements of the 
organization. All responsibility for evaluation should not be dele 
gated to any one office; nor should evaluation be dissolved into soaa 
other activity.

Although focused on evaluation at the Mission level, these guide 
lines are also relevant to a consideimticn of the organizational 
implications of an increased enphasis on evaluation at the Regional 
Bun&au level.

3. As the principal line elements of the Agency responsible for 
programs within their respective regions, tbe Bureaus bore a Key 
role to play in any effort to give increased emphasis to evaluation. 
Tbe Bureaus provide bockatopping services for the Missions 6n which 
efficient field performance is significantly dependent. 1S»y are
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the focal point for the review and approval of country assistance 
programs. And they are responsible for the formulation of policies 
governing activities vithin their regions. A more systematic program 
for learning from experience can increase the ability of the Bureaus 
to carry out these responsibilities.

U. The Bureaus, aa well as their individual Missions, engage in a 
number of evaluation efforts, both periodic and ad hoc. There is, 
however, no central staff focus within any of the Regional Bureaus 
for the coordination and review of these various efforts. Evaluation 
is everyone's, and therefore, no one's responsibility. Without such 
a central point there can be no assurance that evaluation efforts 
are structured according to any plan, reviewed in advance against the 
priority needs of the regions or the Agency, and conducted so tnat 
the results are used with broadest possible effect.

5. This is not to suggest a need to locate in any one unit within 
a Bureau responsibility for actually conducting all evaluation efforts. 
The regional offices and the central staff offices will continue to 
perform selected evaluation functions. What is suggested is a need 
to provide each regional Assistant Administrator, who must carry the 
management responsibility for evaluation, with a staff resource 
capable of serving as a central focus for ataff support of evalua 
tion at the regional level. Specifically, this staff resource would:

a. Design, and monitor the implementation of, an evalua 
tion system at the regional level.

b. Advise and assist the Miasions in planning and Instal 
ling Interlocking and complementary evaluation systems at the Mission 
level.

c. Identify areas requiring more systematic evaluation, 
e.g., elements of an individual country program or inter-country 
comparisons of similar projects or sector programs.

d. Monitor and coordinate regional and Mission evalua 
tion efforts, whether performed on a periodic or ad hoc basis, by 
contract or direct-hire personnel.

It is important to reiterate that the foregoing concept of a staff 
resource for evaluation does not mean inspection teams from Washington 
alighting on the field to harry Missions, each of which already feels 
overvislted and overworked. The challenge is to conduct evaluation 
activities in such a way as to assist, in nosltive fashion, the ef 
forts of both the Missions and Washington to better achieve AID objec 
tives. This will require a creative and imaginative approach which 
it seems unlikely the Bureaus will be able to provide unless sane one 
individual is given the task as a full-time responsibility.

V
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6. Because of the differing organizational and administrative 
arrangements within each of the Regional Bureaus, no attempt is 
made here to recommend a specific organisational location in each 
Bureau for this staff resource. There are, however, saveral factors 
which need to be taken into account in considering where the staff 
resource should be located. The83 factors follow from the reap noi- 
billties to be performed. They are, *,n r-art, conflicting; some com 
promises will undoubtedly be required. For example:

a. The staff resource should l/e located aufficlently 
close to day-to-day operations to be able to recognise significant 
opportunities for evaluation efforts, and to insure that the results 
of these efforts are both usable and used; yet the staff resource 
itself should not be so iraner&ed in immediate nroblemc of planning 
or implementation that evaluation ends up being dissolved into these 
other activities. Staff responsibility for evaluation should not 
be assigned as a collateral duty to an individual or unit already 
burdened with other responsibilities unless sufficient additional 
resources are provided.

b. The staff resource should be located sufficiently close 
to the regional Assistant Administrator to know what his problems 
are and to be able to count on his backing.

c. The staff resource should have some management per 
spective if evaluation is to be a more useful tool for improving 
AID program performance.

A. The staff resource should be so located and so char 
tered as to guide evaluation of (l) mutually supporting types of 
assistance (for example, technical, capital, and P.L. Ij80 assistance, 
in support of rural development) and (2) alternative tachniquea 
(e.g., direct-hire vs. contract).

e. One of AID'S deficiencies being communication, the 
staff resource should be so located and so chartered as to promote 
the remembering of, and the dissemination of evaluation results.

7. These requirements might be met in one of several ways. A 
separate unit with staff responsibility for evaluation might, for 
example, be established in one of/the existing regional staff offices, 
Or, staff responsibility for evaluation might, be delegated to a 
special assistant in the regional Assistant A.dmlnistrator's office. 
The optimum location may vury from Bureau to Bureau.

8. Two regional Bureaus are "Known to be considering different 
organizational approaches in an effort to give increased emphasis 
to evaluation. In one, it has been recommended that a single point
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of coordination for evaluation be provided by redeslgnating the 
Office of Development Planning as the Office of Development Planning 
and Evaluation. Thia office would have responsibility for organizing 
and conducting sector evaluations and for coordinating efforts to 
Improve program execution. Thia approach haa tho advantage of tying 
staff responsibility for evaluation closely to the mainstream of 
programming decisions j It enhances the likelihood of a direct feed 
back of evaluation results; and, in keeping with our seminar meetings, 
It utilizes existing organizational resources rather than estab 
lishing a separate hierarchy for evaluation. But this approach also 
involves certain risks, e.g., evaluation may become immersed, to the 
point of submersion, in the other responsibilities of the Planning 
Office.

9* A second Bureau plans to establish a small unit in its tech 
nical support office, which would have responsibility for the staff 
aspects of evaluation aad which would also directly undertake selected 
evaluations. It is not yet clear how this approach would implement 
points c, d and e in Paragraph 6.

10. A third alternative is that of the Special Assistant. This 
alternative would seem to meet the requirement for an identifiable 
staff resource with A broad perspective of the sura total of AID 
activities and not identified with or confined to <viy particular 
type of activity. There are the dangers, however, that the Special 
Assistant would lack an institutional bate from which to deal with 
the Missions and regional staff offices, and would lack the adminis 
trative resources for dealing with peak loads of evaluation staff 
work.

11. Given the Importance of a clear designation of staff respon 
sibility for evaluation at the Bureau level and the fact that at 
least two of the Bureaus have specific proposals under consideration, 
I suggest that you discuas this natter with the Regional Assistant 
Administrators with the purposes of (a) getting forward on staff 
resources for evaluation at the Regional Bureau level and (b) getting 
as much uniformity as practical among the Regional Bureaus.

GAL: Id; A/AID



ANNEX P

August 30, 1965

MBXORAHDUM FOR THE AHOSISTKATQR 

THROUGH: SXSEC

SUBJECT: Organizational Implications at the Administrator'a Level 
of an Increased finphaaia on Evaluation

1. We have previously discussed the organisational implications at 
^ESe mission and regional bureau levels of an Increased emphasis on 
evaluation. I sunaarlze here our thinking to date on the organisational 
Implications at the Administrator's level of such an emphasis.

2. There already exist a number of organizational units at the 
ldainist:rHv.c? l g level vbich undertake evaluation activities. These 
indies; (a) the central program offices (e.g. PC, TCR, DFPE) vhich 
undertake evaluations aa an a£;tnct to their policy formulation and 
guidance responsibilities; (b) tike 5-aan Operations Evaluation Staff, 
reporting to the Deputy Administrator, vhich conducts periodic perform 
ance evaluations of iriLialon and headquarters staff; and (c) within TCR, 
the Office of Research and Analysis vhich monitors centrally-funded 
"evaluation research." It Is noteworthy that, except for the OES, the 
assignment of any responsibility for evaluation activities is generally 
implicit rather than explicit in AID orders. Furthermore, the sum total 
of existent activities and assumed responsibilities fall short of adding 
up to implementing the definition of evaluation adopted by the Administrator.

^» Hone of these units serves the Administrator as a central staff 
resource for the overall planning and monitoring of evaluation. The 
absence of such a resource has been reflected in the evolution of the 
work performed by the Special Advisor and hlo assistants during the past 
year. Although initiated as a review of AID systems of evaluation, 
the need to provide the Administrator with detailed advice on the design 
and Implementation of an Improved evaluation system has caused us to 
function increasingly as a working staff resource. This evolution 
underlies one of our basic conclusions: a comprehensive AID evaluation 
system can only be built progressively on the basis of experience and, 
rather than relying on outside studies and reports, depends principally 
on continuous staff action with a strong leadership input from each of 
the three principal organizational units of AID — Administrator, regional 
administrators, mission directors.
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k. Whet is needed ia a staff resource at tbe Adminiatrator'a level 
To provide agency-vide staff leadership in avalueting program parfora- 
ance and results, and in insuring the results of these evaluations are 
fully exploited to improve programming and iigd amtmtation. More speci 
fically, a central staff resource la needed to:

a. Carry forward initial steps of the Special Advisor in recon- 
laandlng to the Administrator organisation, administration, standards, 
policies and procedures for a ccoprebenslvs» agency-wide evaluation system.

b. Advi<%s and assist the staff resources for evaluation at the 
regional L*v&l in planning and installing ccsjplwsentary aad interlock- 
ing ayatems vithin the regional bureaus,

c. Assist the central staff offices in identifying areas nore 
sultabTe for thair evmluatory efforts and on Method* therefor.

d« Monitor, and advise the Adstlniirtrator, on further development 
of a system for transfer of Infona&tion and of a research avftlanalysis 
program on methods of evaluation.

e. Keep continually Inforaed of significant evaluation efforts 
coxn>£e£ed, underway and planned} aad help to Insure that the results of 
these efforts are effectively conaunlcated throughout the agency.

Ji>, It should be eaphaaixed that our concept of a staff resource for 
evaluation does not encoqpass the creation of a separate organlaatlooal 
helrarchy for the actual conduct of all evaluatlona. The Individual 
Missions, tbe regional bureaus and the staff divisions will caxxy the 
•aln operational load. What our concept of a staff resource for eveJU 
umtlon does encompass Is the asslgnnant to son one individual, alaglfe 
staff or unit of fuLL-tlm responsibility for staff action at the 
Administrator 1 a level, including anoltoring of the entire prograa. In 
effect, we are looking for the provision of the detailed thinking, advice 
end observation to help the Administrator translate his personal concern 
for increased eqpbasls on evaluation into an operational reality.

6. Ibis concept and the reeponsibllltles outlined above suggest 
certain factors which need to be taken into account In detendalag the 
otrganixational location of the central staff reaougoe for evaluation.

a. Ibe effort to Increase t^phaels on evaluation requires the 
personal leadership, dlrectloo and involveasnt of the Agency's top 
cosnand. fhe central staff resource for evaluation ahould therefore 
be located in close proadalty, and have direct acceas, to the AdBinlstratoir.
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Because the staff resource vill lack coonand authority, his effective 
ness vill bo directly proportional to the extent to vhich he is con 
sidered to (and does) speak for the Administrator on evaluation matters.

to. R» staff resource should have an operational perspectivei 
the design and Installation of anything like a comprehensive evaluation 
system is going to take, in addition to command support, time, talent, 
tenacity and managerial ability. Dealing with evaluation in generalities 
vill be of limited usefulness. Getting on vlth the job in tbe AID 
organizational and program context roust be the paramount objective. 
Hence, a familiarity vlth the problems, concerns, and vay of operation 
of the line chain of command is needed.

c. The staff resource for evaluation should also have an overall 
perspective of the vide range of agency activities and not be primarily 
associated with any particular fora or method of assistance. Staff 
responsibility for evaluation should not be dissolved Into acae other 
activity.

j\ We can identify four possible organizational locations for the 
evaluation staff resource at the Administrator's level. Staff respon
sibility could be delegated tot (a) one of tho existing program staff 
offices (e.g. PC, TCR or IfPE); (b) tha Office of Research and Analysis 
in TCR; (c) the Operations Evaluation Staffj or (d) a Special Assistant 
in the Administrator'a office. Sons of the advantages and disadvantages 
of these alternativea vere discussed in our earlier memorandum on the 
organizational implications at the regional level of an increased emphasis 
on evaluation.

3. Tbe first alternative of delegating responsibility for evaluation 
To one of tbe existing staff offices would have the advantage of tying 
the staff resource closely to the aaiustraam of programing (but not 
implementation) decisions yy? thus vould enhance the likelihood of 
direct feedback of evaluation results at the ABJ/V level. It vould 
utilise existing organizational resources rather than establish a separate 
hierarchy for evaluation — although an additional staff subsection 
vould seem to be necessary. There vould be the danger, bovevwr, of 
evaluation becoming submerged in the other responsibilities of the 
particular office concerned, and might further result in a relative 
neglect of evaluation as it relates to Improving implementation.

A second alternative vould be to locate the staff responsibility 
lor evaluation in the Office of Research and Analysis (OBA). Although 
this office now performs cortain evaluation functions, it is chiefly 
concerned vlth the administration of the centrally-funded research budget



and thus removed from direct involvement la the operational aspects 
of progranssing and implementation. As currently organized, this office 
Is not located sufficiently close to the Administrator or his deputy 
to assure a close -working relationship. (This point does not imply 
that ORA's present evaluation responsibilities would be altered by the 
creation of a separate staff resource for evaluation. Although we 
have stressed the relative Importance of getting on with tbe Job of 
evaluation, ve have also recognized the continuing need for research, 
particularly on evaluation methods and criteria.)

10. A third alternative would be to broaden, tbe responsibilities 
o£ the Operations Evaluation Staff to Include the staff aspects of 
evaluation. This method would locate the staff responsibility in & 
unit reporting directly to the Deputy Administrator. On the other 
band, CEB is by the nature of its work detached from the day-to-day 
decision making aspects of tbe agency's progrataaing and Implementation 
systems. Its function is to make "executive reviews" of the operational 
perfoimace and effectiveness of the AID organisation through the method 
of visiting teams from AH) headquarters to selected field missions — 
whereas our focus is on "building into" AID'S operations an Improved 
evaluation system. The location In the OES would inevitably occasion 
a confusion, difficult to erase, between the OES operational activities 
and the staff responsibility.

11> There remains the fourth alternative of assigning staff reapon- 
s'lbility for evaluation to a Special Assistant in the Administrator 1 8 
office. Ibis would appear to meet the requironante of clos* proximity 
to tbe Administrator and a broad perspective of total aid activities. 
It would exemplify the Administrator's personal concern for an increased 
aqphagis on evaluation. The alternative keeps the future open for 
adjustments such aa that mentioned in the following paragraph. There 
is the danger, however, that the Special Assistant might become isolated 
from operational concerns. This danger would, need to be recognized 
at the outset and considered both in selecting the individual to fill 
th* position and in determining the nature of his working relationship 
with the Administrator.

12. Although not Inaedletely available, there la a future possibility 
which warrants brief mention here and which should be kept in mind in 
choosing among the existing alternatives. The recent Booz, Alien and 
Hamilton nanagosaant survey roconnonoad that tbe program leadership and 
oversight responsibilities of the Office of Program Coordination be 
broadened and that this office be recast as the principal staff ana of 
the AdninJj0$?ator. Should tbe Booe recoraaeadatioo be impleraented, It 
would seem logical to assign to tbe uev office responsibility for the

\
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overvlev and coordination of the evaluation function, aa the report, 
in fact, recoonends. Xhis arrangenent would centralize in one office 
overall staff responsibilities for programing, implementation and 
evaluation. However, pending the creation of a central staff am, 
ve should taove ahead on the basis of the alternatives now available. 
One of the points pertinent to these alternatives is that, currently, 
there is a grave question that any central staff division is nov In 
a position to sponsor successfully a coaprehdnsire evaluation program.

13. There is no perfect solution to the problem of the proper 
organisational location for the evaluation staff resource. Only actual 
experience Is likely to indicate the aoet satisfactory arrangeaant. 
Oa the assumption that the nay to begin Is to begin and In the light 
of our assessment of the alternatives now available, vc conclude that 
staff responsibility for evaluation should be assigned initially to 
a Special Assistant in the A&sdniatrator 1 * office.

0. A.
Special Advisor 

to the Administrator

GALincoln/PPCeithaer'.mca


