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DRAFT

ions of the PVO Impact Study
's Zvaluatior. Activities

by Dr. Elliott R. Morss

Introduction

Development Alternatives, Inc. (DAI) recently completed a
study of the impact of private voluntary organizations in two
. . . 1 .
developing countries, Kenya and Niger. The purpose of this
study was :
» To document evicdence o< development impact in TVO-
assisted projects and o identify the determinants
of impac:; and
«+ To test for -and develop a Cost-ellective methodology for

documenting and explaining such impact within a comparatiwe
framework.

This pz' -~ will assess the study, with particular attention given
to its implications for AID's evaluation activities,

AID's Evaluation Needs

The 2ssessment to be made in this paper will be based largely
on my perception of AID's evaluation needs and current evaluation
activities. They mey differ significantly from those of others,
and will be discussed under ?pur major headings: policy, program,
pProject and Agency effectiveness.

a. Policv

Policy evaluation is a review oX Agency development strategies
g Y P

"at the highest level of meaningsul generality". While there is
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Footnotes to this Téport appear on page 16.



considerable room For disagreement over wha- constitutes the highess
level of meaningsul generality, it should include,among o-her
Congressional mandates, the following concerns:

« What progress has the Agency mMade in realizing "New
Directions” objectives?

+ To what extent are txe methods being used +o attain "New
Directions” objectives better or worse than use of more
traditional methods?

« Is there a meaningful role for the private sector in

developing nations to play in AID as distinet from OPIC
activities?

« In implementing the so-called "basic needs” trategy has
adequate attention been given to the time-phasing of
Social service and income generating activi:iess?
+ 1lnasmuch as it takes a decade to run through a major
policy cycle, is adequate attention being given :o-
future problems of development, or more generally, to
future realities?
It should be emphasized that this list is intended as exemplary of
policy considerations and not necessarily the most important set
of issues. It is worth noting that much of +he data to answer the
questions posed should come from project-level evaluations that
permit both cross-project and Cross-program assessments.
b, Program
The Agency uses a series of programs to realize its legislated
objectives, and Clearly these programs should be evaluated
periodically. There is probably no one "program" definition that
is best; periodic e@valuations should be made of vhatever the

Agency defines to be programs inasmuch as they will have, at

least to a certain extent, lives of their ovn. This means
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Zunctional programs such as potable water and rural rcads should be
evaluated; It also means tha: periodic evalus:i ns should be made

¢ non-functional nr ograms such as PV0s and even Regional 3ureaus.
Once again, much of the informa<ion <or program evaluations should
come from comparative assessments of project impact. The comparisons
are useful in that they provide a basis for analyzing wha+ wofks,
what does not and why.

C. Project

Theoretically, at leas:, the same evaluative cycle should take
place at policy, program and project levels: each should be dESIQDE’
initiated, evaluated with the evaluatlon results used :to make
improvements. At the Project level, a different evaluation stratecy
is called for than for either Policy or program purposes. ‘Consid-
erable effort should go into formative assessments.whe*e, unlike:
the case 0f summative evaluation, .the emphasis is on helping project
management improve upon what they are doing.

The argument can be made tha<x impact assessments are not appro-
priate for project-level purposes. This can be discussed under the
headings of cost, timing, state of the art, and integrity. First,
an impact analysis is g2ing to be expensive relative to AID's cus-
tomary evaluation work. But even at $100,000 per project, assuming
there are 1,000 "significant" Agency projects worth evaluating
annually, this amounts to only about $10 million, which is simply
not a lot of money.

Tre timing issue is more troubling.  The critical question,
which will be discussed in greater detail later, is how much time
must elapse aZfter project start-up before meaningful impact can

be seen or foreseen. Again, in anticipation of the discussion that



will follow, benefits Shat are likely :o be seli-sustaining dan
Tarely be documented until a number o2 years have elapsed, say

three or Zour, and by then foreign assistance is winding down.

There is a danger tha% impact assessments will be atitempted too
soon.

Ultimately the two precéding poihts relate directly to the
state of the art in impact work, which is in the early stages. 3Higk
Caliber people are needed to come up with new approaches; time is
nNeeded to experimen: with alternatives. High qualisy people and
time to experiment are costly. We should be able to developr tech-
nicues that allow us o predict impact as a means +o get around <+he
timing problem.

The objectiviéy o< evaluative work should always be questiones
ﬁhen those responsible for projects also sponsor *he evaluations.
This is largely the case in AID, where the .Regional Bureaus both
approve projects and sponsor their evaluations. This will not be
a2 problem so long as Bureay leaders believe +he evaluative cycle
will lead to future Project improvements.

The arguments against moving ahead with impact assessments for
Project-level purposes.are not convincing. t is time that project

. ‘
managers were forced to think in goal/purpose terms rather than
just input/output terms. The costs are not excessive and, while
many thorny issues remain on "how to do it," there is great potentia:l
for advancing the state of the art if a sustained and systematic

effort is applied to it.



iLssessments of Agency elfectiveness require two troes of
information. Firstly, information on policy, program and project
impact is required. The second type of information has to do with
the costs oF Agency activities. As to the latter, budget informati
is immediately relevap: and management studies are often employed +
find ways to reduce costs,

ATD's Currenr- Evaluation Activities

Set against these evaluation needs, whas can be said about
AID's current eévaluation activities? A summary assessment would
b2 tnat they are woefully inadequate, but improving. Little, ir
anything, is being. done at the policy level, Some program assessme:
have recently been initiated. The majority ofAID's evaluation work
is focused at the project level, but because methodologiéal tandarc
are not effectively enforced and because virtually all evaluations
Stop far short of measﬁring Project impact, it is impossible to
draw any conclusions Concerning long-term Project effec+s, In such
circumstances, Cross-project assessmen:s are next to impossibie
using the existing Pro ject evaluation data base, Finally, there is'
NO system shereby the results.of evaluations are fed back into the
Project design p:ocess.2

There are reasons to expect improvement . There is a general
awareness of evaluation inadequacies at all levels within the
Agency, and Congress has Called for the Agency to improve upon its
evaluation wqu’(the So-called Glenn Amendment). Tt is against

this backdrop that the PVO study will pe considered,



What the Studv 2+titemp:s =0 Dn

Given the state cf asfalirs described above, the PVO study was
an extremely ambitious undertaking. It was an attempt a+ cross-
Sunction comparative impact assessment with analysis for
pProgrammatic purroses. Some elaboration on this statement is 'in
order, The study was not limited to a particular PVO activity, but
in no way was, it a comprehensive experimental prototype. It looked
at a limited number of PVOS in <wo African countries, Ra‘her, an
attempt was made to develop measures to assess a variety of PVO
activitie intended to incease the income of small farmers. The
comparative analysis component was inrtended to develop recommendazicn

Sor the Agency's PVO program.

.

Questions can and will be raised as to whether the attemp: was
overly ambitious. t can be rather persuasively argued that the
tudy should have been limited :o doing a more thorough job on a
more restricted agenda. On the other hand, it can be arcued that
a complete run-through is useful every so often to give a
comprehensive picture of the problems and potentials of what
micht be done. Regardless of the relative merits of each position,
the PVO study attempted the latter and some of its component
parts will now be examined.

Impact Categories (Constituen* Variables!?!): Which ones are rieh:?

It is relatively easy to judge a project against a set of
tated objectives. An attemp:t to assess developrent impact moves
one into uncharted waters. 3y defining development impact as

significant internded and/or urintended project effects, we should
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Zact categories., This is necessarily a some.
- -

be ables to identify e
what abstract exercise, however it is a crizical stage in the
process oI insuring that major esfects are neither overlooked nor
double-counted. In the PVO study these categories were: direct
beneZits, benefit continuation and benefit growth. While the #irst
two categories are well-deZined, a broader and more detailed
definition of benefit growth is warrented. The study defines
berefit growth as project ouctputs that lead to a diversification o=
development benefits no- specified in the origiral project. 3Benes:
growtn, however, may encompass a host of effects “hat should be
broken out analytically into 2: least the Zellowing sub-categories:
A catalytist among project participants: project-activities

Serve as a spur for project participants to take on
additional development activities;

« Spread: perzqns not part of :he pro ject copy project and
project-related activities;

. Backward linkages:3 project activities provide incentives
for new activities earlvy in the "production” cycle, e.g.,
project activities create a market Zor the production of
labor-intensive farm tools;

» Forward linkages: project activities provide incentives
for new activitis late in the production cycle, e.g., the
Project increases production thereby justifying the
construction of a processing plant; and

'+ Replicability: somewkat related, the project generates a
level of benefits at a low enough cost to warrant wide-
spread replication elsewhere.

At the measurement level, caution should be taken to avoid the
double-counting of growth and other project benefits. However, the
effects outlined above are at least concentually different enough

to meri: séparate consideration.



In summary, it is important to remem-er that impac: anzivsis 2=

o

a metnodologv is in its infancy. The question cf what ccnstisutes
the "right" categories is far Zfrom resolved. And vet, scme cen-
Sistency is required if comparative work on project impact is to
be carried out. Moreover, the objective of virtually all project
impact studies to date has focused on observable effects that can
be linked back to ' the project. Ye:, there is a formicable body
of literature that argues that if rroject effects cannc: be traced
into a far broader socio-economic setting, one cannot be sure +hat
the net effects will no:t be <ar greater or less than the c¢ress
effects.4 Conceptually, this argumen=- is unassailable; projec:
effects can have wide-ranging'impacts. Operationally, there are
budget and time liﬁitations to what can be done, and, at this point
it is pushing the state-of-the-art o get project impact data,

mucn less link that in*o a broader context. .

Categorv Indicators

Having settled on categories, indicators for each category
must be developed. This is where creativity is required, Usually
one must find a middle ground between the ideal indicator and |
available data, and sometimes the best proxies appear to have very
littlé direct relation to what is being measured. In the laudable
effort to be as rigorous as possible, there is the danger that
indicators most easily quantified will be given a disproportionate
share in the analysis. The ordinary problems of getting the right

indicators are compounded in this study by the need to cover a wide

fange of development activities,
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In suzch circumstances, the ideal zrocedurs is Probably éo
develop an "effects tree" for sach activity separately, decide a:
what level on the tree vou want o measure effects, and cevelop
indicators accordingly. In the case o< the PVO study, such a
Procedure was not possible inasmuch as the project ac;ivitieé to
be examined were not known in a number o< cases until the field
visits. This necessarily required the development of some admittedl:
Sseat-of-the pants indic:ators.5

Numerous techniczi Guestions can andshould be raised concerning
the indicators employed. Wizhou: dwellinc on particular technical
issues, it should bhe emphasized that the Selection of indicators
is critical to the Success or failure of evaluation work, and
usually far too little time is devoted to thinking about ang
experimenting with different indicators.

Weichting and Timine

In analyzing project impacz, two important factors need
more attention: weighting and timing.

The use of impacst categories and category indicators leaves
one with the situation depictec in Figure 1.

!

Ficure 1

{Overall Proiect Effects]

-~ - - -

L I )
{Impact Categorv 2 IImpact Category 3] =~ [Tmpact Category CJ
£ 1
incdicator Indicator =ndicacond indicator Indicator Indicacor
1 ) 2 1 2 1 2

t should be immediatelv obvious from the figure that some

[ ]

weighting scheme is needed to get fronp indicators =o categeries to
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ocverzall =aIfecis. The weil ichting scheme empicved in the PVO stucdy

wWas to assign equal weichts first to indicators and then o
categories,” While this Toroach nas an easily understandable appeal

it would be a remarkable coincidence if a1a categories and
indicators therein should be weighted equally. For example, So-
called direct benefits will often be little more than a reflection
of the foreign assistance resource transfer and have no real
bearing on developmen: impact. This line o< arcument woulgd
suggest giving a lesser weight to the direct benefits category
than %o others. .

Cult to talk wi:ih much certain-v aboux

-

’l.

It is extremely gisfs
appropriate weights. It is, on the other hand, quite possible to
talk about possible ranges for weight values and run s;mulatlons
using different weighting combinations to see how important the
weighting assumptions are to the conclusions. Such simulations
Should be part of any future comparative impact studies.

Projects examined in the PVO Sstudy had been operating for
quite different lengths of fime. In such circumstances, one
should wonder whether a comparative assessment is not quite unfair
to certain projects, Perhaps the issue can bes: be seen

raphically. 1In Figure 2, Project benefits are portrayed

vertically, while time is measured on the horizontal axie.
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It is reasonable to hvpothesize that for most ﬁrojecté there aré
two "benefit profiles" that occur. The first, measured in Figure 2
by OC results directly from Zoreigh assistance (money, personnel or
equipment) being provided to the project area. These transfer
benefits will cease when £ :eign'assistance ceases (at time'C in
the figure). Lasting benefits are likely to follow a differen-
time profile. As line OL in Figure 2 suggests, they are not Likely
t0 even start to manifest themselves until considerable time after
the foreign assistance has commenced and probably not reach "full
bloom” until several vears after foreign assistance has ended.7
Clearly, different "benefi: profiles" or "gestation periods"
exist thar the orne portraved in Figure 2, but the important point
is that whatever the profiles are, when a project is evaluated mav
make an important difference on how the project appears to be doing.
It is possible for experienced development professionals to
anticipate with a recasonable degree of accuracy what the profiles
will look like and base their evaluations on them (provided they
donot need hard documentation for their conclusions). t would,
however, also help if AID would commission some studies on what
these profilps look like “or different project types.8 Until such

tudies are undertaken, the time criticism will be a legitimate one.
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Distributional Issues

The "New Directions Mandate" callS <=Sor LID-assisted projects
to help the roorest segment of society. Suppose that it can be
documented that an AID-assisted project caused a $100 increase in
the incomes of pro ject participants, bu: only hali the project
participants qualify as poor. How should benefits be measured? Can
it be assumed that benefi:s frem PVO projects accrue to the poor,
thereby eliminating the problem? This appears =0 be the assumption
underlying the PVC study. Perhaps it was realistic for *he projects
examined. Presumakly, the pProper way to deal with this problem
when it emerges is to give benefi:s that accrue to weal:zhier

members oI society less weight in Calculating benefits than those

.
'

accruing to the poorest segments of society.

Analvsis: Qualitatjive or Quantita+ive

Development dynamics are complex. In attempting o measure
the impact of a project it is necessary to separate project eZfects
Srom other operative forces. This is a complex undertaking, andé
ideally, one would employ multiveriate statistical measures to
Separate out the projeét ezfects. In development work we fall
far short of the ideal because of data shortcomings and quantitativwe
models that are not sophisticated enough to distinguish between
Project and other effects.

The PVO study falls between the extremes of what has been done
quantitatively and qualitatively, It does not resort to regression
analysis or other statistical methods,9 but it does scale projects

quantitative;y dnd speculates on the causes of relative success

It

and failure.
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The effort +to ne judiciously rigorous is =g b2 arplauded. T

atiempt at rigor forces a sStructured asprsach o da+a Colleaction

: .

in the Ffield, and Such an approach is more likely than no= the bes
wW2¥ to go about accumulating data Zor the PWpose at hand, Anothe;
Positive reason Jfor rigorous analysis is that it is then Clear whas
the "analysis" ig doing and hence it is €asy to be critical.

Percebtions'Data

The PVO Study micht be criticized for not giving much impor-

m

tance to the Perceptions of :the Pecple the Projects weras intending
to benefis:, Concretelv, zor relatively sma1z additional sums of
money, local Firms could have been nired :o survey <he perceptions
of relevan: populgtions. DAI has never been much o= a Supporter

] .
of such surveys:‘it is difsicule to get “rue responses to'such
Surveys; it is costly and time-consuming Lo constryc+ anything
that comes Close to a Tepresentative Sample of relevan+ POpulations;
and respondents are likely to be far more impressed Ly large resourc
transfers than by projects that rely heavily on self-help,
However, thse shortcomings (and others) are well-known, and i- would
Probably be usesul 1% some experimentation with formalizeq Survey

wWOork was undertaken.

Accurate ang Adecuate Subporting Data

What criteria Should be employed to determine the accuracy
and adequacy of data? This is a troubling angd important question
in the context of Suwmmat ive evaluations, Frequently, evaluators
do not have or take the time to get a true picture of what the
Project is achieving. By the same token, the written Criticisms
0% evaluators will frequently touch 0Zf a Zrenzy or defensive

Papervork v “hose Deing criticized. Who is %0 be believed?
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Firstly, it is importan:t =5 distinguish between accurate and
adequate. Adeguacy has more -o do with the volume of da=-z ané the
way in which it is presented. We all know what accuracy means.
While it is possible from Washington to resach judgements about
adequacy, the question of accuracy is aunother matter. It is
rarely a black or white issue, but rather one that calis for
Judgement. - It is sobering for development .experts to reflec: upon
the fact that there are few real pro ject successes as measured
against true development objectives. For the most part we are simpl
involved in a resoure transfer precess that has little sustaining
eZfect. In such circumstances, theevaluator should not be too
narsh in his assessmencs. By the Same token, there are projects
that should have beenterminated and some that never shouid have
beern initiated,

The judgement con adequacy and accuracy should not res: wi<l.
either the evaluators or those being evaluated, Regarding the
PVC study, the Agency has the study and supporting documentation,
It is now in the process of receiving PVO reactions and must be
the final arbiter.

If the PVO reactions are convincingy negative, three issues
need to be considered. First%y, is the reaction largely due to the
summative nature of the evaluation? Clearly, formative evaluations,
i.e., evaluations intended to assist the PVOs in making their
Projects better would be more to their liking. Such evaluations

are useful and should ie done, However, the PVO study was not

-

t

ntened for that purpose; rather it was a summative evaluation

'1;

ntended to inform AID if PVO activities were havine a ositive
o P

-

Tpact., Secondly, is “he reaction due largely to the fac:ti that the

’.‘.



Contractor simply did no:t have enough time/resources o do an

g

accurate/adeguate job? There is a discussion of COSts and resources

-

De nhelpiul in Teflecting on whazt is

§-

in the studv and =his should
needed to do the job better. Finally, is =he reaction contractor-
specific? It is quite possible that the persons and/or methods
employed are simply not satisfactory from the PV0 viewpoint. ‘On
all these possibilities, the Agency must reach its own conclusions.
Conclusions

This review of the PVO study has attempted to raise a number

(VR

of points cencerning impact assessments that warrant more discussion
than thev have Neretofare received. Impact studies, as this stucdy
demonsirazss, are expensive and complex., As a methodology, they

are in their infancy. However, if AID is to take its new .
"Evaluation Manda-e" seriously, there would appear to be no
alternative +o developing this approach to project assessment for

program, policy and Agency effectiveness.,
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For a Zurther discussion of sta<s incentives and accountability
Zor project effectiveness, gee: Michelwait, Sweet, Morss,

The New Directions Mandate: Studies in Proiect Design, Aporoval
and Implementation (Westview sSress, forthcoming).

I am grateful to Nick Owens, of +he New ‘Transcentury Foundation,
for discussions on backward and forward linkages.

See Bela Belassa, "The'Effects Method' of Project Evaluations”,
Oxcord 3Bulietin of Zcenomics and Statistics 38, (November 1976)
¢ 219-231.

This approach should be contrasted to the procedure being
followed in the sector s:tudies Seing carried out by the 0<<ice
of Evaluaition in P=C,

More accurately, a one/zero weighting scheme was employed. A1l
indicators/categories in the study were given one weight, _
wvhile all indicators/categories not eémployed were given zero
weight. :

O course, Figure 2 presents an optimistic situation. In less
Successiul projects, OL never rises apove the horizontal axis.

Several years ago Development Alternatives, Inc. proposed that
such a study be undertaken by the Agency. For details on the
methodology <o be employed, see "A Proposal o Study the Time
Profile of Benefits to Small Farmers” submitted to the Office
of Technical Assistance,,?ebruary 1875,

See, EZlliot:t R. Morss, et al., Strateqies for Small Farmer
Development, 2 vols. {Colorado: westview Press, 1976)

t."Information for Decision-making in Rurail Development", prepared

for the Office of Rural Development, Agency for International
Development by Development Alternatives, Inc., May 1978.



