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INTRODUCTTION

For many years, and increasingly, AID has been uneasy about the adequacy
of its program evaluation work. But the Agency still has not come to grips
with this problem, despite a considerable volume of staff work and consul-
tants' reports. A program evaluation SYSTEM has not materialized, fitted
into the regular structure of AID organization and operations, with an
established methodology and rationale.

However, AID is not as far from this point as is generally believed -~
either by outsiders or by its own personnel, Considerable program evalua-
tien work is done, although it tends to be spotty and relatively crude and
inefficient, Many types of program evaluations have been.tried here and
there in the Agency, so that considerable experience is available on which
to draw in developing a SYSTEM. Some relevant outside experience also is
available. Moreover, a number of consultants reports and internal staff
studies have provided sound doctrine for the organization and practices of
a S5YSTEM.#

What 1s needed now is to crystallize these elements of ATD's potential for
good program evaluation work into an effectively operating SYSTEM. This
Report will make suggestions on how to do this, and will indicate that it
can be done so that the benefits far outweigh the costs--recognizing

ala

% Particularly useful is the comprehensive report of October 1965, "Improv-
ing ATD Program Evaluation," by Col. George A. Lincoln, who spent about
a year with ATD developing this report with the help of some staff
assistants. The Lincoln Report digested and integrated into its analysis
much of the extensive experience with foreign assistance evaluation work
up to 1965, both inside and outside ATD, and the conclusions of other
studies of evaluation needs. The analysis and recommendations in this
Report are consistent with the findings of the Lincoln Report and they
often repeat, more or less, conclusions or recommendations made by Col.
Lincoln. The Booz, Allen & Hamilton Report of February 1965, "The
Administration of the Agency for International Development," put consid-
erable stress on the need to develop a good program evaluation SYSTEM,
out of a welter of unsatisfactory evaluation practices. It suggested a
few broad needs and principles for a SYSTEM. The most thorough soutce

of Congressional attention to this AID' management need has been Senator
Gale W. McGee. (See his November 29, 1963 Report to the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, "Personnel Administration and Operations of Agency
for International Development.')
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I7.C. Tyler Toad January 13, 1969

Jogl Bernstein
roministrotive History

Par your request of Dacemhar 3, 1968, obiached ava corrected pages for
'..cu.mlstra:u:.vL hisgoiy.

_#btecked pg. 666 replaces pg. 666

pg. 0O7 remsins the sene
Attached pg. 658 replaces pg. €68
Kttached pg. 669 replaces pg. .669.

Alsa attached is moterinol deseribing the neg ATD-University-Relations
effort: this showld be inserted om pg. 11T ot the end of the narpative
g

section. Algo a nobe should bs edfed vith the following crogseprefer-
encey

See Ch. ¥IX, Private Resowrces, Ssction C
Pp. 154-155.

Atbachmonts. -

Drafted by Joan S:leer
1/13/69

——


jharold
Rectangle

jharold
Rectangle

jharold
Rectangle


Jeap—Sitver . 666
te-o-FKETTTE D) EBT65T : Co

Frogrom Evaltg,afi:iQn

Although it conducted meny evalusbions as part of regular
'apera‘aiona, tlie Agency lacked a Pornal eyalvation unit from 18461
to 1064. Senstor C»';.T*?’ » MeGee reported to the Commitiee on
Appronriations en Noverber 29, 1963, that: "One of the most
erdticnl needs of the Agency 1s fer more -objective and effective ' (
evaluation of its programs and projects.” = Subsequently, amx
" Qperctions Eveluation Staff (OES) was entablished in the Offied of

a1/ . .
the Administrator on April 21, 1961}:-—/ l‘
. L

The 08 staff conslsted of}'m'smell group of senior offficers
vith Pleld experioncs in A.T.D. or Stabe, Usually, tesus of two

. afficers were assigned to a couwnbyy program eveluation. Thelyr’

findings and reconmendations were discussed vith the USATD

Director end in Vzwhinpghon with the Reglonel Assistent Administrotor,

the Assistant Aﬁministrator for Adzxﬁnistre:hion,v and the

Afministrator. This work was not withoub wvalue to the Administretor,
but was not as pro&uc‘c:ive as hed been anticlpated., Often the

£indings only corxoboroked informabion already kmown in the ficld

mission and in ATD/My p;:'oblcnm noted were already being desdt with.

Boarching for o better method of eveluation, the Administrator
early in 1965 arranged for & speclel study (by Colonel George A. Iincoln)

of evoluatlon techridnes being performed in £icld missions and in
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668 ) .
apelysis of effectivenass (are targgbs being meb?), signiflcance
(ere U.S. interests being served and country development promoted?),
and erficiency {are cosbs ressonably relebed to benefits?).
Evaluation for couplisnce with laws end regulations was purposely
kopt soparnte, o

Key vosponsibility was.put'on the minsions. The sixteen laypest
wissions were reguirdd to essipn en officer full $ime to progran
evaluaoion duties. Beven of these missions (Brezll, Idhorie,
Torkey, Indie, Thatlond, Laos and Vietnem) already had such
positipns. The other nins were the misslons in Bolivia, Colombia,
Dominiesn Republic, Afphmmisten, Pakiston, Koves, Fuilinpines,

_ Nigeris and Tunisia. Smaller missions were to assign s part-time
offléer. OfFficers were %o plan a regﬂar evaination progran (an
anﬁnal‘MESsian Eyvalunbticn ?rogram.wnlah.vas to be submitted to
ATD/iT), obbein outside wesources o help'wzth spacinl evaluations,
channel useful Information on evalua@ion-%eehniques and con-
clusions to users inside end outside the wission, end assure mein-
tenance of an effockive ldbrary of program evaluailon maberials.

A ney Project Appreissl Report form, which provides a check
iist on prcg?eés and an analybic nerrative, will be submitted -
ammueldly For every non-capital prcaect,‘ This form replaces four

okher less eveluetlve sbabus reports.
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669
Tr AID/V, Progrem Evalustion Officers were namad in each regional
Burean to backstop the mission officers. These regional ofificera,
together With central staff pembers responsible for egency-tride evelua-
tlon avtivity, informetion mansgement poliey, vosearch, mansgement
planning, ond the Var on Hunger form the Program Eveluatlon Commitiee

to exchange information and develop ways to improve evaluation vork

" throughout the fpency {Manusl Cirewlar of April 21, 1968). The Chaivmon

is the Direcbor of Brogrem E¥alustion, o nevw posibtion in the Administrator's

Office.

Work begns an a "Mewbry Bionk", with task groups orgenizing
evaluabive documEnts on actual field experience into clusters by key
subjeets for reference resding primarily ’a_y, professionals going to the
fleld. Infommition on eveluabion techniques, a’oz;essiﬁg aequisition of
baseline date end of ¢hjective measurements of chenges, was sent %o
ﬁissinns. Retiearch prograns and specisl studies in ATD/Y reinformed
mission evaluation work. A4,I.D. experimented with g program to "debrief"
‘seleut;ad A T.D, evmloyees ot the University of Hwiaii, o scquire datn
Tor training and fov editing into repoxts for general distribution, By
the epd of 1968, stoff woxjk was wderyay on ancther innowrationwan
anmual spring review by toprmansgensnt of key developmant activities,
i‘ocusing: on the main issues brought forth by comparative anslyses of
Field evaluatlion studies and research reports.

In 1068 the Congress agnln expressed its copcern tboub strenwbhening
svaluabion ag part of an mmendment off the Fovelmn Asgistance fct regquiring

more abbtention to varlons aspects of wodern wanoremsnt sytems,
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Strengthening ArD-University Working Arrangenents

Throughout 1968, A.ID. and repregentatives of the
un:i:irersi‘uiés' working in A,T.D. projects eonc'luched ém intengive
revienr of the form of contyact used betyeen them, This was
intended to jmprove their =bility to work together efficlently
gnd, to produce preater lwpmet in thely joint efforts overssas.
‘The effort culminated in a number of substantiel lmprovemsnts
in the stondard A4.1.D,~oniversity contraot, and plsc in sgree~
went between A.1.D. and the universities to examme togethar s
broader vange of possibilities for improving thedr rethods of
working together and the results, The Iabter joint examinstion
was lounched in Dzcember, 1068, ANI.D. hes estoblisied a

. sendor stafl commitiee ---; the Sheeridyg Compitten on University

Telatlons -= L0 review snd recommend o A/T.D. work in this srea,

ond work vhich the nniversitied might pragent to the Arency,
(Sce memo from Mr.Goud %o Aosistant Administrators and Office

Heaﬁs 3 Hcvembvr 27, 3 "Working with Universities.) ‘The

Commnittee ds fodusing on the possibility of o grant-type
relabionshdn a8 mn aliernetive to the standard conbiact.

uéﬂm/f@ M Aotorr FPC 77/
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existing constraints on AID staffing and funds. Our foreign aid adminis-
tration needs such a SYSTEM, both to do a better job and to help reduce
outside criticism,

The Report discusses f£ive questions:

What is program evaluation?

What is its purpose?

Why should we do something about it?

What should ATD's program evaluation SYSTEM look like?

What action is needed to move from where AID is into the
proposed SYSTEMY?

The orientation of the Report is primarily operational. Thus, it goes

into operating orgamnization, the listing and allocation of specific func-
tions, and specific action requirements to improve the program evaluation
SYSTEM. Most of the space is devoted to these subjects~-with the necessary
supporting argumentatiomn.

-

t}
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PRINCIPAL GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

This listing of the principal general conclusions that emerge throughout
this Report also summarizes the contents, except for the specific action
recommendations. ‘The latter appear in Section VI{(PP.,26M36), “supplenented
by the detailed recommendations in TAB C on desirabl& program evaluation

functions for Missions, Regional Bureaus and the Administrator's Staff
Offices.

1. A,I.D. needs an effectively operating program evaluation SYSTEM
"~~to examine what we have been doing and the actual results of our
activities so as to provide valid and gignificant conclusions that
are used, in turn, to improve our programming and implementation
decisions. This examination should consider:

~ Effectiveness: the extent to which activity goals have
been or are being achiewved;

- Significance: the importance of doing so, in terms of
larger purposes {i.e., so what?);

- Efficiency: cost/return relationships.

Program evaluation, in this sense, is different from inspection and
evaluation that is concerned primarily with compliance with U.S. law,
Congressional intent, Agency directives, or principles of good adminis-
trative practice, or with "trouble shooting.”™ Although the two types
of evaluation overlap, they should be handled separately.

2. The program evaluation SYSTEM can and should be geared to serve
some other major purposes, as well. Tt should:

- improve ‘the .initial or forward planning of activities,
‘ independently 6f the appraisal of actual project results
by ‘tying together program ,planning and evaluation
planning; ° -

[

- provide efficient mechanisms for the transfer of
experience, within and between country programs;

- prOV1de to the extent feasible, information needed for
purposes other than direct use in programming and imple-
mentation, e.g., for reporting and justifying programs
inside AID and the USG and extermally;



P

provide valuable in-service training, particularly for
program management functions;

contribute to improvement of communications and under-
standing within ATD, between AID and other Agencies,
and with the publiec.

3. The stress in all of these overlapping purposes should be on
producing practical results, likely to be useable and used. This
requires a program evaluation SYSTEM that is tailored to the specific
qualities of the job that ATD is called on to perform, and also to
AID's organization for doing that job. The "SYSTEM," as conceived in
this Report includes:

a set of purposes, stated above;

motive power, or the incentives that propel the system

forward or impede its effective operation;

structure, including

. a range of activities that it carries out, and

. a division of responsililities among organizational
units;

procedures and techniques for operating.

4. It is important that we take some substantial forward steps now
to improve AID's program evaluation work because:

although AID has done more evaluation work to date than
is generally believed, its program evaluation still has
many deficiencies, which represent a significant weakness
in our operations (these deficiencies are described in
Section IV);

much of this weakness could be cured without heavy addi-
tional expenditure, because the improvement needs are
mere qualitative than quantitative in their demands on
ATD staff time and other management resources;

the returns in increased program impact from a modest
additional investment in program evaluation work could
be high;



- there is, in any case, an increasing need to strengthen
our program evaluation SYSTEM to help meet Congressional
and other eriticism, specifically of inadequate ATD
program evaluatfon work and also of the overall management
of aid resources;

- the time is ripe for a sizeable step forward, that could
capltalize on past Agency experience with program evalua-
tion work.

5. 1In the latter regard:

- considerable staff time is devoted already, one way or
another, to program evaluation efforts; )

- most of the elements of the recommended program evaluation
SYSTEM already exist somewhere in AID, at least in embryo
form;

- AID has accumulated considerable experience with a rather
wide wvariety of program evaluation technigques;

- but the failure, considered below, to provide an explicit
program evaluation management structure and some key link-
ages with other functions has vitiated much of the potential
benefits from the foregoing efforts.

Thus, the time has now come for a determined effort at a limited re-
ordering of what we are doing--operating within existing staffing and
expenditure capabilities.s--so as to establish, on a skeletal basis,
the full framework of a suitable program evaluation SYSTEM., This
initial effort can then be fellewed by a progressive development of
the SYSTEM in the light of AID's cumulative experience with needs and
results.

6. In drawing up plans for a program evaluation SYSTEM, careful and
thorough attention must be paid to the personal motivations affecting
the quality of AID's program evaluation work. Close examination of
past experience and the current situation reveals that a formidable
set of negative motivations does exist (Section IV). Considerable
progress in eliminating or overcoming these negative motivations is
essential if we are to get anywhere. This should be feasible.



(a) The design of the evaluation SYSTEM--its structure and
procedures, including its working relationships with the
performance of other Agency functions--can and should be
geared to help induce recognition by the operating personnel
that:

- good program evaluation work will bring them '"good marks"

. from themselves, in terms of the increased satis-
faction and self-assurance that results from greater
confidence that they are doing a good job;

. from their peers and supervisors, emhancing their
prospects of career advancement and increasing
their sense of being appreciated;

. from outside investigators, insofar as the operators'’
evaluation work puts them in a better position to
handle critical questions and critical comments;

- the demands on their time and effort are not unreasonable
in that

. they are accompanied by
- assistance, as needed,
- compensating reductions in other workload,

- heavy reliance on their judgement as to what
should be done;

. it is inherently reasonable to check with some care
what effects activities are actually having and to
consider the significance of theses effects;

. significant results of the work are likely to be
given good use; and particularly to affect the
allocation of funds;

- théy will be doing the evaluation themselves (with some
outside participation), as a service to themselves and
to others, and thus there is little cause for "defensive-
ness."

(b) The motivational problems should be further reduced as program
evaluation becomes more established and the staffs get used to it.
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(c) Above all, the motivations of the operating personnel
throughout the Agency depend on their perception of the

- motivations of the top Agency management, particularly the
Administrator, Regional Assistant Administrators, and Mission
Directors. Top management can do many things to provide
positive motivations for program evaluation work and to temove
negative ones, by drawing on the foregoing list and by finding
opportunities to participate themselves in the reviews of
program evaluation work .aand in the work itself, and to othexr-
wise demonstrate stromg interest.

7. In structuring the proposed program evaluation SYSTEM, the Report
reflects the following additional conclusions:

(a) The main organizing principle should be the assignment

of evaluation responsibility to the units with the main responsi-
bility for decision making on the matters being evaluated. Since
most of the programming apd implementation decisions or propesals
are initiated in our Missions, most (but by no means all) of the
responsibility for conducting evaluations should also be placed
there. There are two principal reasons for this:

- By far the best way to assure Jse of evaluation conclusions
in ATD's programming and implementation decision making,
which is the main purpose, is to involve those making these
decisions as fully as possible in the reaching of the
evaluative conclusions.

~ This is also the best L way to meet the various needs -of
relevance, by brlnglng y>to bear the best available know-
ledge of the complex ‘uhd diverse local factors that are
crucial to meaningful evaluation--particularly in assessing
the difficult questions of why particular things have or
have not occurred, their significance, and what can real-
istieally be done.

(b) However, there are some important deficiencies in an evalua-
tion system that relies on self-evaluation. There are deficiencies:

L

in capability, where the particular experience, professional
knowledge, or knowledge of evaluation techniques needed for
the evaluation in question may not be available in the Mission;

in perspective, where local knowledge and understanding may
need balancing by a more detached outlook;

in motivation, to do good evaluation.



(¢) One of the main evaluation functions of higher headquarters
should be to provide these missing elements to Missions, when
needed for the Missions' evaluation activities, as distinguished
from doing program evaluation for the Missions. Washington
offices should also do review work on Mission evaluations, and
should do their own evaluations on matters on which the primary
responsibility for taking or initiating action was in their hands.

v -

(d) The £ull distribution of program evaluation responsibilities
(shown in Chart I) should be ¢lose to the current distribution

of such activity., The principal changes proposed in the structure
of the SYSTEM are:

~ to systematize our program evaluation work more, so as to
provide more and better analysis and on a more timely basis,
and so as to induce fuller use of available analyses;

-~ to establish a full-time program evaluation function at
each of the three principal levels of command in AID
(Mission, Regional Bureau, Administrator), so as to help
meet the aforementioned need for a built-in motivating and
coordinating force; i.e., to provide an explicit management
structure to see to it that the SYSTEM is working as
efficiently as possible;

- to strengthen the linkages between program evaluation

activities and those activities concerned with programming,

v implementation, information management, research, training,
compliance type evaluation, and personnel management, so as
to provide greater mutuwal support among these activities
(and similarly to strengthen the linkages with related
evaluation activities of other U.S. and non-U.S. economic
assigtance and foreign affairs agencies and of the private
intellectual community):

- to improve the quality of our program evaluation work by
increasing efforts in the "how-to-do-it" area, by providing
improved staff services to assist those doing the evaluation
work, and by careful attention throughout the design of the
SYSTEM to motivational factors.

(e) The SYSTEM should embrace a wide variety of types of evalua-
tions. (Examples in Section V.B.). It should be very permissive
regarding the types used and how they are done, leaving the choices
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largely up to the organizational' unit responsibkle for the evalua-
tion. But the SYSTEM should build in greater insistence that
effective evaluation work be done.

(f) To have real impact, the program evaluation SYSTEM must be
intimately interwoven into the total on-going activity of AID's
operations., Such a SYSTEM can be compared to a living organism.
Like any organism, it cannot function well without efficient
linkages between the parts. Thus, an action program to build an
evaluation SYSTEYM :that will really affect what we do needs to
bring its warious components--evaluation work done in the various
AID units and also a series of related functions--into compatible
stages of development and to build proper linkageswbetween the
components, If this is done, the parts of the SYSTEM, individnally
and as a whole, can exert much more influence on the course of
AID's operations. The key linkages are mentioned above under (d).
Efforts to improve these linkages have a potential for quick gaimns
at low cost, because they would result in fuller use of evaluation
work already being done.

(g) At present AID has no program evaluation SYSTEM. It only
has parts that eould be fitted into a SYSTEM. To blow life into
the SYSTEM and give it the necessary dynamic and <~ _» organic
qualities, it needs a braimn and nervous system in the form of

the recommended explicit management structure for program evalua-
tien. This structure would:

-~ provide key linkage and coordinating functions;

~ provide and guide the motivational forces needed to bring
good program evaluation work;

- see to it that those doing evaluation have as much as
possible of any assistance that they need and want
(experts, techniques, or materials);

- in short, see to it that the SYSTEM is operating as it
should.

The recommended network of staff officers with full-time responsi-
bility for these functions would not relieve the senior commanders
at each AID echelon of their basic responsibility for assuring
good program evaluation. On the contrary, it would make it
possible for them to di:scharge this responsibility effectively.
One such officer for each Regional Bureau and each large Mission,
plus some special staffing at the Administrator's echelon should
be adequate to provide a minimal initial management structurxe



that could bring a productive SYSTEM into being, providing that
the other supporting actions recommended in the Report are taken.
&
8. Apn important supporting action is to eliminate a sizeable chunk
of AID's lower priority workload, including parts of our reporting and
clearance requirements. This weeding out is difficult but necessary:

8,
,

~ to help motivate the key personnel to work harder on
program evaluation and support new initiatives 1nrth15
field;

-~ as a practical necessity to make room for such efforts
in the work schedules of the already overburdened staffs
who carry the principal program management responsibilities
in Missions and AID/W;

- to meet AID management needs -outside the program evaluation
sphere, including reductions in total personnel.

9. The action program spalled out in Section VI would make a strong
start on an improved program evaluation SYSTEM without great expenditures
of additional staff time and other resources. Although there is no
adequate basis for quantifying the benefits, which are deseribed in
Section IIT, the sense of the Report is that they would be very sub-
stantial and would .acerue to most of our activities. A favorable cost/
benefit ratio for program evaluation work is sought by building into

the proposed program evaluation SYSTEM a series of cost minimizing
features, described in Section VI.B. (pp. 33=36)5 . .What<ish inyelve 3:1D
large part, is re-ordering the use of existing TresGUrces to obtain the
benefits of an improved SYSTEM at little net cost. The requirements

for new staff positions--mostly for the management and service structure
of the SYSTEM--would cost about 3% of a roughly estimated $25 million
per year of Agency and contract staff time now spent on program evalua-
tion activities. With this management and service component, the
proposed SYSTEM should make AID's evaluation work much more productive
than it now is. This, in turn, would have a wide multiplie¥ effect in
increasing the impact not only of USG assistance, but also of the
resources devoted to LDC development by other public and private sources
in the U.S. and elsewhere.
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Report to the Administrator on Improving AID's Progrem Evaluation

1. Tt may help clarify the import of bthe recommendations in the subject
Report to provide an operational description of what would actually happen
under the proposed program evaluation SYSTEM, A simplified version of the
main events follows.

2. There would be a regular, annual evaluation planning and review cycle,
related appropriately to the programming cycle.

- Agency programaing guidelines would include appropriate refer-
ences to evaluation work bto be done and its use.

- 'The annual fall program svbmission would be followed guickly by
a submission of the annual Mission evaluation plan; form and
content need development, but would probably include specifics
of year ahead, tentative plans for following period, and iandica-
tion of evaluation work done ovexr past year.

~  ATD/W would review these subwissions and

. make comments and suggestions to Missions (including sugges-
tions re use of non-Mission resources),

.. advise re ATD/W ability to provide needed help for Mission
evaluation work.

-  ATD/W would, at sumetime, sebttle on two or three activity areas
(sectors or more likely sub-sectors) having high priority for Agency
review of performance and wrould plan late Spring review sessions on
them, involving the AA's and the Administrator/Deputy Administrator;
on each topic, the review would consider some comparative and aggre-
gate analyses of the set of latest evaluations from selected Missions
where the activity is important; if not already in the selectzad
Mission evalvation schedules for completion by time of Spring review,
ATD/W would request inclusion of The missing item.

- A similar procedure would be followed for submission and review of
evaluabtion plans of Regional Bureaus and othexr AID/W offices doing
their own evaluation work.

-  Conclusions from the central reviews and from the obther Agency evalu-
ation work would be counsidered, as appropriate and feasible, in the
regular program reviews throughout the annual cycle.



Although there should bs a regular, continuing cycle of evaluabion work geared
to the programming cycle, obviously the number of individual evaluabtions and
the resources devobed to Them need to be geared realistically to vhat ATD

can do in any one year, As the Report stresses, something else of lower prior-
ity will have to give way, and this 'question will need to be faced directly.

3« The limited Spring reviews and the materials reviewed are not suggested

as a substitute for the broader range. of evaluabion activity that should be
going on in the Missions and ATD/W throughout the year, and thalt the evalvation
plans would describe. The results of this aebivity would be sent to ATD/W in

a variety of forms (PER's, ad hoc reports, sections of program documents, etc.)
Tor information and for the secondary and comparative reviews described in the
Report. At each AID/W echelom, the chief administrator or his deputy and his
principal program managers Would participate as much as possible in the reviews
of evaluation reports.

b, The Evaluation Officers at each echelon (full-time officar for Administrator's
level, Regional Bureaus and larger Missions; part-time for smaller Missions) would:

- see that evaluation plans are made, monitor their carrying out,
and keep the boss advised;

~ see that the evaluating units get the help that they need (as
feasible) for evaluation planning and execution;

- see to an appropriate flow of information--up, down and sideways
throughout AID--regarding evaluation techniques and specific eval-
nation results:

~ participate in program reviews to help identify
« evaluation work that needs doing,
. evaluation results that should be considered.

This work by these officers would be facilitated by:

~ regular meetings of a standing AID/W'committee, chaired by the
Special Assistant for Bvalvation, and including the Evalvation
Officer of each Bureau and representatives of a few starf offices
playing key roles in the SYSTEM;

- ‘the AID/V Fvaluation Officers making themselves available to Missions
for consultations on evaluation planning.

5. Yollow-up on evaluation conclusions would be assigned, through regular
coumand channels, to the officers who normally have operational responsibility
Tor the activities apd functions involved, i.e., follow-up would not be a func-
tion of the program evaluation SYSTEM.as such.

6. AID/W technical staffs would play an important role in the SYSTEM as pro-
Tegsional participantS'(on TDY) in Mission evaluations. They would also do
secondary comparative analyses of evaluations sent to AID/W. This work would
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displace some of the time that they now spend reviewing and clearing all kinds
of operational documents in Washington and participating in long distance
comminications with Missions. Missions would also borrow technical expertize
from each other. The chief administrators at each echelon, through their
Evaluation Officer, would see to it that the evaluating units in Missions and
AID/W were aware of the techniecal resources available to them and that they
made adequate use of appropriate TDY services. If the SYSTEM and the built-
in set of motivations work as envisaged in the Report, the Mission requests
for help should be ample to keep out technical staffs fully employed, although
this may require some "suggestions" from ATD/W when evaluation plans are
rev1ewed, especially in the early stages of the SYSTEM's operation. The
technical officer's work would have much more and better effect than it now
has on what AID actually does in the field.

T. Professional staff from outside AID would play a similar role as
consultants.

8. The SYSTEM would be supported further by the other elements proposed in
the Report, which would be built into the regular Agency functions. Support
would be provided by.:

1

- the "Memory Bank" of carefully selected evaluation materials -- the
Evaluation Officers would be aware of its contents and encourage
ite use. Use would be promoted, also, by establishing standard
procedures such-as compulsory Treview of Bank's materials by con-
sultants, technicians, and others going torfield

- AID/W central staff work and outside work on evaluation techniques;

- adjusting Agency research programs to support evaluation needs and
evaluation findings re toplcs needing research;

- building suitable 1inks between program evaluation work and
. Agency orientation and training activities,
. Performence Evaluation Reports,
. debriefing activities;
- improved collection of data to feed evaluation;
- exchanges of evaluation experience with outside organizaticns.
9. TInitially, a minimim basic framework for an operating SYSTEM would be
put into place, including a management structure, well defined purposes, and

procedures. There would then be a progressive developuent of the SYSTEM in
the light of AID's cumulative experience with needs and results.

PEENENS el A R ae a\.
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T WHAT TS PROGRAM EVATUATION?

Col. Lincoln has provided a good working definition for ATD's program eval-
uation, viz., "the examination of our experience to provide guidance which
can be utilized to improve program execution and to improve program planning.”

What is involved is examj.na.tiogl of the actual results of our activities and
of what we actually have been doing in oxrder to make any of three types of
determinations:

- ERffectiveness: the extent to which activity goals have been
or are being achieved;

- Significance: the importance of doiné s0, in terms of larger
DUTrpoSes - (Ll.e., SO What?);

- Efficiency: cos’c/re'turn relationships.

These determinations, then, are applied in making programming and implementa-
- tion decisions. There may be quick feedback into current program decisions,
or longer term -applications to fubture eperations in the same program or else-
where.

We shsll not review here ATD's provisions for making a fourth type of evaluative
determination, viz., compliance with U.S. law, Congressional intent, Ageney
directives, principles of good administrative practice, etc. There already
exists a well developed system for-msking compliance type evaluations., It is
now being strengthened. Moreover, it operates largely separately from the
mechanisms for the Three types of program evaluation cited above and i1t should
continue to do so if each ié to be effective. The reasons for this and the
handling of overlap 'are mentioned later (Section V-C, "Compliance Type
Evaluation'). . .

People oftten think of program evalnation as the coﬁgucting of formal exbternal
reviews of performance. There is -a place for such reviews in an evaluation
SYSTEM, but they should be the frosting on the cake.: We are concerned here
with a.ll of the activity of the type defined above tha‘b occurs in all parts
of ATD, Most of th:.s is and should be internal or self evaluation,

We can visualize all purposeful actlvrby, or all a.ct:w1ty Intended to change
things~-such as AID programs--as a con'hlnuous spiral with three mterlccklng
strands. They are: - ‘

~ Programming: declding what and how ‘i;rtgch to do, and how and why;

- Tmplementabtion: doing ib;

~ FEvaluation: examining what actually happened , and why, and its
significance. .

A
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In examining what has happened, we uncover results and alko problems.
Usually we think of program evaluation in the sense defined above as being
concerned with results or the net ocubput from our efforts. Bub we need
to know both this and what the problems are in order to gulde our program-
ming and implementation decisions and improve the processes by which they
are made. Thus evaluation is or should be a dimension of all purposeful
activity, and should be a unlversal concern of the activators. However,
explicit evaluation may pot occur, and specifiec provision is needed to
assure its adequacy.



IT. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF PROGRAM EVATUATTON?

A program evaluation SYSTEM can be made to serve six major purposes of
A.T.D.

1l. Reach conclusions sbout actual performance that are:
- valid;

- significant, in providing guidance for important
programing and implementation decisions;

- likely to be actually used in meking programming
" and implementation d.ec:.s:.ons on the actbivities
_being evaluated; | :

2. Tmprove the initial or forward plamming of activities,
independently of' the appraisal. of actual project results 3
by tying. 'boge'ther program planning and evaluvation planning.
3. Provide efflclen't mechanlsms for ‘tlie transfer of experience,

within and. between country pro@ams.

L. Provide, to the exbent feasible, information needed for
purposes othér than direct use in programming and implem-
entation, e.g., for reporbing and justifying programs
inside ATD and the USG and exbermaliy.

5. Provide valudble in-service training, particularly for
program management functions.

6. Contribute to improvement of communications and understand-
ing within ATD, between AID and other Agencies, and with
the public.

The first of these overlapping purposes is stated in the definition of
program evalvation itself, and is of .course the primary purpose. TIf the
SYSTEM performs it well, it will also tend: to support the other purposes,
though the latter also need some special attention.

The stress of these purposes is on producing practical resultbs, likely to
be usable and used. This, in turn, puts a premium on gearing ATD's program
evaluation SYSTEM to the specific qualities of the job that ocur Agency is
called on to perform. These qualities are described in TAB A, excerpted
from a paper on ATD management problems. What is involved in producing

ey



practical resulbs is not only awareness of the local context, which is
usually a critical factor in reaching valid and actionable conclusions,
but also awareness of what can be done to serve complex and offten
ambiguous purposes within the specific and often restrictive legislative,
organizational and operational conditions governing ATD activity.

Wote that ATD has both short and longer term uses for evaluabion conclusions.
We have a most pressing need for appraisals of what has been happening that
can be applied immediately, principally for use in the next round of pro-
gramming and implementation decisions on the activities being evaluated-- a
need for quick '"feedback”. For this purpose, it is most essential to pub
the primaxy responsibllity for evaluation with the principal users of the
results, although they should be encouraged and helped to use outside con-
sultants. We also need more comprehensive analyses of program results,
reaching farther back and intended for longer term and sometimes for more
generalized applications to other activities, policy making and other uses.
Here we can and should make greater use of the talents of "non-responsible™
or third party evaluators, from inside and outside AID, although The specific
applications of their evaluation conclusions also will require analysis of
the specific situations by those responsible for the programs in guestion.
Of course, there are many shadings of short and long term uses of program
evaluation results. Another important type of long term and sophisticated
evaluation analysis, largely beyond the capabilities of ATD's operating
units, is needed for the improvement of our indicators of accomplishment,
evaluation criteria, and other elements of evaluation technigue. These
varying needs are considered later in discussing the design of an effective
program evaluzbtion SYSTEM.
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ITIT. WHY SHOULD WE DO SOMRTHING ABCUT FPROGRAM EVATAJATTON?

First, because we know that our present program evaluation work is weak.
But this is not a sufficient reason. We also need to know that it is
feasible, through a specified set of measures for improving program
evaluation, to cause enough improvemenrt in the achievement of ATD purposes
at a low enough cost to make any proposed efforts worthwhile. Iet's look
further at these questions.

What is the basis for the belief that ATD's program evaluation work is
weak? The two principal bases for belief, in germeral, are Tthe pronounce-
ments of authorities and the personal experience of the believers. To my

knowledge, all authoritative studies and also some quick appraisals of

ATD's operations (indeed, of the economic assistance operations of all
agencies worldwide) have concluded tha®t our program evaluation work is
deficient, The Iincoln, Booz-Allen-Hamilton, and McGee reports cited at
the outset are examples. There are others.

As for personal experience, I have found in dozens of recent conversations
with experienced AID persomnel, and in many other such conversations over
the past years, that they all feel that ‘theve are serious deficiencies in
our program evaluation work. Although somie are skeptical about the value
of doing more such work, it usually turns oub--in probing their reasonsg--
that their skepticism stems from experience with Agency failures to use or
value this work adequabtely or from é&ther negative motivations discussed in
Section IV. Many have shared my own experience of groping desperately for
betber information on the actual effects of on-going programs as guidance
in making programming or¥implementation decisions, or as material to use

in reporbing on and justifying program efforts, or the experience of groping
Tor knowledge of the results from solutions tried elsewhere to problems like
those facing me.

What specifically is wrong with our program evaluation work? Our provisions
for obtaining evaluative facts and analysis in usable form when they are
needed for decision making or other purposes are inadequate., Evaluative
efforts tend to be sporadic and spotty. Their quality depends much too
heavily on the happenstance of the capabilities and personal interests of
the individual senior administrators and their key program personnel. Some
good evalustions produce results too late for much use. Paradoxically, we
have both too little evaluation information--in the sense of not having
what we need when we need it--and also too much inmformation--in the sense
of a mass of papers and reports that defies sifting to pull out the large
amount of useful facts and analysis scatbered within it.

The existing motivations for evaluabive work are often weak or perverse.

Even when they are positive, the exient and quality of such work is ofien
limited severely by attempting to do it under the wrong circumstances, e.g.,
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in the midst of harried efforts to complete programming exercises or to

make urgent implementation decisions. The lack of system also results

in poor teclmique. TI% also aggravates the lack of continuity in evalua-
tion efforts and in knowledge of the purposes that motivated individual
program acbivities, so that the criteria and other grounds for evaluabtion
analyses keep shifbting. This is turm produces undesirable vacillabion in
program efforts, i.e., beyond what is called for by changes in the host
counbry or U.S. situations. The perspective with which evaluation is
undertaken is often faulty,,being either too defensive and therefore biased
against making a suitably critical appraisal, or too uninformed and there-
fore of 1lifttle use. There is inadequabe coordination between program
evalvation work apd other functions that should interact with it in important
ways. These other fumnctions include not only programming and implementation
decision meking, but also information menagement, research, training and
personnel management.

Other criticisms could be made. But the case should nob be overstated.
ATD has done much informal program evaluation work, primarily in its
Migsions, and some formal work, even if we have no full blown SYSTEM. We
do have regular progress and accomplishment reporting. These efforts have
undoubtedly had very useful results of the types mentioned in listing
program evalvation purposes in Section IT, The Lincoln Report provides an
impressive listing of some of the more formal ATD evaluation efforts up %o
1964, and there has been an increase in such activity and some interesting
new experimentation and staff work since then - partly due to the impetus
provided by the Report and its aftermath. ATD can take some pride in being
well ahead of other assistance organizations in its evaluabive efforts.
And there is 1ittle precedent to guide ws., Nor is ‘there ready made assis-
tance available from the intellectual commmity, The art of evaluation
is weak in the Social Sciences generally--particularly when we are dealing
on the level not of changes in objective variables like @P, investment,
savings, exports, and the like, but with changes in the minds of men and
in their orgamization and capebilities for doing things. WNevertheless, the
deficiencies noted are seribus and there can be significant iwprovement.

What would the benefits be? With a good SYSTEM, there would be improved
achievement of all six of the purposes cited in Section II. These are all
very important intermediate purposes in seeking successful ald programs.
In particular, the span of control and the content of decision making by
ATD's sepior management persommel would be improved because they would be
better informed on the actuwal effects that our programs have been having.
They could weigh alternatives more sensibly. They would be able to adjust
AID's programs and organization more guickly and effectively in response to
comparative results and changing needs, Moreover, a better overview of
results would help them to correct distortions of emphasis that creep into
programs because of mowve forceful or convincing presentations of presumed
effects by some programming elements than by others. It also would help
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AID's senior management to avoid and correct similar distortions that
result from their overexposure to the complaint inducing problems and
the external criticisms that tend to dominate their attention.

Performance also would benefit from improved organizational morale.

This would result from increased self-confidence in and greater understand-
ing of what we are doing and its likely effects. The latter also leads to
greater realism in activity planning and less disappointment at results.
Parallel to this would be greater outside confidence in what ATD is doing,
when outsiders can be shown more clearly the positive results and also can
see that ATD has a SYSTEM for spotiing things that are not going well and
for making timely adjustments, This increased oubside confidence, or even
a strengthened ATD capacity to meet criticism, should also boost morale and
pexrformance .

A rough survey suggests that ATD probably spends about 7—8% of its pro-
fessional staff time on program evaluation activites -- about 5% in
Washington and 10% inr the field. This &taff time involves about $9 million
per year in direct costs. We also spend sizeable amcunts for conbtract and
consultant services of a program evaluation type (perhaps $15-20 million).
Our need is to get fuller and better use of the results of this work, and
also better work. It is not only a matter of the direct yield. There is

a large mltiplier effect of any increase in the efficiency of our program
evaluation efforts. Wot only does it affect the efficiency of virtually

all of the rest of ATD's work, but it and the results on our programs also
affect the work of AID contractors, the host Governments, some of the private
research and analybtical work on development around the world, and the programs
of other entities supplying capital and technical assisbance to the LDC's.

We might well ask, "If the potentlal gains really are as great as is sug-
gested above, why hasnit more or better program evaluation work been done
already?”

Probably, the main reason is that, on the one hand, ATD and particularly

its program management elements operate under tremendous time pressures

due to the annual appropriation cycle and other factors while, on the

other hand, there is no necessary compulsion %o do any parbicular kind or
amount of evaluation work. Up to now, there has been no overriding legis-
lative injunction; no reason why we camnot keep on operating without
systematic evaluation. It is not inherently necessary like the programming
and implementation dimensions of ocur activity. And these are cruelly demand-
ing of the scarce time of our program management personnel. If time pressures
Gemand the sacrifice of some act1v1t1es, evaluation tends to be the first %o
go even though this may have a g more deleterious effect on program impact
than the sacrifice of other activities that have a gtronger action imperative
supporbing them (such as veporting). Thus a special effort in self- ~discipline
is needed to create conditions that will cause us to strengthen the evaluation
function.



The stultifying effect of time pressures on the will to do careful and
systematic program evaluation is acceuntuated by the relatively short period
that most ATD staff expect to be in a particular country. When they arrive
and through wost of their tour, they are in a great hurry to act because
they want to produce results before they leave and they know that they do
not have much time. So they do not like to slow up their action pace by
using their scarce time for evaluation work. As they get close to the end
of their tour, their thoughts tend to wander elsewhere and they have less
concern with the possible benefits of evaluating their activity as a guide
to future action, for which someone else will be responsible.

Given the negative motivations cited, and the other negative motivations
cited in the next Section, the most difficult part of the task of creating
and maintaining an effective evaluation SYSTEM will be to provide adequatbe
positive motivations to overcome the prevailing negative ones. Tmproved
evaluation organization and technigues are needed, and indeed the mewe
existence of a SYSTEM will itself provide some positive motivations, but
the SYSTEM must be carefully designed to maximize its positive motivatbional
force. These motivational needs are discussed at some length in Seckion IV
below.

Some Ffactors favor an effort to- strengthen ATD's program evaluation work.
One is the common sense agreement on the need Por some kind of effective
evaluation as a dimension of any purposeful activity. Conscientious
workers in such activity are bound to try to do some evaluation in the
course of their work. Another factor is the relative complexity and grest
uncerbainties attending our activities (see TAB A), which create a greater
need and greater desires for evaluation in order to reduce these uncertain-
ties. An increasingly strong factor is the rising pressure of outside
eriticism, which should increase our compulsion to do more evaluation in
order to (1) increase confidence in what we are doing, (2) help ward off
criticism, and (3) help assure that we are not pushed into wrong action
through over-sensitivity to criticism. In this comnection, we should be
mindful of the pressures for betiter program evaluation work that have heen
building up in Congress and that were reflected in the proposed new Section
623A. ("Strengthened Management Practices") that was included in the House
of Representatives'! version of the FAA of 1967 (bubt not in the final Act).

There remains the question of the costs of proposals for improved program

evaluation. We shgll consider this later after describing a proposed pro-
gram evaluation SYSTEM and an action program to put it into effect.
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IV. MOTIVATTONAL PROBLEMS

In Section IIT, it was noted that wmotivation is the sticklest problem
impeding effective program evaluation. It was suggested that the main
reason why better evaluation work has not been done thus far is a combin-
ation of the fact that there is Little compulsion on ATD to do program
evaluation work that is inherent in our assigoment (in comparison to the

inherent necessity of programming apd implementation work), plus some
negative motivations.

What are these negative motivations, and what can we do about them?

There are a variety of reasons why personnel with the responsibility for
operating programs btend to resist systematic program evaluation efforts.
Various combinations of these reasons apply in particular cases.

~ They doubt the practical value or usefulness, for program
decision meking, of greater evaluation efforts. Im this
regard, ‘they may:

. Tfeel that ATD already is doing all that is worth doing,
as g part of the progremming process;

. not understand the needs and potential benefits of pro-
posed evaluation efforts where these exist, perhaps
because they have not tried to think them through, or
are unable to envisage AID as a whole and its overall
needsg;

+ be gkeptical or cynical regarding the actual interest
and serious intent of AID top management in program
evaluation matters, in the light of azpast history of
interest that appeared to blow hot and cold.

- They do not see sufficient value to themselves, personally,
either ip greater self-appreciation or confidence that they
are doing a good job, or in improving their prospects for
good efficiency ratings and career advancement;

- They feel impelled to resist further impositions on their
limited time and that of their staffs, particularly when P
they already are overburdened and cannot readily see what
work they can drop. ‘
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- They do not understand what is wanted or know how to proceed
with program evaluation work, and lack confidence in theilr
ability to do meaningful evaluation.

- They anticipate that doing program evaluation work will involve
them in & variety of unpleasant personal relationships.

Where the program evaluations are to be done by outside groups , an addi-
tional set of reasons for resistance enters the picture.

~ The persons responsible for the programs may feel insecure
or threatened.

- They may place little value on judgements from persons they
feel are less informed than they are, and they may particularly
resent anticipated criticisms or second guessing from such
sources.

- They may feel that the evalunation activity has been imposed on
them, rather than reflecting their appraisal of their own needs,
and. this also is a source of resentment.

This is a formldable set of negative mobivations. Perheps there are
others. To deal with these negative motivations, we need to recognize
That, in some cases, the reasons for resistance may involve a correct

or partially correct assessment of the situation. In other cases, they
may not. The proposals in this Report seek to organize the program eval-
uation SYSTEM and releted arrangements so as to remove the source of the
negative motivations where this is feasible, and to provide sufficient
positive motivations %o overcome the negative ones that remain.

In sum, these motivational efforts are intended to help induce recognition
by thiztoperating persommel thatb: ;

- good program evaluation work will bring them "good marks'

. from themselves, in terms of the inecreased satisfaction
and self-agsurance that results from greater confidence
that they are going a good job;

. from their peers and supervisors, enhancing their prospects
of career advancement and increasing Thelir sense of being
appreciated;

. from outside investigators, insofar as the operators?
evaluation work puts them in a better position to handle
critical guestions and critical comments;
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-~ ‘the demands on their time and effort are pot wnreasonzble in that
. they are accompanied by

- assistance, as needed,
- compensating reductions in other workload,
~ heavy rellance on thelr judgement as to what should be done,

. 1t is inherently reasonable to check with some care what
effects activities are actually having and to consider the
significance of these effects;

. significant results of the work are likely to be given good
use, and particularly to affect the allocation of funds;

- They will be doing the evaluation themselves (with some oubside
participation), as a service to themselves and $o others, and
thus there is little cause for "defensiveness.”

The motivational problewms should be further reduced as program evaluation
becomes more established and the staffs get used to it.

Above all, ‘the mobivabtions of the operating personnel throughout the Agency
depend on their perception of the motivations of the top Agency management,
particularly the Administrator, Regional Assistant Administrators, and
Mission Directors. Top menagement can do many things to provide positive
motivations for program e¥aluation work amd To remove negative ones, by
drawing on the foregoing list and by finding opportunities to participate
themselves in the reviews of program evaluation work and in the work itself,
and to otherwise demonstrate strong interest. Some of the needs in this
regard are considered further in TAB C's discussion of specific evaluation
functions at the three command echelons of ATD's structure.
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V. WHAT SHOULD AID'S PROGRAM EVALUATION SYSTEM LOOK LIKE?

What is the "SYSTEM" to which we have referred in discussing program evalua-
tion? We can think of it as having:

purposes, and derived from this specific types of results
that it needs to be able to achieve;

motive power--forces or incentives pushing it on and also
forces impeding its effective operatiom;

structure, including
. a range of activities thai it carries out, and

. a division of responsibilities among organizational
units;

procedures and technigues for operating.

An effectively functioning program evaluation SYSTEM should be organic in
character, in that it neéds a rather complex structure of interacting and
mutually supporting paris with dynamic capabilities of development and adap-
tation to its enviromment. The necessary organic connections are not only
between program evaluation functions performed in A.I.D. at various locations
and times, but also between program evaluation and a number of other major

A, IT,D, functions.

It can be said that AID has had many of the parts of a program evaluation
SYSTEM, but that there has not yet emerged the living organic structure

that we could call a SYSTEM. It has adequate bone and sinew--in AID's
present operating structure, It has considerable muscle to perform evalua-
tion work--mainly in its Missions. Its heart or motivating force is too
weak to propel the SYSTEM very far, 'and is subject to excessive palpitations.
What it lacks most of all is an adequate brain and nervous system., For this,
it needs an explicit management structure of officers with properly defined
and separated duties for directing and coordimating the opexation of the
SYSTEM, plus adequate support from AID's information system. Without a
functioning brain and nervous system, the program evaluation SYSTEM cannot
be expected to exist as an effective operating entity.

It follows from the foregoing description of an effective program evaluation
SYSTEM that it cannot be created simply by prescribing and officially in-
stituting evaluation procedures. This is amply confirmed by our experience
to date. We must blow life into the SYSTEM. An adequate brain must be
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created, and the heart strengthened to cope adequately with the rigorous
conditioms that a living SYSTEM must face, And we must have the necessary
parallel development of and linkages with the major interdependent functions.
To fiddle with a few parts is not likely to achieve much, if the improve-
ments achieved do not have the opportunity to work out their proper effects
through an operative SYSTEM. Thus, a minimum effective program must supply
whatever is missing and needed to make a SYSTEM live.

The purpose and motive power aspects of a SYSTEM were considered in Sections
II and IV. This Section, supplemented by TAB B and TAB (G, considers the
structural requirements--with the.purposes and motivational requirements
described earlier very much in mind. Procedures and technigques :are only
considered incidentally in this Section and elsewhere in this Report, pri-
marily to identify responsibilities for developing them and for deciding
which ones to use.

A, Some Criterja of Qrganization

AID's program evaluation SYSTEM needs to be tailored to the nature of its
job, and to its purposes and special needs--as these have been identified
in preceding sections. The priority needs may be summed up as follows:

(1) The orgarization and methods of program evaluation should be
designed to stimulate thought by the right people and on the questions
that matter in making programming and implementation decisions. We
want to know better not only what has actually happened, but also why
it has happened and the significance. The '"what" is easiest to meas-
ure, but the "why" and its significance require interpretation, which
is the key to meaningful and useful evaluation.®% Even the ‘''what"
requires careful selection of the variables about which it is really
possible to do something. For effective interpretation of events and
meaningful selection of data, we need to rely heavily on judgements by
individuals or groups of individuals who are experienced and sophis-
ticated regarding developmental processes, the local situatiom, and
the practical limits on AID activity set by legislative and organiza-
tional factors. Quantities are useful indicators of change if there
are valid norms and reference points for comparison. But they provide
only the first or clue-giving step in making the analytical judgements
needed in deciding where to go from there., The value of these policy
judgements usually is determined more by the relevant knowledge and
capabilities of the analyst than by the amount or even the quality of
specific data that is available,

* 'Measurement, i.e., concretizing and quantifying phenomena as far as
possible, is only one step in evaluation. Contrary to the popular say-
ing, facts seldom 'speak for themselves.' They have to be interpreted,
and interpretation is the component that distinguishes evaluation from
mere measurement.!" Evaluating Development Projects, Samuel P. Hayes, Jr.
pp. 16,
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{2) Related to this need for relevance is the need to have evaluation
results available at the right time and place, so as to permit maximum
use, We have noted a high AID priority for short-turn-arocund evaluation
efforts, providing quick '"feed-back” into the annual programming cycle
and into the systems of operational control. We have alse noted a high
priority need for some more comprehensive and sophisticated types of
evaluation intended primarily for longer term and more generalized
applications. The SYSTEM should provide both.

(3) The SYSTEM needs to bring implementation problems (largely concerned
with the management of resource inputs) forward quickly for management
attention, but without causing neglect or overwhelming the analyses of
program results and their significance. Problems do tend to surface and
to come to management's attention through their own force, though they
may come too slowly and in the wrong way. However, program results do
not thrust themselves forward so insistently. Our programming attention
should not be overdominated by the criterion of problem avoidance, but
should rely heavily on the criterion of maximizing net results. Some

of the activities with the highest rating by the latter criterion also
have the most problems.

(4) The SYSTEM needs a built-in motivating and coordinating force--the
"bramn _andsnervous system” referred to above--since the nead to do
program m evaluation and to relate the various evaluation activities
appropriately to each other and to related functions is not inheremnt

in AID's operations.

(5) The design of the system needs to foster maximum conservation of
the use of AID's scarcest resource--well qualified manpower. Thus it
needs to avoid duplication of evaluation responsibilities and to seek
maximum complementary support in the evaluation work done by the various
AID echelons and parallel offices. It also needs to parlay evaluation
and other functions where this can be done so as to increase efficiency,
e.g., by having well designed program evaluation work contribute to a
variety of important ATD purposes as proposed in Section IT and sub-
stitute for some of the other work now undertaken in pursuit of those
purposes.

B. Who Would Do What

With these needs in mind, the proposed program evaluation SYSTEM takes as
its main organizing principle the assignment of evaluation responsibility

to the units with the main responsibility for decision making on the matters

being evaluated. Since most of the programming and implementation decisions

Or proposals are initiated in our Missions, most (but by no means all) of
the responsibility for conducting evaluations should also be placed there.
There are two principal reasons for this.
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- By far the best way to assure the use of evaluation conclusions
in AID's programming and implementation decision making, which
is the main purpose, is to involve those making these decisions
as fully as possible in the reaching of the evaluative con-
clusions.

- This is also the best way to meet the various needs of relevance,
by bringing to bear the best available knowledge of the complex
and diverse local factors that are crucial to meaningful evalua-
tion-~-particularly in assessing the difficult "why" and signifi-
cance gquestions and what can realistically be domne.

However, there are some important deficiencies in an evaluation system that
relies on self-evaluation. There are deficiencies:

- in capability, where the particular experience, professional
knowledge, or knowledge of evaluation techmiques needed for
the evaluation in question may not be available in the Mission;

- in perspective, where local knowledge and understanding may
need balancing by a more detached outlook;

- in motivation to do good evaluation,

One of the main evaluation fupctions of higher headguarters should be to
provide these missing elements to Missions, as needed for the Mission's
evaluation activity, as distinguished from doing program evaluation for the
Missions. Washington offices should also do review work on Mission evalua-
tions, and should do their own evaluations on matters on which the primary
responsibility for taking or initiating action is in their hands. The
Operations Evaluation Staff (OES) should have some special functions, de-

scribed in fi&B me“;,riifcb

The recommended structure of assignment of evaluation responsibilities is
shown in Chart I. The Chart shows the proposed combinations of the elements
in each of three dimensions of program evaluation activity: the subject
matter to be evaluated, the organizational unit responsible, and the types
of evaluation determinations that would be made extensively and regularly

as a major concern of the indicated office. The types of evaluation deter-
minations covered are "significance (5)", "effectiveness (E)'", and "effi-
ciency (F)", as defined in Section I above. Of course, any individual
program evaluation activity may be concerned with only one or two of these
types of determinations.

As it turns out, the distribution of responsibilities is wvery close to the
current distribution of program evaluation activity. This is not an accident,
but reflects a realistic assessment of AID's organizational interests and

f
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Types of Program Evaluation Determinations, by Subject Matter
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and Level of Organization Primarily Responsible 1/
Level of Organization
2/
2, 3. Administratoxr
Subject Matter 1, Regiomal a. b, A-MP, d. d. e, Others(0P.
Evaliated Mission Bureau PPC IT, Others WOH PRR ENGR, CLAB)
1, Overall Country Program vs, S,E,F, S,E(R), S,E(R),F(R) - - - -
Objectives 3/ F(R)
2. Country Program Sectors 4/ S,E,F, S(R),E(R), [S(R),E®R), - S,E(R), S(R),E(R), [S(R),E(R),
F(R) F(R) 9/ F(R) 11/ (F@®) 12/ |F(R)
3. Country Program Components
5/
a. CIP S,E,F S(R),E(R) [S(R),E(R), - - - -
F(R) F(R) 9/
b, Capital Projects S,E,F S(R),E(R), - - - - E(R),F(R)
F(R) /ENGR/
c. Non-Capital Projects S,E,F 8%R),E(R), [S(R),E(R), E(R),F(R)_/_-I-T - S(R),E(R), S(R),E(R),
F(R) F(R) 9/ for partici- F(R) 12/ |F(R)_/oPS,
pants/ CLAB/
d. PL 480 8,E,F S(R),E(R), [S(R),E(R), - S(R),E(R), - -
F(R) F(R) 9/ F(R)
4. Migsion Management 6/ F F - F(R)_Lf;7 - - -
5. Global program concerns 7/ - 8/ S,E,F S,E,F s,E,F 10/ |s,E,F, 1L/ |S,E,F, 12/ |[S,E,F
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{a) Table covers evaluation of programs as they operate in the field: it does not indicate responsibility for
programming or for participating in the program review and approval process: it excludes the direct evaluation
of Washington performance and also excludes evaluation primarily concerned with compliance with U.S5. law, Counw
gressional intent, Agency directives, etc. These very important excluded evaluation activities must, of course,
be cousidered in relation to the evaluation work covered by the table.

(b) Types of evaluative determinations included in the table, and the symbols used are:

S8 - significance, i.e., the importance of achieving activity goals in terms of larger purposes.

E - effectiveness, i.e., extent to which activity goals (planned or unplanned) have been or are being

achieved: this has an important timeliness dimension.

F - effiecieney, i.e., cost/return relationships.
Table includes each of these types of determinations ounly where they are usually a major concern of the evaluation
activity, and only for organizational units that should do the particular type of evaluation extensively and
regularly. (R) indicator after the type of evaluation indicator means that the organizational unit exercises
primarily a review function and/or assistance function for the type of evaluation indicated rather than a direct
responsibility for this evaluation. Guidance angd help (people and techniques) to Missions for the latter's
evaluation work should be a major portion of the program evaluation responsibilities of AID/W staff offices.
(c) Table does not identify the fourth dimension of evaluation, viz., purpose. The main purpose throughout is
to stimulate better Agency performance in programming and implementation, Other important and overlapping purposes
ate to obtain information for some other uses (primarily to report on and ‘justify programs within USG and externally);
to assist in-service training of staff; to improve communications between the field and Washington; and to improve
the public image of ATD and its programs.

Level at which responsibility for evaluation is assigned. Assumes chief executive at each level assigns specific
evaluation responsibilities to staff offices, though not shown at Mission or Regional Bureau levels.

Suitability of strategy and tactics, overall size, content and balance of components.

Suitability of sector objectives in relation to country program strategy, and same questions about sector content
in relation to sector objectives as indicated in 3/.

To simplify table, some miscellaneous components are omitted, e.g., excess property and Vol. Ag. programs. Covers
grant and loan financed components. '

Quality of management of resource inputs (direct hire personnel, consultants, contractors, commodities), and
suitability of organization and procedures. . »
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__/ Global aid policies and strabegies and special program problem areas of milti-country concern, e.g., populatlon,
agro-business, Title I¥, private investment, savings, concentration of ATD activity by country, operating via
multilateral institutions, general techniques for ianstitution building or for exerting influence, general PO]leleS
re capital assistance, etc. AID/W offices doing evaluation may be concerned with one or more such topics, and.
may do one or more of the three types of evalustion depending on the topic.

§_/ To extent sueh topics are significant for this organizational unit, they are evalusted in the individual country
program context.

_9_/ Spob checking rather than fuller review done at Regional Bureau level.

19/ IT is concerned wilth all three types of evaluation determinations for the worldwlide participant program: MP with
global practices in field management and procedures.

11/ For food and population related activities. .
t

o
1@/_,;3‘01' private enterprise development activities.
LY
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capabilities, which in turn have evolved over the years in response to the
felt needs for administration of our programs,

The principal changes in structure proposed in this- Report are:
- to systematize our programs evaluation work more, so as to

provide more and better analysis and on a more timely basis,
and so as to induce fuller use of available analvses;

-~ to establish a full-time program evaluation function at each
of the three principal levels of command in ATD (Mission,
Regional Bureau, Administrator), so as to help meet the afore-
mentioned need for a built-in motivating and coordinating
force; i.,e., to provide an explicit management structure Eo
see to it that the SYSTEM is working as efficiently as
possible. (The specific elements of this vital function are
fully described in TAB G);

- to strengthen the linkages between program evaluation

activities and activities concerned with programming, im-

- plementation, information management, research, training,
compliance type evaluation, and personnel management, so
as to provide greater mutual support among these activities
(and similarly to strengthen the linkages with related
evaluation activities of other U.S. and non-U.S. economic
assistance and foreign affairs agencies and of the private
intellectual community);

~ to improve the quality of our program evaluation work by
increasing efforts in the "how-to-do-it" area, by providing
improved staff services to assist those doing the evaluation
work, and by careful attention throughout the design of the
SYSTEM to meotivational factors.

An important feature of the proposed SYSTEM is that each organizational uait
responsible for initiating program evaluation work would prepare and maintain
annual evaluation plams, covering all proposed evaluation activities except
those that are part of AID's standard operating procedures (such as the PER,
when it is instituted). Each unit should have full freedom to tailor the
plan to its needs as it sees them, subject to any guidance or directives that
" higher headquarters might provide. Normally, the bulk of the content should
be determined by the evaluating office. Annual programming of the evaluation
work to be undertaken is desirable to help assure that:

- an adequate work load is undertaken and completed;

- data and resources needed for evaluation aré available

when needed;
T
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- evaluation results are available when they will do the
most -good;

- the overall use of the limited staff time available is
allocated efficiently by the senior management according
to well considered priorities;

- evaluation activities are properly coordinated with the
performance of other functions.

The SYSTEM should embrace a wide variety of types of evaluations, in terms

of what types of people do them, their scope, and how they are organized,

Each evaluating office would choose from a wide variety of possibilities,

in drawing up its evaluation program. To illustrate the range of possibilities,
a few sample types are: regular, periodic evaluations of project progress by
the responsible staffs (such as the proposed PER will provide, or by periodic
operational review sessions by project or activity, ox by various combinations
of project scoring systems and progress reviews); quick special evaluations

of on-going activities by Mission staff aided by one or more consultants;
broader reviews of sector policy and progress by special inter-office Mission
teams, aided by consultants from AID/W and other Missions and from outside
AID; similar reviews of the effects of particular types of aid; reviews in
depth of overall country program policy and progress by selected Mission
program management staff in collaboration with outside consulting teams
organized by AID/W.

The problem of balancing the perspective of "insiders" with that of suit-

ably experienced outgiders should be met in a variety of ways, e.g., by
involving in the evaluation some U.S. in-country staff who are not respomnsi-
ble for the activity undergoing scrutiny, but who can contribute substantially
to the particular evaluation (this should include other professional diseci-
plines, program officers, and the Director and Deputy Director, as appropriate),
by using suitably experienced U.S. staff from outside the Mission, or by

using private experts., The use of well-selected private experts has the

added advantage of improving AID's communications with influential segments

of the Amexican community to which they belong. There is wide scope for

the productive use of well qualified outsiders in sector evaluations, and

this potential needs much more active development by AID, Another potential
device that we should try in some selected cases is joint evaluation, probably
at the sector level, with other assistance organizations that are working
alongside AID. This might improve the evaluation, save manpower, and
facilitate cooxrdination.

To the fullest extent feasible, host country officials and experts should

be involved in appropriate ways in program evaluations, both to gain their
insights into the local problems and to assist in getting the conclusions

applied.

e
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Another type of evaluative activity is the "debriefing." AID does con-
siderable 'debriefing--of its own personnel, contractors, participants and
others. Some feel it does not do enough, and this seems correct in at

least some cases. More importamtly, what it does do is largely unused in

its programming, implementation and informational -work. ATD.needs to adjust
its debriefing activities so as to solicit only the most useful types of
evaluative materials, .and then chammnel them so as to facilitate their fullest
use where they can do the most good. In this counection, the experience of
PA/TD in obtaining and using debriefing materials at the Asia Training

Center in Hawaii should be examined for possible broader application.

Fach Mission, and Washington offices doing original evaluations should
continue to experiment with different types of evaluations and should select
and tailor each evaluation activity to the specific needs and possibilities
of the moment. Over time, the Agency's cumulative experience will offer an
increasing range of possibilities on which to draw. The scattered experience
of a number of Missions in recent years already offers .a considerable range
of possibilities, Particularly important and promising is the start that
has been made on sector evaluation. One function of the SYSTEM should be

to disseminate widely the available knowledge on "how to do it," and on the
Tesults of various evaluation efforts.

€. Building Effective Links Between Evaluation
and Other AID Functions

Building effective linkages between AID's program evaluation work and other
related functions, between the wvarious sets of evaluation work done in dif-
ferent parts_of AID, and between AID's evaluation work and that done outside
ATID should be a major target for SYSTEM improvement. This area of improve-
ment offers quick gains at low cost. Tt means getting wider use of what is
already being dome. Conversely, the absence of adequate linkages temnds to
cripple the effectiveness of any AID evaluation system, much as the absence
of effective linkages cripples the operations of any organism composed of
interacting parts. At present, a large amoéunt of evaluative time is spent
by AID staffs, particularly at the technical level, that is mostly wasted
because little of its results reach the country program policy level, much
less other parts of AID. We must mine this pay dirt.‘

A brief indication of some of the key linkage needs follows. They are
explained more fully in TAB B.

Programming

ATID's programming work should:

- help to build the framework for evaluation, by identifying
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. the questions that should be addressed in the
course of evaluation,

. the variables to be changed,
. the criteria to measure results;
- receive and apply the results of evaluation activities.

If both of these are dome well, it will improve both programming and evalua-
tion.

However, programming exercises ordinarily do not provide adequate time or
the proper circumstances to do much evaluation work. 1If the latter were
done well beforehand, AID would have more grist for its PPBS type efforts
to assess the marginal costs and benefits of onzgoing activities.

The proper melding of program planning and review work with program evaluation
planning and the use of evaluation results should be facilitated, substantially,
by the efforts of several Regional Bureaus to increase the AID/W program

review work dome with Missions in the field.

One point deserves great stress. Qur evaluation capabilities and the pros-
pects.ifor success of our activities both depend heavily on having a clear and
realistic definition of activity goals from the start,

*

Implementation

Evaluation activities should provide guidance for two types of implementation
decision making:

- short term operational decisions to avert and solve
current problems,

~ selection and adjustment of the operational design of
activities.

Both program evaluation and the compliance or trouble scouting types of
evaluation have a role to play here. Although their results and uses over-
lap some, the latter type of evaluation is mainly useful for short term
operational management, whereas program evaluation, with its deeper analysis
of activity effects, is needed to guide activity design,

AID's current drive to strengthen its program implementation, and especially
to forestall compliance failures and other operational mistakes that are the
main topic of outside criticism, has led to stromg efforts to strengthen

N



our internal audit -and trouble shooting machinery. This is the most
suitable machinery for the indicated purpose. However, this type of
machinery is not capable of making more than a quite limited contribution
to ‘evaluation of project and program sffectiveness (by providing some
partial data that should be weighed in the program evaluation activities),
and its conclusions should not be looked to for this purpose. Gonversely,
the program evaluation activities should not be distorted by attempting to
rely heavily on them for guidance in current trouble shooting. Their
results should simply be used, where relewvant and as available, in the
operational reviews of what to do about current operating problems.

The senior management of Missions should assure coordination of program

and compliance type evaluations by their personal participation in reviews .
of both. This is facilitated by a system of fairly frequent, operationally
oriented reviews of the progress and status of individual projects.

Information Management

The program evaluation SYSTEM has two types of information collecting and
transmittal needs:

- properly selected information is needed as raw material
for evaluation work;

~ the results of evaluation need to go to a wide variety
of potential users.

While the meeting of these needs should be integrated appropriately into
ATD's overall information management system, an effective program evaluation
SYSTEM must include a separately identified stream of informational materials
of both types mnoted above.

There has been considerable progress in meeting the first need, and more
is in prospect.

However, the second need has been badly neglected., This has strong stulti-
fying effects on attempts to induce effective program evaluation. In this
connection, AID needs a system for:

- reporting more important and less unimportant program
evaluation materials,

- compiling necessary materials in the most useable and
leagt cost fashion,

- getting these materials to the places where they are most
likely to be used in time for them to be used.
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AID/W needs these program evaluation materials for current use to help:

- transmit Agency experience to potential users in the field
and Washington;

- enlighten its program reviews, policy making and formulation
of directives;

- improve its staff training and orientation activities and
other personnel functions;

- keep its management informed on progress and problems;

- improve its external reporting on program status and
accomplishments.

In addition to providing for better current tramsmission of evaluation
results, there is a crying need for development of a good program evaluation
"memory"~-a "bank' of significiant program experience that can be drawn on
easily by all those who are faeing programming and implementation problems

on which the Agency has accumulated relevant experience. Preliminary efforts
towards the establishment of such a "memory bank" of significant program
evaluation materials are already underway.

Improved storage and recall capabilities for program evaluation materials
and for the basic sequence of program documents for each activity will also
reduce present tendencies to lose sight of the purposes and criterial that
motivated program decisions in prior years. This should be very helpful in
guiding current evaluation work and in providing greater stability and con-
tinuity to AID's program efforts. -

It should be stressed that the suggested improvements in recording, trans-
mitting and storing significant program evaluation materials cannot be
achieved without successful prosecution of current Agency efforts to cut
down very substantially on the reporting of less essential information and
on duplication of reporting (as well as the cutting down of other work
throughout AID that is caused by duplication of responsibilities, excessive
clearances, and so forth). Senior management will need to take a hand in
this effort, if it is to be successful.

Research

There are four important types of interaction and mutual support that should
occur, as 4 regular matter, between research and evaluation activities.

Evaluation work should help to identify the most important topics meeding

research.
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There should be a three-way relationship between programming, research and
evaluation in the PPBS process. The systematic amalyses of new and old
program alternatives, resulting respectively from research and evaluation
activities, should be fed into the PPBS cycle at appropriate points to be
used together to provide improved bases for the selection and designing of
program alternatives most 1ikéiy to produce the best results at the least
cost.

If ATD had an effective storage and recall capability for its program
evaluation reports; this same experiemce "bank'" could also handle research
reports, The .combined facility would be more efficient and would provide
the richest available mix of materials for those seeking guidance.

Research is badly needed to help ATD to develop suitable evaluation techniques,
criteria for measuring results, and indicators to help identify progress as it
is occurring.

Training

There should be three relationships of mutual support between AID's program
evaluation dnd its#training activities.

To develop good staff capabilities for doing both program development and
execution work and program evaluation work, -and for interrelating these
properly, we need improved in-service training in these functions,

Our in-service training programs, generally, should be used as one important
channel for tramsmitting to Agency staffs the lessons that have been learned
through program evaluation activities.

Participation in evaluation activities is a particularly effective training
device -for AID personnel. This is one very good reason for requiring regular
evaluation work throughout the Agency. OES assignments are a special case.
They should be scheduled with the recognition that they should provide one

of the best avallable training experiences for the handling of senior
program management responsibilities--especially for Mission Director assign-
ments,

>

Compliance Type Evaluation

This refers to the work of'AID's auditors, GAQ auditors, the Foreign Service
Inspection Corps, the Office of the Inspector Genmeral of Foreign Assistance,
IIS, and -the inspection activities of various Congressional committees.

Despite some overlap of subject'matter, program evaluation responsibilities
should continue to be handled largely separately from compliance type evalua-
tions, even when both are intermal ATD actiwvities. This is because:
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the subject matter is for the most part different, with
comprehensive scope in both cases;

different types of training and experience are needed to
do each type of evaluvation well;

there are important differences in purpose;

there are and should be critical differences in the
psychological overtones accompanying the two types of
activities, which in turn require different organization
and procedures, Effective program evaluation depends on
the establishment of positive motivations among the AID
officers responsible for program components to look
critically and frankly at what they are doing without

fear of damaging themselves or others. To do this, program
evaluation must be as devoid as possible of the aura of an
inspection or pelicing operation.

Coordination (including scheduling) and mutual support between these two Lypes
of evaluative activities should be provided primarily by continuing to have
ATD's senior program managers participate in the discussions involved in both
and make use of the results of both, as fully as possible.

Personnel Management

The selection and assignment of program management persconnel should consider
their evaluating capabilities,

The personnel management system can foster good program evaluation work,
more specifically, by:

- providing the proper linkages between evaluation and personnel
training, as already suggested;

- amending the Performance Evaluation Reports to provide specific
recognition to ability and performance im program evaluation
work as a significant factor in the ratings and in career
potential., The rater should be asked to cross check with the
pertinent project or other evaluation reports.

Linkages between Evaluation in Different AID Units

This very important set of linkages should be provided by:

- the measures proposed under "Information Management";
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- the staff officers who would be responsible for the
evaluation work of the various organizational units,
as recommended above,

To facilitate this coordination, ATD/W should establish a standing committee

of 9 or 10 staff officers representing the key units in the program ewvaluation
SYSTEM.

Taken together, the foregoing components are the "brain and nervous system'
of the program evaluation structure referred to at the start of this Section
of the Report.

Linkages with Evaluation Work Outside State/AID

Some very important potentials are opening up for the use by AID of program
evaluation work dome by orxganizations outside the USG, or of techniques
developed by them. The proposed structure of AID staff offices responsible
for program evaluation should provide the means of realizing as much of this
potential as possible, wviz., from the work of:

United Nations organizations,

foundations,

non-American financial and technical assistance agencies,

other USG Agencies,

American universities and Individual scholars,

The will to cooperate is quite strong. The latter group, in particular, has
an excitingly large and varied potential--virtually untapped--for doing work
that AID could use. The interest in doing such work is widespread and
growing. Much might be available free, or at very low cost, if we worked
hard at developing suitable comnecticns.

D. The Distribution of Specific Program Evaluation
Functions Among AID's Qrganizational Units -—-

Tr = e

TAB € fills out the general outlines of the program evaluation SYSTEM recom-
mended in this Section of the Report by describing and explaining the specific
program evaluation functioms that are proposed for each AID organizational
unit involved in the SYSTEM. This operational description of specifie duties,
and of the rationale of their placement in the organization, provides a much
fuller understanding of the intent and effect of the more general prescriptions
in the body of this Report. To pass judgement on the desirability of the
proposed SYSTEM and its parts, it is important to study the material in

TAB C on who would be doing what specific duties, and why. The reader who

wishes to study the SYSTE@féhg‘itguwdEEingsﬁiéjurged to do so.
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VI. WHAT ACTION IS NEEDED TCO MOVE FROM WHERE A.I.D.
IS INTO THE PROPOSED PROGRAM EVALUATION SYSTEM?

Not so much -- in order to make a strong start. This Report has noted that:

- considerable staff time Is devoted already, one way or
another, to program evaluation efforts;

- most of the elements of the recommended program evaluation
SYSTEM already exist somewhere in ATD, at least in embryo
form;

- AID has accumulated considerable experience with a rather
wide variety of program evaluation techniques;

- but the failure to provide an explicit program evaluation
management structure and some key linkages with other
functions has vitiated much of the potential benefits from
the foregoing efforts.

As the result of these past developments and of pressures for belter program
evaluation work, the time has now come for a determined effort at a limited
re-ordering of what we are now doing--operating within existing staffing and
expenditure eapabilities--which should establish, at least on a skeletal basis,
the full framework of a suitable program evaluation SYSTEM. This initial
effort can then be followed by a progressive development of the SYSTEM in

the light of AID's cumulative experience with needs and results, The efforts
needed to launch a proper SYSTEM are more gqualitative than quantitative in

their effects on the uses made of ATD staff time and other management
resources.

Specifically, Sections IV and V have discussed AID's need to improve:
- the motivations for program evaluation work;
- its organization, procedures, and téchniques;

- its linkages with other AID functions and the complementary
developments needed in these other functions to strengthen
the performance and use of program evaluation work.

An action program to these ends should be designed with a strict eye: to
cost/benefit factors. Stress should be placed on some relatively quick

e o -
o D

ek TS —n o
-~ e

~_ ‘Jl,./}

‘f



n

pay-off efforts, but we also need sufficiently balanced development of an
overall SYSTEM so that AID is not caught in the position of being unable
to reap the successful harvest of the program evaluation efforts that it
is making because of the lack of development of some important links in
the SYSTEM (as has already been happening).

It is not anticipated that a full blown SYSTEM will suddenly be fabricated
and spring into massive action. What is contemplated is an evolutionary
concept. But AID has now reached the stage, in the evolution of its program
evaluation work, at which. it is feasible and desirable to:

- put an explicit management and service structure for
program evaluation into place, in order to weld existing
components into an effective organic structure;

- make a series of parallel advances In the various components
of the SYSTEM;

- provide more intensive srtaff support from AID/W for a few
selected Missions that we expect to lead the&¥yolut¢on >
into better program evaluation work.

The stress is on encouraging Missions to strengthen their program evaluation
work and on making it possible for them to do so. Clearly, doing the first
without the second will do little good and may even have a net negative
affect. If we do not take these steps, it is likely not only that past
progress in this field will not continue, but that the implied lack of top
management attention to and interest in program evaluation will cause the
performance of this function to retrogress.

Attention has been paid to avoiding an unduly burdensome -combination of
responsibilities for any individual organizational unit.

A. Proposed Actions

I.. The first need is to discuss the proposed program evaluation
SYSTEM and the recommended implementation measures thoroughly with

the Regional Assistant Administrators, the Assistant Administrators

for Program and Policy Coordination and for Administration, and others,
to be sure that the principal officers responsible agree ag fully as
possible with whatever is to be done, and that they understand and
accept fully their responsibilities for making the SYSTEM work effective-
ly. To assure this, the proposals should be changed in whatever ways
these discussions indicate is desirable, The current prévisional
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proposals do reflect extensive discussions with officers from all

of the Regions who have had experience with program evaluation work,

and with the principal central staff officers who carry responsibilities
for program evaluation or related functions, and also some brief dis-
cussion with most of the senior administrators. They also reflect the
recorded consensus of the extensive senior AID/W staff discussions of
this subject in 1965. The proposals seem to the drafter to be consis-
tent with most of the views expressed and, in fact, to reflect a

rather solid consensus on the major principles underlying the organiza-
tional proposals.

2. Throughout the development of the SYSTEM, there will be a
parallel need for engaging similarly the minds of the responsible
field administrators, However, it should be 'possible to proceed with
the initial steps recommended below without an intervening set of
general discussions about the SYSTEM with the f£ield missions sincer

~ such exchanges did ocecur throughout 1965:

- the proposals do reflect many opinions and suggestions
already received from the field prior to and since 1965,
and a sampling of the considerable experience already
gained in the field in trying out a variety of program
evaluation activities;

- the proposed SYSTEM is very permissive regarding how
program evaluation work is dome and its composition so
long as an effective evaluation program is carried out;

- many of the actions recommended for current approval
concern AID/W activities.

Judgements can be made on the desirable extent and form of consultations
on specific measures as these are formulated. But, we should take the
series of actions recommended below now, in order to encourage and
facilitate progress by all Missions in their, program evaluation work.
Each should then move ahead as best it can within its existing capabili-
ties. Meanwhile, some selected AID/W staff should work as consultants
with a few Missions selected by the Regional Bureaus, in order to
explore further what can be done, test:ideas, assist in planning evalua-
tion work, and so forth., The Office of the Special Assistant should be
available to participate in this consulting work and to help plan the
similar use of other AID/W resources. I would stress again that this
type of effort with individual Missions is unlikely to produce sub-
stantial or lasting effects unless it is accompanied by the type of




overall program recommended below, which will provide the necessary

frameworlk of a SYSTEM to encourage and support individual efforts by
evaluating offices.

3. It is recommended that the Administrator approve the following
action program, subject to any adjustments that may be called for by

the consultations proposed in paragraph 1 above and to normal clearance
of specific action requests on each item. The office symbols in brackets
after each action indicate the suggested action offices. The action

list would implemenkt the organizational and procedural proposals in
Section V, including the establishment in the Missions, Regional Bureaus,
and staff ofifices of the Administrator of the lists of functions described
in TAB C. A number of the items listed merely indicate the direction

in which effort should proceed: action would occur over a considerable
pericd of time, at whatever pace is feasible.

(1) Prepare circular message on program evaluation from
Administrator to Missions /SA, with Regions and PPC: Regional
follow-up responsibility, monitored by SA/. The Missions need
to know that their efforts since 1965 to improve program evalua-
tion have not been ignored or forgetten by AID/W, what progress
other Missions have made in this sphere, the nature of current
AID/W interests and action, and how AID/W is prepared to help
them to make better progress. This circular would:

- pick up strands from 1965 circulars, noting work and
progress made since then;

- set forth rationale of proposed new efforts in light
of experience with evaluation needs and results,
relating the approach taken to other actions to reduce
staff and programs and increase efficiency of program
managementk;

- set forth a series of specific proposals and suggestions,
e.g.,

. annual evaluation plans,
. establishment of Evaluation Officer as staff
position and proposed functions (with explanation

of parallel AID/W measures),

. suggested types of evaluations for inclusion in
Mission programs, with accompanying guidance,

. offers of assistance (this should be stressed),

-
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. indication of ATD/W efforts to reduce less essential
workload;

- explain anbticipated gains from improved program evaluation
SYSTEM {with an eye to the key motivational factors);

- call for progress reports.

(2) ZEstablish Evaluation Officers and work plans in Regional
Bureaus, stressing functions of surveillance of and assistance to
Mission's evaluation work [ Regional Bureaus: SA and PPC avallable
for comsultations with Reglonal Bureaus and.Missions;7. Regions
would decide on selectbivity of emphasis given to program evalua-
tion among Missions, whether wish further pilot efforts, etc.

(3) (a) Set up standing AID/W working commitbee of officers
responsible for evaluation work of offices having major role in
SYSTEM, under chairmanship of SA 5&7 . Committee would review
whole set of Agency action plens and decide how it could be mos®
useful; examine coordination prdblems and needs; mutual assistance;
information exthanges; how to upgrade Mission work by educatiomal,
training and service efforts; ete.

(b) Set up sub-committee to plan fuller use of AID's
technical staff resources in program evalua‘tfi"@n work: /5 /.

(4) Develop Historical and Technical Reference Branch of AS into
an effective program evaluation "memory bank" as rapidly as possible:
develop specific work plan EPC , with SA and AS. This is already
undewaﬂ . Tnitial efforts shonld concentrate on what can be
done relatively quickly and chesply to make available and expand
the use of evaluation materials that AID already has, as well as
launching more systematic handling of future materials.

(5) Establish at the "memory bank" a central Agency file and
Regional sub-files of all AID evaluation projects completed, under-
way and plammed /PPC, with-Regions and AS/.

(6) Push ahead as rapidly as possible with work on evaluation
technigues and procedureg;ﬁPC, in consultation with Regions, MP
and SA: also with WOH/RIG: én research aspects/. Work includes:

- completing design of PER and launching {scheduled for
T/1/68); -
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- development of sector ewvaluation techniques and models;

- similar work for capital projects and other program
segments ;

- developlng plans for in-house and contract R&D work on
(crlte fa,» standards, indicators of progress, etec., that
are suifable for evaluatlon of various program elements:
also development of "how to proceed" guidance materials,
with efforts at simplification to fit limited time and
technical capabilities available in Missions;

~ developing contacts.with university and other researchers
to seek assistance and cooperation in foregoing types of
efforts;

- completing work on Evaluation Handbook and updating or
issuing supplements periodically as the results of ""how
to do it" analyses accumulate.\‘

‘CT) (a) Review and improve distribution plans for program
evaluatlon material; /AS in consultation with Regions, PPC and
sa/.

(k) Review and make suitable recommendations to Administrator

‘regarding ATD tie-ins to State's computerized information manage~

ment system, with particular attention to potential uses for storage,
recall and distribution of important program evaluation materials.
Also plan useful tie-ins to present computer efforts of AID to
provide information needed for program evaluation. (However,

AID's current computer efforts are, and probably should continue

to be oriented largely to produce data for fiscal management and

for operational reporting and a variety of short term operational
control needs.) /[MP, imr-consultation with Regions, PPC and SA/.

{8) 7 Plan and execute evaluations of selected aid techniques

and strategies, and of overall effectiveness of AID programs in
reaching broad goals of Agency /PPC with Regions/. (See com-
parable item in PPC functional list proposed in TAB C. PPC is
presently planning such a study of the Program Loan technique and
its use in country aid strategies: others are needed.)

(@U;} Review and institute suitable action on work cutting possi-
bilities to free time for program evaluation: initial stress on
cutting reports: also clearances /AA/A with Regions and PEG/.
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\(1OJH’REV1EW Agency debriefing systems and make changes to
prov1de'

(a} most efficient methods of capturing useful experience
and evaluative components and making these available where
they would do the most good /AA/A with Regions and A/PA/;

(b) elimination of debriefing procedures and workload
that have not proven very useful /AA/A with Regions, and A/PA/.

(11)J Review programming guidelines, M.0.'s, and other "how to

do it" programming guidance, and also programming procedures, in
order to strengthen the guidance and instructions given on building
evaluation planning into program planning (including implémentation
planning), and to increase the use of evaluation results in program
reviews at approdriate. stages of program processing (including
operational stages) /PPC with Regions, SA and MP/. This envisages
a translation into action form of the broad proposals set forth in
the Report's discussion of the relations between Program Evaluation
and the Programming and Implementation functions (TAB B).

gg;g} Revise the Performance Evaluation Report forms and instruct-
ions to include effectiveness in doing program evaluation work as
a specific factor to be rated /PA/.

5@}3}3 Develop plans for fuller coverage in in-service training

of program evaluation work, and for drawing training and orienta-
tion materials from PPC guidance materials and completed program
evaluations /PA, in consultation with PPC and SA/.

(ﬁ%ﬁj} Plan procedures to bring improved mutual support between
the program evaluation and the research functions of AID, as _
recommended in the Report, and recommend necessary action. /WOH/
RIG and PPC/.

A15) Review the effectiveness and use made of various types of
evaluation techniques in evaluating participant training, and the
possible implications for evaluations of other program components:;
prepare recommendations on improvements needed in evaluation of
participant training activities and on suggested applications of
experience there to evaluative needs elsewhere /PPC, with IT and SA/

K}@l&>Explore further the experience of UN agencies, foundatioms,
and other organizations with program evaluation, and arrange useful
exchanges of experience /SA and PPC, with Regions and other evaluat-
ing offices/.
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B. Costs and Returns

Section V indicated, in general terms, a wide range of benefits that could
result from improved program evaluation work. There is no adequate basis
available for quantifying these. The sense of this Report is that the po-
tential benefits in Improved AID performance are very substantial and would
accrue to most of our activities. Moreover, there is an evident need to

demonstrate that we are doing our best to evaluate intelligently the results
of what we are doing.

A practical approach to obtaining the most favorable cost/benefit ratio
fromsour program evaluation activities is to seek methods of carrying out
the desired evaluation activities that tend to minimize costs. This is
what the proposals in this Report attempt to do, by stressing the following
specific cost reducing features:

- heavy reliance on operational umits for evaluation of programs
in their areas of action responsibility, so that relatively
little investment is required to provide evaluators with the
knowledge that they need; this also reduces the cost of com-
municating evaluation results to those who can apply them in
programming and implementation activities;

- assigning outside evaluators to work closely with the responsible
operating personnel, thereby having similar effects in reducing
the costs of informing the evaluators and in communicating their
results to the most important potential users;

- putting strong relative emphasis, within the proposed program,
on the development of more effective means to distribute, store
and recall the evaluative information that is already available
to ATD, thereby saving the costs of duplication of evaluation
efforts and of wrong or unnecessary program efforts that would
be avoided if the decision makers knew what others had already
found out:

- strengthening coordination machinery, so as to increase the
efficiency of program evaluation efforts by providing sreater
mutual support between these efforts, forestalling duplicationm,
and maximizing the uses made of the results;

- putting further stress on getting better evaluation work domne
with the same expenditure of staff and funds by--

. increased efforts to learn “"how to do it'" better,
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. greater attention to the provision of positive
motivations for doing good evaluation work,

. providing a full-time management structure for
the program evaluation SYSTEM;

- milking the contributions that can be made to better program
evaluation through qualitative improvements all along the line
in various related Agency functions;

- reducing wasteful "make-work'" (compiling information for
information's sake or simply because it is in standard report-
ing requirements) and facilitating concentration on the specific
evaluation efforts with the highest real "pay-offs," by main-
taining a highly permissive and flexible system for deciding
the specifics of evaluation programs which leaves these judge-
ments largely to the principal doers and users of the work;

- Increasing the effective use of existing Agency technical
staff resources, much of which are now under used and misused,
partly because of the scarcity of good wvehicles for their use
outside of the program evaluation SYSTEM;

- accelerating Agency efforts at systematic identification of

" its activities with the lowest "pay-off," so that the work
displacement effects of efforts to make room in crowded
schedules for somewhat more program evaluation work will not
be determined by the happenstance of the moment or skewed by
the persistent claims of low priority standard reporting
requirements or other low priority work requirements.

From past experience, we know that the last effort listed may be the hardest
in which to succeed. It will take determined, direct participation by some
top management personnel to get very far. Although the subject matter is
grubby, this kind of top management effort could bring a major boost to
overall- Agency efficiency.

For the most part, the foregoing features of the proposed program to improve
AID's program evaluation SYSTEM merely re-order the use of existing AID
resources and, in so doing,-bring very substantial benefits without any net
increass in the Agency's expenditure of time or money. To the extent that

this re-ordering of activities involves a cost, it is the value of activities
that may be dropped in the process. This cost should be small. However, there
is some need for additional expenditures to meet the small additional staffing
requirements for a few high priority management and service components of

the program evaluation SYSTEM. AID can, as it chooses, offset these costs

by reductions in less essential staffing.
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Tt may be tempting to try to implement all of the recommendations involving
no additional expenditure or staffing for program evaluabion functions, and
to drop or defer the others. Unfortunately, the proposed SYSTEM iis an or-
ganic structure, and the added positions have to do primarily with provision
of the directing, coordinating and servicing functions that make the whole
structure effective. Consequently, it would be very wasteful to omit these
components .

The new positions needed (whose functions are described in TAB C) are, in
ATD/W:

5 staff specialists to provide a Program Evaluation Officer
for each of the 5 Regional Bureaus;

1

1 additional senior officer in the Special Assistant's Office,
as Associate SA (provisionally approved);

perhaps 1 or 2 additional staff for the '"memory bank" (assuming
that the professional staff of 3 now in the Historical and
‘Technical Reference Branch of AS can be used full time, or
almost so, for this fumction);

1 or 2 additional man years of PPC staff time (beyond the 2 or

3 man years that I gather is presently intended): it is essébtial
to assign at least 1 or 2 officers full time t%: PPC's program
evaluation functions, in a separate section, or not rmch is
likely to be dome to discharge this important set of fumctions.

For our Missions, 14 to 21 Program Evaluation Officers are needed to provide
one full-time staff officer to manage this function in each sizeable Mission.
As of November 1967, 14 Missions had over 75 Direct Hire plus PASA personnel,
while 21 had over 50 such personnel: if the standard for "sizeable" is

raised to 100 DH plus PASA personnel, the number of Missions and of evaluation
staff officers is cut to 9, The number of new positions needed may be less
than indicated anyway, because some Missions already have an officer assigned
full-time or part-tiwe to program evaldation or closely related functions.

Tt is assumed that, given the current need to reduce overall the persomnel

in the field, Missions would have to be instructed to establish one full-time
staff position for program evaluation within thelr established ceilings.

In sum, these ATD/W and Mission staffing requirements are modest, in the
context of our overall program and management expenditures, -compared to The



large and pervasive improvements in program gquality that it seems feasible

to attain if a well structured and managed program evaluation SYSTEM is
established. Tt could be argued that the substantial overall staff cuts

now required of AID should preclude assignment of additional staff time for
any particular functions. TIn opposition to this, it can be argued that

AID's need to perform with fewer people is all the more reason to allocate
some additional staff time (within the reduced total available) for the
recommended explicit program evaluation responsibilities, in order to increase
the efficiency or impact on our goals of the reduced staff time and program
funds available to us., The full set of staffing recommendations above would
cost about 3% of the estimated $25 million of staff time now going into .
evaluation work. It should make that work much more effective then it now

is, and have a wide multiplier effect in increasing the impact of USG, other
donors and LDGC resources devoted to the development of the LDC's.

In closing, it should be noted that, over the years, AID has spent consider-
able time and money on efforts to decide what to do about program evaluation
and in mounting efforts to establish a suitable SYSTEM. But this expenditure
has had very little program impact because of failure to set a firm course
and follow through. We can recoup some of this loss now, if we take advan-
tage of what was learned in these past efforts by taking firm decisions to
proceed with a modest but comprehensive program along the lines recommended
in this Report:

59
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THE NATURE OF A.T.D.'s ASSIGRMENT ¥

The nature of AID's assignment, and of the overseas enviromment in which
it mst work, makes its management problems extracrdinarily diffieuvlt.

We are responsible for an extremely wide spectrum of activities, involving
almost all of the major professional, technical, administrative and mana-
gerial skills. Almost every type of specialist and experience is needed
by ATD somewhexe. OQur personnel must grasp not only economic and technical
development mattexrs, but also have the ability to understand country situa-
tions in everall foreign policy terms and to see clearly where ATD goals
and action should £it in.:

The range of country s:.tua.tlons dlso is tremendously d:.verse. A favorite
cliche of programmers is "Our coun'try situation is unique”., This is txue.

Moreover, the country situations in which AID operates are highly change-
able, with few if any exceptions. The rate of change tends to be very fast,
and the nature of chenge is frequently unpredictable. We can expect this
to be more so in the future. And there are an almost infinite nuwber of
variables whose changes can affect significantly the outcome of .ouxr efforts.
The content and tactics of AID programs needs to keep up with the changing
country scenes, if we are to be effective. This pubs a premiwm on our
capabilities for guick adjustment and fine buning to the local freguencies,

The wide range of country situations and their continuous change linits
rather severely AID's ability to make effective use of standarization and
SOP (although we keep trying), which are the ordinary memagement devices
Tor coping with large scale and far flung activities. WNor can we simply
adopt the menagement methods of other U.S. Agencies, since none of them
face a comparable job requirement,

Another facet of ATD's reponsibilities is the administration of large

amounts of money, material and personnel which must be deployed promptly

to thousands of locations all over the globe and used effectively for a

wide variety of purposes. Many of these locations are difficult to reach

or to operate in, Most of our American staffs are not conbinuing ATD
employees, apd a large part work for other organizations, so that the
potentials of career training and of organizational discipline » as management
tools, are limited. Thums, the deployment of our Agency's resocurces adds a
further range of severe management difficulties.

Our task is further complicated by the inherent complexity of our purposes,
These go beyond merely administering a flow of physical and financial
resources and extend to the much more inbricate task of inducing and assisting

¥ BExcerpted from 10/6/67 Memorandum for the Administrator, "Reflections
on A.T.D. Management Problems"



basic institubional change. That is the purpose of techniecal assistance,
and is also what is imevitably involved in bringing about adequate self-
help. The complexity of this "institution-building" btask is increased by
the difficulties of commmicating effectively across culbural lines, both
between Americans and foreigners and among various groups within the
countries where we work.

Finally, our management difficulties are greatly compounded by the need

to sabisfy a Congress and legislation that reflect many, disparate and some-
times inconsistent points of view, and by the need to coordinate our activ-
ities with a wide range of non-USG bilateral and mmltilateral technical and
financial assistance activities, from public and private sources.

Tt is no wonder that ATD and its predecessors have always had serious
management problems. These are imhevently formidsble, and may never be
susceptible to easy or fully effective solubtion. Yet the job must be done
as well as possible., Cerbainly, there are better and worse ways to select
and organize staff and to operate so as to cope as well as possible with
the foregoing difficulties in our assigrment, The following papers consider
some of the management implications of the nature of our assigmnment.
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LINKING PROGRAM EVALUATIOW AND OTHER A.I.D. FUNCTIONS

Section V-C. stressed that "Building effective linkages between AID's
program evaluation work and other related functions, between the wvarious
sets of evaluation done in different parts of ATD, and between ATD's
evaluation work and that done outside AID should be a major target for
SYSTEM improvement." Strengthening these linkages promises large div-
idends in increased effective use of the work done in each of the
geparate entities.

This annex explains more fully the imdividual linkage needs with AID!s
" program evaluation work, that were described briefly in Section V.C.

Programming

Our evaluation capabilities and the prospects for success of our activities
both depend heavily on having a elear and realistic definition of activity
goals from the outset. These will provide criteria to guide action and
also to evaluate results. Thus evaluation planning should be linked to
activity planning (or programming) from the start, with evaluative type
questions being posed along with programming type questions. AID's
programming and evaluation work will both be strengthened by this Linkage,
in which we ask ourselves not only what and how much should we do, but

alsd how will we determine or evaluate, as we go along, the extent of our
accomplishment. Abttempting to define the bases for subsequent evaluation
of a new activity is generally very helpful in sharpening the programmer's
vision of his purposes and activity targets. It should help to reduce the
prevalent tendency to overoptimistic estimates of results in the programming
stage, with the inevitable aftermath of disappointment and of criticism for
bad planning and failure to produce anticipated results. TITdentifying the
right questions to be answered for both programming and evaluation pur-
poses is of course the key to getting the right answers. This includes

the need to identify questions for deeper or longer term study -~ of

either an evaluation or research type.

A major motivation Tor doing good program evaluation work is the expecta-
tion that the results will be used in important ways, particularly in
making programming decisions. This ineludes not only use in shaping
activities, but also in deciding on the allocation of available funds.
The latter limkage has an especially strong motivational effect on the
officers responsible for the various activities, who should also bear

the principal evalustion responsibility. Thus, by building this usage
linkage between vrogramming and evaluation, we bulld a mutually reinforc-
ing cycle; evaluation results are used in programming, this lmproves pro-
gramming and also improves evaluation, which further improves programming
on the next round, and so on around and around.



The need to do program evaluation plamming and review work in tandem

with program planning and review work tends both to frustrate and be
frustrated by the lack of adequate evaluation work in bedween program
reviews. But, as Col. Lincoln has stressed, it is also frustrated by

the lack of time and the atmosphere of the usual country program review
gsessions in AID/W. The plans of the NESA and LA Bureaus to conduct more
of their program review work at their Missions (The Vietnam Bureau has
also done this, but the cilrcumstances are special.) should be very helpful
in alleviating this problem. This should provide: .

~ more time to examine evaluation plans and results in the
course of program reviews, and thus better evaluation work
and fuller use of the results;

- a better atmosphere for real discussion and joint working
out of ideas regarding problems. and solutions; ’

~ better mitual communicatlon and understanding between
Missions and AID/W, and more realism on both sides.

This assumes, however, that adequate evaluation work has been accomplished
between these program review sessions because such sessions, whether held
in the field or in Washingbon, do not provide the opportunity. Holding
more program review segsiong in the field would mot eliminate or even
apprecisbly reduce the need for semething like the present review program
in AID/W. But it would be very helpful in filling an existing gap in
effective communication between field and Washington elements, and would
also make the ATD/W reviews more useful.

In sum, ATD’s programming work should help to build the framework for
evaluation by identifying questions to be addressed, varisbles to be
changed and criteria to measure results, and it should receive and apply
the results of evaluation activities, but programming exercises ordinarily
do not provide adequate time or the proper cireumsiances to do much
evalvation work. TIf the latter were done well beforehand, AID would have
more grist for its PFBS type efforts to assess the marginal costs and
benefits of on-going activities.

Implementation

As suggested -earlier, evaluation reporting should be designed to sort out
problem reporting, of the type needed primarily for short term operational
management, from analyses of effectiveness that are neéded primarily for
programming puxpoges ineluding implementation planning, i.e., analyses of
activity effects and their causes, and of the implications for selection

- { -
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of the +types of activity -to be undertsken and their operational design.
Evaluation activity should provide guidance Tor both of thesetypes of
implementation decision making. Both program evaluation and compliance
oriented evaluation have a role to play here. Although their results
and uses overlap somé, the latter type of evaluation is mainly useful
for short-term operatioral menagement, whereas program evaluition is
needed to guide activity design. )

Why is this?

Compliance type evéluations (audits, inspections and the like) and the
associated reporting and operational review structures, tend to produce

a ceonsiderasble volume of data and some analysis on current operational
problems, as well as some scattered information on the effectiveness and
efficiency of activities in reaching théeir goals. Given the nature of
these evaluations and the background and responsibility of the evaluators,
they tend to dwell heavily on statistics, current operating problems and
the suitability and effective carrying out of procedures. 'To the extent
that they do desl with effectiveness and efficientéy in achieving program
results, compliance type evaluations tend to overlap some with program
evaluations. The latter should, however, have greater analytical (as
dietinguished from statistical) content. They should deal more systemat-
ically, in the context of program purposes and environmental conditions,
with structural defects in the implementation design of projects and

their influence on project effectiveness, i.e., the stress is more on
results as these are related to ilmplementation planning than on problems
for current operational action. The latter may have Little or no implica-
tions for implementation deslgn or other aspects of programming but merely
call for correction of errors, inaction or malfeasance.

Typically, the compliance and operational problem oriented type of
evaluation should have a very fast -~ virtually immediate -~ feed back
into ATD's operational management activities. Program evaluation type
activities, particularly at the project level, should have both a short
term feedback through quick adjustments in implementation plans where
these are needed, and a slightly longer term effect on implementation
through the more formal, periodic revision and review of implementation
plans during the course of the annval PFBS cycle. They should also have
considerably longer term uses as raw material for systematic analyses of
the Agency's past operational experience, to be used in making implementa-
" ‘tion plans for new activities. WExtensive development of the latter type
of use requires further progress in ATD's storage and recall capabilities
for significant evaluative materials.

AID's current drive to. strengthen its program implementation, and
especially to forestall complisnce failures and other operational mistakes
that are the main topic of outside criticisms, has led to strong efforts
to strengthen our internal audit and trouble shooting machinery, This is
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the most suitable machinery for the indicated purpose. However, this

type of machinery is not capable of making more than a quite limited
contribution bo evaluation of project and program effectiveness (by pro-
viding some partial data that should be weighed in the program evaluation
activities), and its conclusions should not be looked to for this purpose.
Conversely, the program evaluation activities should not be distorted by
attempting to rely heavily oun them for guidance in current trouble shoot-
ing. Their results should simply be used, where relevant and as available,
in ‘the operational reviews of what to do about current operating problems.

Information Management

There is a strong interdependence between improved program evaluation and
improved informaftion management.

ATD has major needs and problems in the information management field, and
a variety of improvement efforts are underway. Since the management of
information connected with program evaluation work is but one part of an
overall problem, it needs to be integrated efficiently with procedures
developed for information management generally. Wevertheless, this part
of the information stream is a particularly critical omne, and it can and
should be given some separate identification and handling in order to pro-
vide an adequate informational component in the program evaluation SYSTEM.
Qur experience makes it clear that it is not feasible to rely on the
general informational stream, or that part oriented sto the needs of cur-
rent operational management, for this purpose.

The program evaluation SYSTEM has two types of information collecting and
transmittal needs. We need to generate adequate information on what is
actually happening in and around our program operations, as raw material
for evaluation. We also need to trensmit the evaluation results to a wide
variety of potential users,

Considerable attention has already been paid to the first need, as a part
of broader efforts to obtain systematic reporting of program operations,
country situations and so forth, and also through the planning of pro=-
cedures to produce information specifically for evaluation purposes (the
ma jor example being the work to plan and put into use the Project
Fvaluation Report or PER).

However, the second need has been largely neglected. ATD needs badly
betber systems and techniques for transmitting program evaluation resulis
to potential users, We have had prodigal waste of the availdble evaluative
work. This, in turn, discourages our staffs from doing evaluation. To
reduce this waste, AID needs a system for reporting more important and
less unimportent evaluation materials, for compiling necessary materials
in the most usable and least cost fashion, and for getting them to the
places where they are most likely 1o be used in time for them to be used.



Washington needs this material for current use to help:

-~ transmit Agency experience to potential users in the field
and Washington;

~ enlighten its program reviews, policy making and formulation
of directives;

-~ dmprove its staff training and orientation activities and
other personnel funetions;

~ keep its management inforwmed on progress and problems;

~ Improve its exbernal reporting on program status and accomplish-
ments.

Fuller ATID/W use of evaluative materials for these purposes will, in
turn, help motivate bether evaluation work and reporting in Missions and
Washington staff units by demonstrating AID/W’S interest in and reliance
on good evaluation materials.

In addition to providing for better current transmission of evaluation
results, there is a crying need for development of a good program evalua-
tion "memory"” -~ a "bank" of significant program experience that can be
drawn on easily by all those who are facing programming and implementation
problems on which the Ageney has accumulated relevant experience. It has
been said innumerdble times, by observers inside and outside this Agency,
that our programs could profit greatly if we would only sbtop "rediscover-
ing America" again and again. If we had a good evaluation "bank" --
containing only information that was likely to be of substantial con-
tinuing use and on a basis facilitating widespread use -- the information
There could be used repeatedly over time for the same purposes as are
noted ghove. Moreover, the gcecumulation of results could be much more
potent, for some purposes, than a mere flow of current evaluative
materials, and would also facilitate longer term and more comprehensive
types of program evaluations. The latber, in turn, would enrich the
"pank . ¥

Some limited and sporadic efforts to build experience “"banks" have been
made in AID/W and in most Missions. We need badly a much more systematic
and efficient effort. Buch an effort will take guite a bit of work,

but should be quite feasible. Tt should be a prime action target in
developing an improved program evaluation SYSTEM. A wmodest nucleus for
this effort exists in the AID/W reference library begun in the Historical
and Technical Reference Branch of the Communications and Records Manage~-
ment Division (A/AS), and in the related planning work of the Program
and Technical Tnformation Staff of AA/?PC. The Reference Branch library
now includes the materials collected in 1959-62 by the Technical Assistance
Study Group, a rich resource that has scarcely been exploited by the
Agency.

"t



From a somewhat longer-term point of view, there seems to be opening up
a wide range of useful possibilities for achieving substantial improve-
ments in ATD's storage, recall and distribution of program evaluation
materials (as a by=product of the hand¥ing of all written materials) by
tying~in to the computerized systems of information handling that are
being developed by State. This possibility should be explored actively,
as MP is now doing. Early efforts are desirable in order to have
maximim impact on the adjusting of the State systems to serve betier
particular ATD needs. .

Another place to lock for new techniques and expertence in providing
information to follow and evaluate programs, and in using this information,
is in OEO and other components of the Poverty Program. The Peace Corps

is another source. FPC may be &ble to generate a useful interchange of
experience,

Tmproved sborage and recall capsbilities for both program evaluation
materials and the basic sequence of program documents for each activity
will reduce present tendenciesg to lose sight of the purposes and criteria
that wotivated program decisions in prior years. This should be very
helpful in guiding current evaluation work and in providing greater
stability and continuity of AID's program efforts. It would reduce some
of the serious problems caused by frequént changes of personnel, plus
lack of proper documentation of project rationale and intended evalua~
tion criteria, plus lack of storage and recall capability for gignificant
project and activity documents., AID cannot do muich gbout- "the first
factor. But it can alleviate some of its bad effects'by réducing
deficiencies in the other two.

1
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Tt should be stressed that the suggested improvements in recording,
transmitking and storing significant program evaluation materials cannot
be achieved without successful prosecution of current Agency efforts fo

cut down very substantially on the reporting of less essential ‘informa-
tion and on duplication of reportlng (as well as’ the cutting dovm of

other work throughout AID that is caused by duplicatilon of responsibilities,
excessive clearances, and so forth). The current need to reduce AID
staffing puts a premium on this type of management effort, in any case.
Missions are now heavily burdened with unproduchHive reporting and clearance
procedures, and these in turn create large and unnecessary requirements

for ATD/W staff. If this situation is to be corrected, senior management
personnel will need o take a direct hand 4n the effort.

Research

Experience hag suggested the desirability of somewhat different emphasis
for ATD's research activities than for its program evaluation activities,
but there should be important points of overlap and of interaction
between the two functions.

.-_.,—-‘___——w—
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Evaluation examines what has been done, primarily to determine how well
things worked out so as to apply The conclusions to doing it betbter next
time .

Our limited research funds should be concentrated primarily in developing
new knowledge that can be applied, along with program evalustion results,
in ATD's programming and implementabion decision making. Although AID
commissioned research should bear directly on our current problems (i.e.,
it should nobt be "basic" research), it may concexrn itself with what has
not been done--with new departures--rather than with what has been done.
I% generally attempts to establish cause and effect relationships more
rigorously by the use of scientific method, whereas evaluvation work leans
more heavily on the applicabtion of judgement To experience. Research tends
to use a different and more sophisticated methodology, and to deal with
different (and generally more measurable) types of raw material.

Nevertheless, there have been and should be some exceptions to this differ-
entiation and some overlap. It may be very desirable to apply some research
funds to the longer term and more comprehensive types of evaluation analyses,
as has been done for the current multi-year study of university assistande
to AID's rural development programs and the Taiwan program study by Jacoby.
These types of analyses are suitable for university sponsorship and call for
the professional depth, continuity of effort, and detachment that is more
likely to be available via oubtside research contracts than via ATD staff”
action. Mn alternative is to use some country program funds for this type
of .evaluation study--dollars or local currency. Often, however, this will
not be feasible or wise because the main purpose and benefits of such
studies tend to fall outside of the country whose program is being evaluated.

There are four important types of interaction and mutual support that should
occur, as a regular matter, between research and evaluation activities.

(1) Evalvation work should help to identify the most important topics
needing research. To some extent, this relationship is built into the
present system of justification and review of research proposals, by virtue
of the questions asked and who participates in the review. However, the
relationship could and should be strengthened, e.g., by using systematic
examination of evaluation (and programming) documents to identify important,
recurring problems that are researchable.

[
"

(2) There should be a’ ‘bhree—way relationship between programming,
research and evaluation in the PPBS process, The systematic analyses -of
new and old program alternatives, resulting respectively from research and
evaluation activities, should be fed into the PPBS cycle at appropriate
points to be used together to prov:l_de improved bases for the selection and
designing of program alternat:l_ves most 1likely to produce the best results
at the least cost.

(3) If AID had an effective storage and recall cepability for its
program evaluation reports, This same experience "bank" could also handle

T T N

\“-:L.L..,_ T o e v'm:Jr"-\I:!



research reports. The combined facility would be more efficient and
would provide the richest awvailable mix of materials for those seeking
guidance. ‘

(4) Research is badly needed to help AID to develop suitable eval-
ugtion techmigues, criteria for measuring results, and indicators to help
identify progress as it is occurring. This should be a high priority area
of attention for the Ageney's research program. (The aforementioned study
of university asslstance to rural development expects to ldentify some
suitable evaluation criteria, and also some measures of the maturity of
projects to. assist phase-out planning.)

Training

There should be three relationships of mutual support between ATD's program
evaluation and its training activities.

To develop good staff capabilities for doing both program development and
execution work amd program evaluation work, and for interrelating these
properly, we need improved in-service training in these functions. This
should complement a suiteble career assigrmment system for program wmanage-
ment personnel. Sending such personnel to universities in mid-career can
be very useful, but is not an efficient or sufficient substitube for in-
service training programs designed specifically to develop the programming
and related skills of our career personnel. No nniversity does this job
adequately. We should consider further what arrangements can be made with
the Foreign Service Imstitute for this purpose.

Our in-service training programs, generally, should be used as one important
channel for transmitting to Agency staffs the lessons that have been learned
through program evaluation activities. This would strengthen both training
and the use of evaluation results. The ploneering at the Asie Training Center
in Hawaii on the use of debriefing waberials in training programs should be
extended. We need some systematic method of drawing on evaluation reports

to provide training materials. Establishwent of an experience "bank", as
recommended above, would make this easier to do.

Participation in evaluation activities is a particularly effective training
device for AID persomnel. This is one very good beason for requiring
regular evaluation work throughout the Ageney. OES assignments are g special
case, They should be scheduled with the recognition that they should provide
one of the best available training experiences for the handling of senior
program monagement responsibilities--especiaily for Mission Director assign-
ments.

Compliance Type Evaluation

This refers to the work of AID's auditors, GAO auditors, the Foreign Service
Tnspection Corps, the Office of the Inspector General of Foreign Assistance,
A/I1S, and the imspection activities of various Congressional comittees.

\"\
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The balance of interests of these organizations between various types of
compliance and other investigatory and problem identifying work vary,

of course, but the bulk of their activity is not program evaluation work

in the sense considered in this memorandum, i.e., the systematic review

of what has actually happened in the IDC's in response to our program
activities. However, they do produce some program evaluation work, and
ATD's program evaluation SYSTEM needs to make regular provision for taking
account of this work and of the obher conelusions of their reports wherever
They are pertinent to particular Agency program evaluations. Again, the
device of an experience "bank", by ineluding appropriately referenced copies
of such compliance Type evaluations, could make this inter-relsting easier
to do. So would g structure of evaluation staff offices, having coordination
as one of their funections.

There is a rather sizeable area of overlap between some ATD audit actiwvities
dealing with implementation prcoblems, and the program evaluation arpalyses of
the implications for implementation plamning of their findings gbout activity
results. This overlap and the coordination implications are discussed above
under "Tmplementation” .

Despite some overlap of subject matter, program evaluabtion responsibilities
should continue to be handled largely separately from compliance type eval-
uations, even when both are internal AID activities. This is because:

the subject matter is for the most part different, with
comprehensive scope in both cases;

-~ different types of training and experience are needed
to do each type of evaluation well;

- there are imporbtant differences in purpose;

- there are apd should be critical differences in the psychological
overbtones accompanying the two types of activities, which in turn
require different organization and procedures. Effective program
evaluation depends on the establishment of positive motivetions
among the AID officers responsible for program components to look
eritically and frankly at what they are doing without fear of
damaging themselves or others. To do this, program evaluation
mist be as devoid as possible of the aura of an inspection or
policing operation.

In sum, mixing program and compliance evaluation is somewhalt like mixing
oil and water.

Coordination (including scheduling) and mutual support between these two
types of evaluative activilbies should be provided primarily by continuing
40 have ATD's senior program managers participate in the discussions
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involved in both and make uge of the resulfs of both, as fully as possible.
They should be responsible for relating properly the conclusions of the

two types of reports. Also, where this is feasible and appropriate, the
information management facilities should provide each type of evaluator
with the conclusions of the other type of evaluation of tThe same or similar
activities, so that account can be taken of the others' findings. In
particular, our program evaluators do need to develop a betler awareness

of implementation problems as these have been uncovered in various audit
and inspection activities.

Personnel Management

Like other AID program related activity, good program evaluabtion work
requires the assignment of good people to the field amnd the delegation
of major responsibility to them, under appropriate policy and procedural
instructions and with effective surveillance and command arrangements.:
The selection and assigmment of program management personnel should
consider their evaluating capsbilities.

The personnel management system can foster good program evaluation work,
more specifically, by:

- providing the proper linkages between evaluation and persomnel
training, as already suggested;

- amending the Performance Evaluation Reports to provide specific
recognition to ability and performance in program evaluation
work as a significant factor in the ratings and In career
potential. The rabter should be asked to cross check with the
pertinent project or other evaluation reports.

Good evaluation comes from a reflective and analytical state of mind, with
a bent for critical gppraisal and for identifying significant relationships
between events. Our persomnel system needs to encourage the development

of This state of mind.

Tinkages between Evaluabion in Different AID Units

Part of the need here has glready been indicated under "Information
Management."” : .

Beyond this, a major function of the proposed full-time evaluation officer
at each of the three major command echelons of ATD would be to provide
useful linkages between the program evaluation activities of the various
offices throughout ATD, between these and oubside evaluabion activities,
and between evaluabtion and other related activities within ATD, This
would be done Through personal conbacts and by arranging other exchanges
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of information to assure that each element of the program evaluation
SYSTEM was aware of what the obhers were doing and of their results. To
facilitate this coordination, AID/W should have a stending committee of
the officers responsible for the evalnation work of the various offices
that carry substantial program evaluatlon responsibilities.

Linkages with Evaluation Work Outside Stabe/AID

Some very important potentials are opening up for the use by AID of program
evaluation work done by organizabions outside the USG. As noted above, the
structure of AID staff offices responsible for program evaluation should
provide the means of vealizing as much of this potential as possible.

The United Nations has been paying increasing attention to program evalua-
tion work over the past year or two, and seems quite serious about it.

A new, semi-aubonomovs United Nations Institute of Training and Research
(UNITAR) has been established, reporting to ECOSOC: it will be working on
evaluation research technigues and alSo on the "memory" problem, and doing
some evaluation studies. Tt is also helping to design evaluation systems.
Other UN evaluation work is proceeding. The UN groups have solicited cogper-
ation with AID evaluation work, and there is a wide range of obvious common
interests in the development of evaluation organization and methods, and

in ceomparing the results of pariticular program evaluations.

ATD bas a similar range of common interests with the major U.S. foundations
engaged in economic and social assistance work in the LDC's. Again, there
iz a habit apnd desire on both sides for mutually beneficial exchanges.

Some more limited possibilities along the same Llines might develop with
‘the many non-American financial and technical assistance agencies around
the world. While such liaison would probably involve our giving much more
than we would receive-~because we would have more to give--it would help
the importsnt USG purpose of increasing the support given to LDC develop-
ment by non-USG entitiés.

Proceeding with some joint program evaluations with other aid orgamizations,
as suggested In Part B above, obviously would help the participating organ-
izations to benefit from each other's evaluation experiences;

By far tThe greatest unrealized potential for supplementing AID's own program
evaluation work rests in the work of American universities and private
research supporting organizations. Increasingly, ocur huge intellectual com-
munity is becoming interested in researching, for their own purposes, the
problems and situations in the IDC's. Also, the U.S. social science commmity
is becoming increasingly interested in developing more accurate and useful
techniques for measuring changes in societies and evaluating cauvse and effect
relationships. Many of these people would prefer to do analyses and research
that is relevant to immediate public policy problems and the operabtional



concerns of the USG. Thus, in the right context, they are likely %o
welcome from ATD indicabtions of the kinds of evaluation research. and
evaluation studies by oubside organizations that we would f£ind useful,
and to produce a considerable volume of such work on their own responsi-
biliby and for their own puxposes. But some of the results could be
used by ATD. Sometimes there may be nothing more involved than adding
a few lines of inguiry of interegst to us to a study primarily aimed in
other directions. In any case, ATD's program evaluation SYSTEM should
ineclude provisiong for developing as much as possible of this "pizgy-
back riding" on the evaluation and research work of the private intel-
lectual commmumity. Much wight be available free, or at very low cost,
if we worked hard at developing suitable connections.
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WHAT WOULD THE EVALUATION FUNCTIONS OF
VARTOUS ATD OFFICES BE IN THE PROPOSED SYSTEM?

Given the general outlines of g program evaluation SYSTEM described in
Section V, what gpecifically should the various participating organizational
units of AID do? '

The sub-sections below list and describe the specific program evaluation
functions proposed for:

A, Missions
B. Repgional Bureaus
C. Administrator's Staff Offices

Special Assistant to the Administrator for Evaluation
Office of Program Cooxdination

Technical and Management Staff Offices

e T T T T T e T T T e e
S

A, Missions

Program evaluation is a management respounsibility, inherent in the responsi-
bility for assuring well selected and effectively operated country programs.
The SYSTEM described?imwSection 'V puts the main regponsibility for program
evaluation on AID's field missions, and thus on the Mission Directors. To
get good results, the Director must give a strong personal lead to program
evaluation work--by participating directly at key points and by other action
that makes it clear to his staff that he values and will use good evaluation
results and that he will demand such from them as an important part of their
performance. He must also involve his senior program review officer actively
in evaluation work and responsibility, and also his technical division chiefs,
if he is to get good evaluation work and have it applied extemsively in
Mission programming and implementation decision making.

How he organizes this effort should be up to the individual Mission Director.
However, in any sizeable Mission, he should have at least one officer with

full-time responsibility for a series of staff functions needed to make the

Mission program evaluation SYSTEM work effectively. Without this, and given
the overriding competition for time of the heavy range of Mission programming
and implementation responsibilities (including representation and reporting),
program evaluation work will inevitably be neglected. AID experience to date
gives overwhelming support to this conclusion.
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There are a number of possibilities for the organizational location of the
evaluation staff officer. One solution is to make him a Division Chief in

the Mission Program Office, particularly if this is a strong staff office

that the Director uses broadly to run Mission programming activitesy review
and approve programs prior to. the Director's approval, and provide operatiomal
controls to assure that implémentation action is consistent with program
approvals. This location puts the Evaluation Officer in a good position to
relate his work semnsibly to on-going Mission operations, and to assist in
assuring application of evaluation conclusions to programming and implementa-
tion decisions. It also helps to keep to a minimum the number of staff
offices with which the operational offices must cope--a desirable gemeral
objective for Mission management. 1In any case, the Evaluation Officer should
be called in frequently by the Mission Director who should keép close track
of the status of evaluation work. Wherever the evaluation officer is located,
the Director should see to it that he is free of other duties, that he has
strong support from the Director, Deputy Director, and principal program
officer, and that he is well positioned to be aware of the Mission's opera-
tional environment and practical concerns.

Tdeally, the evaluation officer should be an up-and-coming program officer
with some good field experience. He should have good analytical capabilities,
with reflective tendencies and an integrating type of mentality--a mind that
is strongly incdlined to relate things in significant ways.. He should also
be adept at dnducing the cooperation and confidence of his colleagues, as he
faces some rather severe motivational problems in helping the Director and
Progfam Officer to-Induce good program evaluation work from thE:}Mission
staff. TIncidentally, there is no better training for senior program manage-
ment positions than an assigmment of this type, if the pgsition is properly
established within a functloning Agency SYSTEM.
A list of typical staff duties for the Mission evaluation officer follows,
it is also indicative of the program evaluation work that should be carried
on throughout the Missionm.
; .
(L Orghnize Miission planning of program evaluation activities
and-pull together am annual Mission Evaluation Plan.

(2) Help the various Mission elements to plan program evaluations
in their areas of responsibility. Planning how much outside help
to use and how to use it is an important part of this responsibility.

(3) Provide the channel for Mission efforts to obtain outside
evaluation resources. to help with particular evaluations--people,
materials, technilques.

(4) Organize outside evaluation efforts for the Director and Program
Officer, and provide liaison for them withroutside evaluation efforts,
both those initiated by the Mission and those initiated elsewhere.



(5) Channel useful evaluation materials from inside and outside
the Mission to potential user officers inside and outside the Mission.

(6) Keep the Director and Program Officer posted on the status
and results of Mission evaluation work, and of AID's evaluation
policies and directives and their application to Mission activities.

) Assure suitable evaluation reporting to AID/W.

(8) Participate in program Treviews to help identify special evalua-
tion needs and possible applications of evaluation results.

(9) Assure maintenance of an effective library of program evaluation
materials, with appropriate links to similar libraries outside the
Mission.,

(10) Miscellaneous evaluation-related duties, e.g., identification
of useful training materials derived from evaluation works.or arrang-
ing cooperative contacts with evaluation work of other organizations
(U.5., local, other).

In general, the assignment of the evaluation officer would be to see to the
effective working of an evaluation SYSTEM in the Mission, as distinguished
from doing evaluations.

There remain the functions of review and application of evaluation results.
Mission procedures should provide for:

- review of each individual program evaluation (with the
evaluators and the responsible program management staff
present, preferably including the Director or Deputy
Director), and the reaching of action conclusions;

- re-use of approved evaluation conclusions at each stage of
program review and approval (this requires a ready recall
mechanism) ;

- regular status reporting to top Mission management on
evaluation follow-up assigmments.

While the evaluation officer could be responsible for scheduling the initial
review sessions on individual program evaluations, it is desirable:

- to integrate the follow-up on evaluation reports into the
regular Mission program management procedures, rather than
to operate a separate procedural stream for the handling of
these reports;



- to avoid assigmment of follow-up responsibilities to
the evaluation officer, so as to keep him.as free as
possible of the aura of a pollceman and improve the
atmosphere for indticing Mission operating divisions to:
seek his help and participation in planning evaluation
work.

[

Normally, follow-up responsibility should be assigned to the officers

regularly responsible for the activity and function that is involved,

In general, the improvement of the Missions' program evaluation work is not
a matter of increasing the local staff time spent on this activity. The
latter is considerable in most Missions, especially at the project officer
level, The key-needs are:

- to improve the quality of this effort by improving the
techniques and other support, and by adopting devices
to focus it on the key questions;

- to institute systems that enable imporxtant evaluative
facts and judgements to reach higher program management
levels more often, in a more useful form, and at the times
when they are most needed and most likely to be used in
making programming and implementation decisiomns and in
reporting on and justifying programs to Washington:

- to provide, as a corollary, for allocation of somewhat
more time of senior Mission staff te participation in
and review of ewvaluation work, or at least for a more
efficient use of this time.

B, Regional Bureaus

The organizational needs in the Bureaus, for assuring good program evalua-
tion.work, are similar to those in the Missions.
[

The key factor is a strong lead from the Regional Assistant Administrator.
But the time that he can devote to this function is quite limited. Conse-
quently, he needs a strong staff fuaction to operate on his behalf,

The officer .exercising this function should be:

- close to the locus of program review and decision making
so that he is aware of what is going on, is encouraged to be
realistic in planning evaluation work, and is in the best
position to help edordinate program evaluation work with

other related activities and to assist in obtaining the g
fullest use of this work;
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- divorced from other responsibilities, for the reasons
already indicated;

- consulted and counseled frequently by the Assistant
Administrator,

Probably the best way to achieve this is to have a Program Evaluation Division
(possibly no more than one very able person) in the regional program office.
Other locations are possible--for example as a Special Assistant to the

. Assistant Administrator--as long as the foregoing conditions are met. I would
recommend that the staff functions for program evaluation be separate from

the functions of assuring follow-up on audit and inspection reports and of
operational trouble shooting., Both are full time. They require different
talents and experience. When they are combined, the program evaluation
functions are almost certain to take a back seat and to be neglected, not
because they are less important to AID's effectiveness but for the reasomns
suggested in Section V in considering why AID has not done better program
evaluation work to date, despite its values.

An illustrative list of staff functions for the regional program evaluation
officer is:

(1) Monitor and help organize the development and maintenance of
a Regional Evaluation Program, comprised of the Mission Programs,
plus AID/W participation in and review of Mission evaluation work,
plus any evaluation activity to be carrxied out initially by the
Regional Bureau or other AID/W units instead of the Missions.

(2) Serve as the Region's storehouse of knowledge about evaluation
techniques and where and how to get consultant or other help, and
maintain contact with the Missions regarding their evaluation needs
and problems.

(3) Assure adequate AID/W action on Mission requests for assistance
in carrying out particular evaluations. (This should be a very im-
portant and active functiomn.)

(4) Keep the Assistant Administrator and Office Directors informed
on the status and results of program evaluation work in the Region.

{(5) Prepare evaluation instructions and guidelines for the
signature of the Assistant Administrator and program office director.

(6) Maintain an inventory of all evaluatiom projects completed in
the Region, underway, and being planned: also a partial inventory,
to the extent feasible, of non=AID evaluations of interest to the
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Region: provide updated copies of inventories to the '"memory bank
for the central Agency list, and to PPG and SA.

(7) Assure suitable dissemination to Missions of evaluation results
elsewhere and of other materials that might help them, and help to
arrange cooperation between Missions in their evaluation efforts.

(8) Prepare schedules for Regional reviews of evaluation reports
and participate in reviews: also participate in program reviews to
assist the Assistant Administrator and program office director in
bringing about maximum use of evaluation findings and in identifying
questions needing new evaluation efforts and the means of pursuing
them,

(9) Provide liaisem with AID/W offices and outside offices to
improve the coordination of the Region's evaluation work with other
evaluation work and with related activities, to increase the Region's
stock of knowledge on evaluation technique and on the results of
others' evaluation work, and to obtain assistance for Regional
evaluatioh work,

(10) Any other related staff functions.

The comments on the evaluation follow-up functions, made in Section A above
on "Missions,'" also apply to the division of responsibilities in the Regional
Bureaus. The biggest part of the Regional Evaluation Officer's duties would
involve service functions for the Missions.

For the most part, the evaluation work done in the Regional Bureaus them-
selves is likely to consist of reviews of program evaluations dome by the
Missions, plus some secondary analysis using Mission developed evaluation
reports. The latter would tend to be comparative analysis of different ex-
periences, often dealing with specific program goals or problems found in

a mumber of ILDC's in the Region. These secondary evaluations may lead to
the posing of new questions to the Missions for further exploration there

as well as to transmission of findings. Occasionally, a Regional Bureau may
take initial responsibility for evaluating certain types of program impact
where relatively heavy responsibilities for progidam policy formulation rests
in AID/W (e.g., the effectiveness of the program loan technique, or of PL
480 Title II work programs, or regional vs. bilateral approaches). This may
be done in collaboration with PPC or another Agency-wide staff office with
special competence in the subject matter.

GC. Administrator's Staff Qffices

Unlike the Mission and Regional Bureau echelons of AID, staff functions for
program evaluation at the Administrator's echelon should be divided. This
is needed to:



- provide the strongest feasible impetus to overall
development of the Agency's program evaluation SYSTEM;

- fit into and take advantage of existing organizational
arrangements and functional specialization among the
Agency-wide staff offices.

The parcelling out of staff responsibilities for program evaluation in the
Administrator's echelon implies the creation of coordination needs. But
this problem is minimized because:

~ the offices concerned are two echelons removed from
the field operating level, where the concentration of
action authority is the most important and where the
use of Washington staff services can be integrated by
Mission and Regional Bureau management action;

- the functions at this echelon are largely concerned with
providing services to the Regional Bureaus and Missions
and with doing some global evaluation work for the Admin-
istrator, rather than with the exercise of operational
command or' control;

- the overall coordinating function of the Administrator
for Agency program evaluation work would be vested in a

single office (the Special Assistant for Evaluation).

Special Assistant to the Administrator for Evaluation

This is a new fumction in AID. It would be the Administrator's arm for
seeking effective operation of the overall program evaluation SYSTEM of

the Agency. A portion-of this function was carried out by Colomel Lincoln
while he was with AID in 1964/65 as Special Advisor to the Administrator,
and his Report recommends regular establishment of the full function (Annex
P of the Lincoln Report has a good analysis of this need), But the function
was dropped, until its recent re-establishment.

The main rationale for this position is to provide undivided attention,

at the Administrator's elbow, to the foregoing function. The other staff
offices are necéssarily preoccupied with other duties, and are not able to
give the function the attention that it should have. The existence of the
position can provide the Agency personnel and outsiders with a concrete
manifestation of the Administrator's strong personal interest in having good
program evaluation work dome and used. It also provides 'the Administrator
with the means to increase his awareness of the Agency's evaluation activities
and their results, and to participate in these activities from time to time,
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as appropriate. Evidence of the Administrator's interest and participation
1s +the most important motivating factor for the whole SYSTEM. (The ripple
effects will be transmitted through the parallel increase in interest of the
Regional and Mission commands, and down through the Ageuncy.

The principal functions of the Special Assistant showld be:

(1) Monitor and evaluate the overall operation of AID's program
evaluation SYSTEM, to assist the Agency to identify and put into
effeet measures that will stiengthen the performance and effective
use of this function: this surveillance includes the linkages
between program evaluastion and other related Agency functions
(programming, implementation, information management, research,

et al) and the developments needed in those functions to improve
program evaluation and its uses.

(2) Keep the Administrator, Deputy Administrator and Assistant
Administrators advised on the status of the SYSTEM's operation,
recommend improvements needed, and prepare directives in this field
for the Administrator.

(3) Assist other staff. offlces, Regional Bureaus and Missions
in evaluation plamming and in developing linkages with non-AID
work in this field, and exercise coordinating functions in this
regard (e.g., the Special Assistant should chair a standing working
committee of the officers responsibleé for the evaluation work of the
ATD/W offices having substantial responsibilities in the program
evaluation SYSTEM: he may also .lead discussions in Missions, or with
the top management from groups Of Missions, on the strengthening of
program evaluation work an& 1ts appllcatlons) .
&) Part1c1pate in the Admlnlstrator ‘s and Deputy Administrator's
program review sessions and in Executlve Staff meetings to assist in
identifying evaluation needs and in obtaining suitable applications
of the results of program evaluation work.

“ ! 1
(5} Monitor sessions of AID's senior outside advisory comittees to
obtain views on Agency program evaluation needs and their own evalua-
tions.

1
L

The responsibility for staff work on specific evaluation problems, other
than the structure and operation of the overall SYSTEM, should be carried
in other staff offices, as indicated below, even though the Special Assistant
assists in thls work as his time and capabilities permit. This will provide
better cont1nu1ty of effort for these staff services, and also make the best
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use of exlsting staff talents so as to avold unnecessary duplication of
staffing and improve coordination with related functions. In this way,
temporary absences of the Special Assistant should not -impede the smooth
working of the SYSTEM.

Qffice of Program Coordination

The Office of Program Coordination is the most suitable location for a
number of key staff functions for program evaluation because:

- the most important functional relationship of program
evaluation is with programming--we could even say that
evaluation is a part of programming;

- PPG is the focal point for developing overall Agency
program policy, programming guidance and instructions,
and program reviews, which puts it in the best positiom,
among the Administrator's staff offices, to identify
evaluation needs and apply evaluation conclusions;

- the types of capabilities needed for the staff functions
in question are most likely to be present among PPC staff.

In the proposed SYSTEM, PPC would carry the largest staff workload, which
would fnclude the difficult and rather time consuming tasks of developing
and disseminating suitable evaluation techniques and procedures for the
Agency. PPC's staff functions for program evaluation should include the
following:

(1) Develop suitable evaluation procedures and techniques foxr AID
use; supervise the preparaticn of guidelines, M.0.'s, and technical
literature on "how to do it"; and provide advisory services tc other
elements of the Agency in this field. (This would cover both the
development of formal requirements for evaluation work and advice on
how to proceed, including such matters as how operating units can
make the best use of outside evaluation resources.)

(2) Help provide centralized Agency contacts with outside organiza-
tions and individuals to learn how they conduct program evaluation
and related activities and to arrange exchanges of experience.

(3) Help provide substantive guidance for a central Agency file of
all AID .evaluation projects completed, underway and planned (fedbby
reporting from the Regional Bureaus) which would be maintained as
part of the central library service for storage and recall of reports
having program evaluation content of substantial usefulness to AILD,
and for the service itself.



2

- 10 -

(4) Conduct special subject evaluations of overall Agency program-
ming interest (most of these would be secondary evaluations, using
original evaluation materials developed by Missions and elsewhere),

e.g.,

- sector analyses, using comparative country data, that are
not covered by technical staff offices, or proceeding in
collaboration with technical offices and Regional Bureaus;

- effectiveness of various types of aid or aid techniques,
e.g., sector loans, food-for-work programs, TA for planning,

capital project loans, ete.;

~ analyses of overall Agency effectiveness in achieving

specified goals of FAA and policies of AID, e.g., accelerated

economic growth, civic development, increased self-help and
self-reliance, etec.:

- research studies. or preparatory work for cutside research
studies needed to develop 'how to do it" guidance for the
Agency's various program evaluation activities (this would
include commissioning of needed outside research support);

- -ald systems analyses, considering Agency and other experience

with alternative types of aid systems and strategies, and

combining these with evaluation of research on new possibilities,

to develeop aid strategy ideas and concepts.

(5) Develop (in collaboration with MP and AS) Agency information
management.systems that provide maximum support for improving the

quality of program evaluation activities and increasing the effective

v

use of the results.

(6) Develop means of making the fullest feasible use of program
evaluation results in Agency programming and program reviews, and
using the latter activities to identify further evaluation needs.

Technical.and Manazement Staff Offices

The fole of the technical staff offices in the program evaluation SYSTEM
has been briefly suggested at various points earlier in this Report., We
will not attempt to spell out here a series of functions for each.

The most important general point is that these technical elements of ATD

(WOH, some PPC elements, PRR, ENGR, OPS, GLAB, MP, IT, and technical units

in the Regional Bureaus) are likely to exert more constructive influence on
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the actual shape and conduct of AID activities in the field, and to do so
at the lowest administrative and "pain" cost to the Agency per unit of
technical output, if they substitute individual participation in Mission
program evaluation and programming work in the field for a large part of
their participation in clearance and review procedures in Washington. This
would also improve their professional work. .

While they are in the field on TDY, they would, of course, be working for
and with Mission management. If this causes any loss of their independence,
whatever that might mean, this is likely to be more than compensated for

by the practical effects of this type of participation on the acceptance
and usage of their advice., Moreover, their advice will be better infoirmed
and therefore sounder, more useful, and more welcomed by Mission and host
country personnel. A further benefit would be the improved communication
and mutual understanding between field units and Washington offices that
would result and that would filter up, down and sideways in Washington
after the technical personmnel returned. Related to this would be an im-
provement in the motivations of operational officers for seeking participa-
tion by technical officers: the latter would be more likely to be regarded
as a resource that is available to help solve problems,rather than as a
hurdle in the action path that has to be cleared or bypassed.

Application of travel strictures to the type of travel described above
would forestall this possibility of making more effective use of AID's
technical personnel. This should be avoided. The same applies to the use
of outside consultants.

Each of the technical offices could also do some useful program evaluation
work of their own in their areas of special interest. This would be primarily
secondary evaluation using multi-country materials developed by others, as
already described for PPC. Their role would include interpretation of policy
in technical terms, and appraisal of the suitability of the technical applica-
tions actually made. With the prevalent thimmess of staffing in many AID/W
technical units, they should seek combined efforts wherever feasible,

Another reason for this is that many of our problems are of an interdiscip-
linary nature. For the most part, however, the limited staff time available
to our technical units for program evaluation work is beskt spent evaluating
with rather than for our field organizations.

The Offices of Management Planning and Internatiomal Tralnlng have special
roles to play in program evaluation.

Although MP's evaluations and plamning of Agency ‘organization and procedures
does not directly measure the effect of our program efforts, it does throw

light on the efficiency of these efforts and good 0&M type work should result
in better program performance. Moreover, it is important that our judgements
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about organization and procedures reflect analyses of the actual program
effectiveness observed for various organizational alternatives and not
merely good organizaticnal doctrine and abstract logic. Thus MP“s work
should use and be used by the program evaluation SYSTEM.

The nature of AID's participant training programs requires a strong,
centralized program evaluation function in Washington for these activites.
This is because the training takes place in the U.8., much of its specific
content is planned here, the programming responsibility for the trainees
crosses just about all of the functional lines within ATD, Missions typically
have very limited training management resources of their own, and the partic-
ipant program itself is extremely important in furthering several basic AID
purposes. In faet, A/IT has probably done more systematic program evaluation
work, and has probably done it longer than any other element of ATD. Since
it has made fuller use of outside contracts for program evaluation work than
other offices, its experiences in this regard provide a useful basis for
comparative evaluation of this technique, and this should be done. (But with
the cavtion that the conditions affecting evaluation needs for participant
training are not typical of most of our program activities.) This should
include assessment of the adequacy of evaluabtion work by Missioms on their
participant training programs.

Two Summary Comments

Two geneial points, that pervade the foregoing description of the functions
to be carried out throughout ATD's program evaluation SYSTEM, deserve some
special re-emphasis.

One is that program evaluation is a major responsibility of operational
management. As such, it cannot be delegated to someone else and be effective.
As the Lincoln Report stressed, it requires continuous staff action that
closely reflects operating experience and that is motivated and guided by
strong leadership from the principal executives at each of ATD's three

command echelons,

The Administrator's role is partiewlarly crucial. He must personally show

a strong interest and let it be known by his organizational and program actions
that he places great imporbtance on good evaluation work, The Special Assis-
tant for Evaluation can be an Important instrument for this purpose. But

the Administrator must also participate directly in the SYSTEM, from time

to time. A well structured SYSTEM will permit him to do this, without

making undue demands on his time.

The second point is that program evaluation requires action follow-up. By
putting stress on the developument of strong personnel and procedural linkages
between evaluation and other functions like programming and implementation,
the structuring of the program evaluation SYSTEM can facilitate follow-up.
Suitable development of paraliel functions like information management does
the same. But these organizational steps do not assure follow-up. The

latvér, like evaluation itself, is a management responsibility.
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In summary, this Report suggests the following handling of follow-up responsi-
bilities.

~ Regional Assistant Administrators assure follow-up called for
in their Regions, with responsibility passed to Directors for
action needed in their Missions.

- When action is approved by the Administrator as the result of
program evaluation work or reviews by his staff offices, the
Deputy Administrator should assure follow-up by the responsible
offices, which would usually be the Regional Bureaus.

~ Generally, the Evaluation Officers (i.e., the staff specialists)
at the wvarious echelons should not be responsible for follow-up,
ag this tends to conflict with fheir other staff duties and to
dilute the action responsibility of the other offices. Follow-up
responsibility should be assigned, through regular command channels,
to the officers who normally have operational respomsibility for
the activities and functions involved, i.e., follow-up should not
be a function-of the program evaluation SYSTEM as such. -
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