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H. EYALUATION ABSTRACT (do no1 sxceed the .pace provided) 

T h i s  evaluation covered a l l  of US.-UD/Guatemala  and predecessor act ivi t ies  during the 
past fo r ty  years, as the cuh ina t ion  of a series'of ind iv idua l  sector prqrm r e v i e w s .  
begun i n  1983. The eva lua t ion  was conducted by a team of twelve U S  and Guatemalan 
contracted profess iona ls  and four USAID/G mployees  over a span of six w&.s on the 
b a s i s  of a revied of e x i s t i n g  project and pr-m documents, interviews w i t h  present ' 
and past USAID and GW; personnsl, and extensive visits to sites of present  and past 
USAID projects for interviews w i t h  k e f i c i a r i e s  and local public sector personnel. I 
The purpose was to  identify the outcomes of principal USAID/G programs to date frcm a; 
long term perspective, assess appropr ia teness  of past and present st-lategies, identify 
elements ccntributing to prcgram s u s  t a i n a b i l i  t y  , and underscore lessons learned and thef r 
applicability for future prcqrams. "core" prcqrarns evaluated included agriculture , e$u- 
c a t i o n ,  health, rural infrastructue, institutional developnent, and developnent info*- 
tion systems. The major findings and donclusions are: 1 [ 

I 
* USAID/G core programs have k e n  in-place s ince  the w l y  1950's; during the 1960's; 
emphasis s h i f t e d  from urban, i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  towards rural target groups andi 
communities in the Indigenous Highlands, where it continues kcday. , 

3 I * Aqriculture programs sipce 1975 have focused upon crop diversification, small-scale; 
? irrigation, soil conservation, rural credit, and rural toopzratives £or small farmers- 
: P o s i t i v e  income effects and diffusion of technolqies are t angib le  and widespread; more 

a t t e n t i o n  is needed now in the areas of credit and rural marketing. I 

* Rural Education Froqrams have emphasized b a s i s  rural school syst&s and construction, 
bilingcal education,  and non-formal education s ince  the early 7970's; bilingual pro-; 
g rams  have been well received : basic and non-f o m 1  education projects have success£ ully 
addressed problems faced in rural cmunit ies ,  but rap id ly  growing population mandatek - 

significant expansion of joint  USAID/OX efforts . i 

' I * R u r a l  health Prcyrams have been virtually the exclusive d c m i n  of USAID efforts, wbr- 
king w i t h  NGOs. Cadres of local health and family planning prarotors are in place, and 
progress, while slow, has ken mrked over the p a s t  twenty years. i i 
* Institutional developnent assistance has ken a part of most USAID/G projects fmn ithe / 
beginning. This has helped the GOG l i ~ e  m i n i s t r i e s  and other inst:tutions a'cquirel n=&ded i 
-resBrces and expertise: however, much remains to be done to p r a t e  decen t r a l i za t ion  \of i 

d ec i s ion  d i n g  and budget management refom to make GOr: more responsive totneeds of4 
target groups i n  all program xeas. Improvements i n  developnent information systems 
would facilitate these efforts. 
* Cmunity-level approaches have been the m s t  f r u i t f u l  means of reaching target groups 
.rn & 1 'u.qBIp/G core ~rmrams 
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I. EVALUATION COSTS ! I 
I I i 
I 

1. Evaluation Team 
Nliliation Contrsct Nurnbsr a Contrael Cost Source of a 

I ' Name 
I TDY Pertan Doyo TDY Cosl (US) Funds I 
I 

D W P m .  ASSOCIA- PCC-1406-1-00-7006-00 $ 1 50,159.00 PD&S 
I .  i 

( 8 profe5sionals ) 
I 

520-0000-1-02-9698-00 66,667.00 PD&S loc. l ~ r r .  

AGP.OD~JSTRIAL;ES ~ ( 4  p r ~ f e s s i o n a f s )  I 

I . VSAID/G STRFF 7 20 person days , 
I 

1 2. Mission/Of!icc Prolessionsl 132 3. Borrowsr/Grontcs Prolclssional 
' S\ail Person-Days (eslimale) Slali Pelson-Days (esllrnals) i 

r 
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A.I.B. EVALUATION SUMMARY PART 11: 

J. SUMMARY OF WALIJATION PINDlNGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS (Try not 0 mxaed Uu 3 P.o.~ ptovldsd) 
Addtar th* f e h d n g  kana: 

* Purpaw d aclidty(i6s) muated . Principal ncomrmnd.tions 
* Pu? of mlubion and Mthodology used rn bssorrs!amad 

Fndings and condu~ions (retsta to qwstions) 

USAID/Guatemala July 28, 1989 Mission or Onice: Dits this summary prepared: 

ml md W, ''Forty Years on the Altiplana--A Cross-Cutting 
LWaluatior~ of USAID-Supported l?rmqrams in the Replblic 
of Gua~emafa frcm the Wade of the 1940s to the 
Present" March, 1 989 

The evaluation covered all of the principal activities of ~-/~uat-la and p&-- 
sox agencies during the past forty years. The focus was u p  the Mission's "core" 
programs as they have evolved over the years w i t h  special attention to develogamts 
during the past twenty years: agriculture, rural education, rural health, rural 
infrastructure, and institutional developent and infomation systems. Irdividual 
projects w e r e  examined, as appropriate, only as examples of "links" in specific series 
of projects caprising those pq-ams; that is, the evaluation cancentrated fipn 
P- impacts and their interrelatianships. Other activities and projects were ad- 
dressed as tjme mitted and as they related to the fi- LB core areas. 

Fmm the beginning, and especially since the mid-1860~~ the purpose of USAID core 
programs has been to improve the well-being of ~uatemla's -1 poor mjority in the 
Indigmuus Highlards via improvemsnts in inccmes and agricultural technology, expansion 
of rural, cumunity hsed education ard health systems, strengthening of p w s r  and mad 
linkages, an3 strengthening of key public and private sector institutions dedicated to 

5 serving the rural poor. "Inproved well-beingng" has additi-lly bem interpreted as 
helping to broaden target groups' participation in the social and econmic fabric of 

4 Guatema1an society via support for m a t i v e  arganizaticrs, imp-ed legal anl 
justice systems, greater equity in land ownership, and other equity-related activities. 

evaluation team m s  staffed w i t h  twelve contracted US and Guat-Ian dewlo-t 
pmgmm professionals and four mmbers of ~SAID/Guater~fa's staff, All m e  fully 
language qualified and had had many years' w i e n c e  w i t h  AID programs in Guatemdla 
and/or Latin America. A large volume of secondary materials was gatherd for ad .by i, 
the team. These, together w i t h  intensive interviews and numerous visits to present and 
past sites of USAID-supported activities, clonprised the team's basic sources of, infarma- 
tim. In all areas, these questions were addressed: 

- What programs/projects has US econanic assistance been supporting? 
- Have these keen appropriate in terms of the priority needs of Qatewala at the 

time? 
- Has U S A D  focus been consistent, i.e,, sustained? 
- Are tangible results f m  Um assistance observable today? 
- Are they sustainable frun a Guatemalan perspective? - W n z t  problems and/or opportunities remain? 
- ~hd-cild USFJD be doing anything differently frcm the standpint 'uf uverall 
strategy? 

I 
Throughout the tize-rlaticm, team specialists focussing a specific areas m e t  frequently ; 
to share impressions and to identify cross-mtting thmes observed among me effects of : 
US supported programs -in the field. WHile there were r,or differences of opinim abwt 
details, there was no significant disagreerent among team membess over 
*,@irqs, 



In general, US assis-ce programs in Guatenafa have clearly had lasting, positive im-, 
pacts upon the target groups in the H i ~ l a d s - - m o r e  people are earning more; working 
more, living longer, and reeiving better educations. While these broad changes were I 
abviausly not due to USAID supported activities alone, the psi t ive  effects of the I 
Mission's prcgrams can be traced and have been clearly cumulative, especially during the 
past f i f teen years. Nevertheless, there is still a long way to go; m u 1  factors 1 
c&ine to dampxi the impacts of present and future efforts: 

- Rapid population growth, particularly in the western Ughlands and in W b  
axeas ; I 

- Accelerating deterioration of the rural envimrmmt--deforestation of.waterM{ 
areas, soil erosim, pollution arad depletion of water for irrigation and 
drinking; i - Overcen&alized public institutions, inflexible budgeting, and inadequate field/ 
logistical support; , 

- Cycles of m l  and urban violence canducive t o  political instability and dis- 1 
tortion of national e m n d c  and developnent policies 

From a long term perspective, the US assiskr.ce portfolio has been logical, consistent) 
and, in view of Guatemalan social, political, and econcm2c swings the past forty , 
years, sqrisingly we11 sustained. Present Ct,qAU3 strategy builds upon these in the : 
context of the US Congres. Fonally-mandated Central American ~nitiave's renewed errq?hasis 
upon Guatemalan macroeconanic stability and growth and improved management of the I 

national budget and developnent programs. 

In amiculture early emphasis was upn iristituticn building; the present day Ministry of 
Agriculture and its agencies have develoI@ much of their overall structure, program 
focus, and outreach capability f m  U--assisted effarts to create a Ministry respons- 
ive to rural develop-rent needs, especially in the Highlands. During the 1 9601s, the j 
emphasis shifted frm larger to smaller Earn, frun single crop assistance to 
&tifacited assistance for diversification, including soil conservation, small-scale 
irrigation, crop and livestock resear&i/ex:t,msion, coaperatives, rural credit, and 
rural marketing. Activities in' these -IS, m y  of wh ich  began as small scale, pilot ,  
efforts in the early 7 970s have intensif i d  r:ince then and form the fourdation of tala$' s 
OOG miall farm support pcrrtfolia, closely mer~ing US assistance w i t h  national programs< 

I 
i 

Incanehave clearly risen in the USAID pcoject aras, and irrigated terraces supporting 
a variety of vwtable and fruit craps can be 9- in m y  places. Research and sten: 
sion workers, including growing cadree of "para- extensionists" ( local village residerits' 
having received basic mension training to mss on to neighs), received 3&tial I 
training and technical assistance ilrader US-supported programs and are busy today in thq 
Highlands. Farmers' harries have k r ~  improved., and. more farmers are adwring addition+ 
land and sending their children to school. Agricu-IItural programs have yielded sub st ant^ 
ial and growing supplies of food availab1.e for wba2 mnssnptian and for export, ! 

Yet  b t h  credit and marketinq are major constraints to fkther progress and to lmger- i 
term sustainability. The COG'S rural finance systm is understaffed in the field a d  ' ' I 
o v e r ~ ~ t r a l i z e d  in the Capital. hkrketing plicies for the s m a l l - f m  sector are ill- , 
defined, and well-azticulatd systems of market i ~ f . ~ ~ t i o n  m d  stcrage/hdling facili- 

1 ties for small farm owners/operatoxs are vii&Ually nonexistant. USAID has not given 
sufficient attention to these matters in past years, although they - are addressed in the) 
Mission' s present portfolio of aqiculture projects . 
In education, early project essistance was focussed an strengthening the existing health 
adminislation system, followed by heightened emphasis on educaticn and training services 
available to Highla& cOmrmnities during the 1960s a rd  thereafter. More recently, 
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centerpieces of the joint USAl:D/GCG prtfolio have include2 primary and higher edurati~n 
outreach, bilingual and nonfomal eduation,  schools construction, and teacher training;- 
Of these, bilingual and nonfoml prqrams have yielded the most dramatic results. They 
have worked together to strengthen zmuni ty  solidarity and to provide more 1-1 employ- . 
ment and leadership opportunities, especially for the Indigenaus population. EducatioQ 
administration, however, continues to be hobbled by overcmtralization, lack of materials 
relating to rural needs, and severely limited lwistical support for rural schools. 
Recently revised USAID education strategies, caref~ily harked out with Guatemalan corn-. 
t-, are intended to address all these areas. 
In health USAID d~zring the 1950s worked with COG authorities to strengthen the wis t j l l c~  
urban-based curative health system. During the 1 960s, programs began to address the I 

8 

nearly total lack of rural preventive health services in the Highlands. M a y ,  US ! 
assistance is the principzl supprt for such Guatemalan programs as basic health care 
clinics, potable water and sanitation, and family planning. The evaluators encountered ; I 

large numbers of individuals in the field who had been involve with US-supported heal* 
programs in the past. Y e t  thz quality of basic health services, and the dedication of 
professionafs presently in the field, is still variable. All GOi; clinics are adversely/ 
affected by limited supplies, logistics problems, and persome1 shortages. Central 
health authorities appear to be disinterested in strong rural initiatives. F;unily plan- 
ning continues to be controversial; increasingly f n recent times, projects p h i &  work 4 
through n o n g o v ~ t  channels and which package FP among a variety of ccmmaity-hsed 
health alternatives seem to  have keen more successful. 

Government institutions continue to be ~vercentralize3, overburdened with a multiplicit9 
of donor programs, and financially inflexible. Informatian systems and allied-planning! 
and analytic capability are inadequat~. Poor conceptualization of projects and difficul- 
ties in project management for both USAID and the GOG have w e d  prograin inpacts ja *e 
past, C z SOMELESSONSLEARNED I 

3 * Recognition of villagers' propensity for group decisionrnaking and channelling develop+ * ment assistance through such groups makes acceptance and rapid diffusic~n of new ideas 
3 more likely; "bottan-upr1 approaches definitely pdanote sustahability. 

* Consistent and sustained approaches to developnent lead to cumulative buildup of local! 
0 1 

expertise over a span of, say, tmty years which may not be immediatrdy evident to c 

those.promoting change in shorter t e r m  "&u&s1' characteristic of four or five year 
proj e&s . Patience, f lexiliility, & consistency are critical strategic elements. I 

I 

I 

* Controversial or unpopular programs (e.g., family planning) are more acceptable if 
@&aged within a broader pr-am of interventions offered to viflagsrs amid a range : 
of choices. "", I 

* "supply-increasing" agricultural projects must  be acrompanied by -rdinated activities 
in the areas of marketing and rural finance; analysis of likely changes in demand as i 
we11 as in supply is a key factor in est-inating future marketing patterns ?ad impacts ' 

upon the consumption of the p d u c e r s  thmselves. 
I * In l d i n g  assistance to public and private sector developent institutions, attention! 

must k given to decision-making processes, not merely to technical and logistics1 assis; 
tance. I 

* Private sectcr institutions and organizations ccmprise potentially fruitful and effi- i 
cient agents for promoting "grass-rmts" changes. At present, most GOG line ministria : 
are too m k d i z e d  to function effectively at municipdL and village levels, 

ENTINUED ON PAGE 5A : 
I 
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* mtinued focus q c m  developnental basics--appropriate agricultural technologies 
and m l  infrastrclcture, pr.- and bilingual education, basic village health I 

m e ,  access roads and electrification--is palitically neutral and provides bases 
for developmt of skhle, public sector careers; these things ase conducive to 
l a g  term host counWy supportv i-e.,  host-country sustrzined priorities. , 
* Yet achie--t of efficiency in the use of public sector resources for develop- I 

fmt requires real deconcentration of decision-making. 

* There is no substitute for close USAID monitoring of real change in areas selected : 
for program focus; frequent field visits (e.g. ,  once quarter) should be an 
integral part of pro j ect agement .  

SCME -TIONS 

* USAID should continue its present emphasis u p  Sasics; given present high rates 
of Guatmlan  population growth, acceleratd efforts in smll farm research and 
technology transfer, rural infrastructure, and basic health and education are amply 1 

justified. 

* Effa . t .  Lowards institutional strengthening should lz f o w e d  u p n  encouraging I 

g policies for e f f ~ c v e  decentalizatin of public sector decision-ddng, especially I 

-4 within the ministries of agricult:re, education, and health. 
c, I 

* USAID should establish an integrated infoLmation/mnitoring system encompassing (1 j 
-- internal information, (2) project level monitoring (both financial aspects and 

results in the field) and ( 3 )  longer-term program perfomce;  the GOG should 
, 
I 

be encouraged to upgrade its own information mmagement and planning systems. 

* USATS's present -loration of means to strengthen the Guatemalan private sector 
v3 and private mechanisms to pramte deveLoprmt.(e.g,, via NCQs) has shown prcmishg 

L 

results and merits (~3ntunued support; this, however, should be done within the i 
broader framework af consistent long-term GXX; public policy, recognizing the need 
to seek flexible balancing of public and private mechanims as wternal conditions 

I 

r 

change over time. 
* Heightened attention should te given to monitoring social change affecting, and 

I 

i 
affect& by, program strategies and projed design in v i e w  of Guatemala's romplo(. 
socio-cultural environment. Cross-cutting issues and impacts relating to w a l /  I 

I urban, ~ndigefl~us/Ladino, and publiclprivate sector dichotanies need to be identi- I 
f ied. 

_-l---__---l_l_l------------ 

I 

m: The lessons learned and recamendations listed above have been restricted 
to longer-term ams-cut t ing issues identified by the evaluation team. Lack of 
space here precludes detailed items by sector. These can bs faud  in Volumes I 
and I1 of the final evaluation report. I 
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C ~ I m A T I m  sH.EET 

E. Action Decisions Approved by Mission or AID/W O f f i c e  Director (Cont 'd j  

Person Coarrpllet ion 
Actions Required Responsible Date ; 

! 

( 5 )  Coritinue p r e s e n t  focus  upon Pragram Cont i nuous 
fundamehtals i n  agriculture, educat ion ,  O f f i c e r  
h e a l t h  and i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  Programs o r i e n t e d  1 

towards r u r a l ,  small-farm areas, 
L 

( 6 1 Heighten emphasis upan improved rural Program Officer conk i nkaus 
market ing and c r e d i t  d e l i v e r y  mechanisms for and Chief Rural 
a g r i c u l t u r e  development. Dev, Of f i ce  

' ( 7 )  A s  appropriate and f e a s i b l e ,  seek to Program Officer Continuous 
maximize p r i v a t e  sector and decentralize I 

p~blic sector mechanisms f o r  f i e l d  management 
of projects i n  a l l  development sectors. 

I 

(8) Continue suppor t  f o r  GOG 8% constitutional Program O f f i c e r  , ~ o n t  inuous 
"set a s i d e "  for municipalities; as feasible 
and appropriate, enhance c a p a c i t y  of , 
m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  and USAID communi ty-based 
s t r a t e g i e s  and programs, 

I 

(9) I n  a l l  sectors, main ta in  and s t r e n g t h e n  Program Officer Continuous 
focus  upon community-level grass t o o t s  
associations as participants i n ,  and targets 
of rural development programs/pxo j e c t  s, 

i 

(10)  I n  the area of i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t rengthen-  Program O f f i c e r  ~ o n t  iLbous 
ing suppor t  GOG' s p o l i c i e s  on d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  or des ignee  

and, concur ren t ly ,  t h e  improvement of management 
and e v a l u a t i o n / i n f  ormation systems w i t h i n  t h e  GOG 
development agencies .  

(11) I n  Agriculture, maintain primary focus  Program Officer Cont i nuous 
upon c a b i n e d  systems of d i v e r s i f i c a t i o n ,  and Chief Rural 
i r r i g a t i o n ,  and s o i l  conse rva t ion  fox small Development 

O f f  ice farms in the Central and Western Highlands. 
i 

( 1 2 )  Give high p r i o r i t y  t o  p o l i c i e s  and Program Officer cont inuous 
strategies aimed at reducing d e t e r i o r a t i a n  and Chief Rural . 4 

Development of the rural environment g e n e r a l l y  and 
of watershed areas i n  particular, Off ice 

I 

! 

1 
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E. Action Decisions Approved by Mission or AID/W Off ice Director ' ( ~ o n t  'd) 

Person C a p l e t  ion 
Actions m i r e d  Responsible D a t e  ' I 

I 

( 1 3 )  In H e a l t h ,  encourage greater GOG program Officer .: contintous 
support for rural preventive health and Chief O f f  ice I 

I 
services delivery in  collaboration with of Human Resources I 

local private efforts to accomplish child ' Development 
survival object ive ,  

(14) In education, continue present efforts Program Officer ~ o n t  i n k u s  
towards innovative ways of reaching primary and C h i e f  O f f  ice I 

school levels children i n  rural areas, of Human Resources I .  

including radio-assi sted outreach and Development 
related a c t i v i t i e s ,  I 

( 1 5  1 In infrastructure,  increase efforts Program Officer Cont i npous 
to improve rural market access roads, 
especially for those areas targeted by 
e x i s t i n g  or projected rural development I 

programs/prs j e c t s .  : 

( 16 ) Encourage and support Grogram-related Program Officer ~ o n t  i nkous 
studies to acquire information in the areas or designee Studies in 
of (a) extent and sever i ty  of poverty; three areas 
(b) rural marketing, (c) food consumption/ indicated 
demand and (d ) effectiveness of municipality by 1991, 
level development efforts. 
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