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INTRODUCTION 

I t  is  our  view t h a t  program eva lua t i on  should be  o b j e c t i v e ,  
sys temat ic ,  comprehensive and u se fu l .  

I t  should b e  o b j e c t i v e  i n  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of  t h e  evalua-  
t i o n  t o p i c s  through d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n ,  a n a l y s i s  and i n t e r p r e t a -  
t i o n .  That is ,  eva lua t i on  is  most p roduc t ive  when it employs 
sound r e sea r ch  methodology. 

I t  should b e  sys temat ic  i n  approach, based on a  l o g i c a l  
framework o r  model. I d e a l l y ,  eva lua t i on  s t u d i e s  should be  
l inked i n  a  gene ra l  p lan  t h a t  a l lows t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  t o  
s tudy  sy s t ema t i ca l l y  t h e  c r i t i c a l  a spec t s  of t h e  program. 

Evaluat ion should be  comprehensive. It should inc lude  
s t u d i e s  of a l l  s i g n i f i c a n t  program a c t i v i t i e s  and problem 
a r ea s .  I t  should avoid redundant s t udy  of t h e  same l im i t ed  
s u b j e c t s  whi le  neg l ec t i ng  o t h e r  important t op i c s .  

F i n a l l y ,  eva lua t i on  should be  u se fu l .  There should be 
a  l i n k  between eva lua t i on  and planning. Evaluat ion should 
provide informat ion t h a t  can be  used i n  decision-making about 
t h e  f u t u r e  course  of t h e  program. 

It is our  impression t h a t  many program eva lua t i ons  do 
n o t  s a t i s f y  t h e s e  c r i t e r i a .  Family planning program evalua- 
t i o n  i s  o f t e n  l imi ted  t o  c l i n i c  s e r v i c e  s t a t i s t i c s  and KAP 
 nowle ledge-~ttitude-~ract i c e )  sample surveys .  Although t he se  
may be important ,  t h ey  a r e  no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  on ly  s t u d i e s  
t h a t  should be undertaken. Why is  so much a t t e n t i o n  g iven  t o  
s tudy ing  new accep tors  r a t h e r  than  a c t i v e  c l i e n t s ?  Why is s o  
l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  paid  t o  c o s t s ,  t o  t h e  way people  a r e  pro- 
cessed through c l i n i c s ,  t o  con t r acep t i ve  d i s t r i b u t i o n  systems, 
t o  t r a i n i n g  programs, t o  t h e  e f f e c t s  of  very  expensive mass 
communications programs? These and many o t h e r  b a s i c  program 
a spec t s  a r e  o f t e n  overlooked. The r e s u i t  can be  unbalanced, 
a r b i t r a r y ,  even u s e l e s s  eva lua t i on .  

It is  important t o  be  a b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  s i g n i f i c a n t  pro- 
blem a r e a s  s o  t h a t  t hey  can b e  eva lua ted  and improved. Un- 
f o r t u n a t e l y ,  t h e r e  a r e  a  l a r g e  number of f a c t o r s  t h a t  a f f e c t  
program s e r v i c e s  and it is seldom easy  t o  i d e n t i f y  them with-  
o u t  conduct ing a  c a r e f u l  a n a l y s i s  o r  exp lo r a to ry  s tudy.  The 
purpose o f  t h i s  Manual is t o  p r e sen t  a  gu ide  and a  c h e c k l i s t  
of ques t i ons  t h a t  can be  used t o  c a r r y  o u t  such exp lo r a to ry  



s t u d i e s .  Th i s  informat ion can  t h e n  be used t o  select evalua-  
t i o n  t o p i c s  and t o  d e s i g n  an  o b j e c t i v e ,  s y s t e m a t i c ,  compre- 
hens ive  and u s e f u l  e v a l u a t i o n  p lan .  * 

I n s t e a d  o f  beg inn ing  w i t h  an  e l a b o r a t e  s e r v i c e  s t a t i s -  
t ics  system o r  KAP f i e l d  su rvey ,  w e  recommend beginning w i t h  
an  overview of t h e  e n t i r e  program and i t s  major a c t i v i t i e s .  
The purpose o f  t h e  overview is m u l t i p l e :  1) t o  f a m i l i a r i z e  
t h e  e v a l u a t o r  w i t h  t h e  program; 2 )  t o  d i s c o v e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  
problem a r e a s ;  3 )  t o  formulate  e v a l u a t i o n  and r e s e a r c h  pro- 
blems; 4 )  t o  e s t a b l i s h  p r i o r i t i e s  f o r  f u t u r e  e v a l u a t i o n ;  
5 )  t o  p rov ide  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  a  comprehensive e v a l u a t i o n  p l a n ;  
and 6 )  t o  e x p l o r e  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of s p e c i f i c  e v a l u a t i o n s .  
The overview is ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  an e x p l o r a t o r y  o r  fo rmula t ive  
s t u d y  o f  t h e  fami ly  p lann ing  program. I t  is  t h e  f i r s t  s t e p  
i n  t h e  development o f  an e v a l u a t i o n  system. 

The product  of t h e  overview i s  a  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  most 
s i g n i f i c a n t  p a r t s  of t h e  program and t h o s e  a s p e c t s  t h a t  most 
need t o  be monitored and eva lua ted .  

The second s t e p  is  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  a  g e n e r a l  evalua-  
t i o n  p lan .  Although t h e  p l a n  may t a k e  a  v a r i e t y  o f  forms, a  
s imple  format  i s  t o  o rgan ize  t h e  p l a n  i n  terms o f  t y p e s  o f  
e v a l u a t i v e  s t u d i e s  : s t a t i s t i c a l  r e p o r t i n g  s y s  t e m s  , super-  
v i s o r y  g u i d e l i n e s ,  su rveys ,  exper iments ,  and i n t e n s i v e  s t u d i e s .  

The t h i r d  s t e p  is  t o  d e s i g n  and c a r r y  o u t  t h e  recommend- 
ed e v a l u a t i o n s .  Since  programs a r e  dynamic and e v a l u a t i o n  
needs w i l l  change over  t i m e ,  t h i s  e n t i r e  p rocess  should be 
repea ted  p e r i o d i c a l l y .  Th i s  p rocess  is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  F igure  
1. 

* Two manuals i n  t h i s  s e r i e s  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of eva l -  
u a t i o n  t o p i c s  and t h e  des ign  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  s t u d i e s :  Jack 
Reynolds, "A Framework f o r  t h e  S e l e c t i o n  of Family Planning 
Program Eva lua t ion  Topics" ,  Manual No. 1, and "A Framework f o r  
t h e  des ign  of Family Planning Program Eva lua t ion  Systems", 
Manual No. 2, Div i s ion  o f  S o c i a l  and Admin is t ra t ive  Sc iences ,  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  t h e  Study of  Human Reproduction,  
Columbia U n i v e r s i t y ,  r e v i s e d  January 1973. 



FIGURE 1 

AN EVALUATION STRATEGY 

Overview of 
~ r o g r a m / A c t i v i t i e s  

Eva h a t  ion P lan  

S t a t  ibt i c a l  Supervi-  
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Surveys Experiments I n t e n s i v e  

Overview 

Systems s o r y  Guides 

The p r e sen t  Manual p r e sen t s  s e v e r a l  sugges t ions  f o r  con- 
duc t ing  t h e  overview and a c h e c k l i s t  o f  i t e m s  t h a t  should be 
inves t i ga t ed .  The c h e c k l i s t  i s  a series of ques t i ons  t h a t  
r e l a t e  t o  program planning,  ope ra t i on  and eva lua t i on .  The 
princ ipa l  subtopics o f  inquiry are:  the need f o r  t h e  program, 
program o b j e c t i v e s ,  p o l i c i e s  and s t r a t e g i e s ,  p lanning,  r e -  
sources ,  a c t i v i t i e s ,  eva lua t i on ,  and c o n s t r a i n t s .  

Stud ies 

Overviews can be  made of t h e  e n t i r e  program o r  of spec i -  
f i c  a c t i v i t i e s .  W e  w i l l  use  t h e  program a s  our  example i n  
t h e  t e x t .  

I 1 I 



SOME SUGGESTIONS FOR CONDUCTING A N  OVERVIEW 

An overview is an e x p l o r a t o r y  s tudy .  We have a l r e a d y  o u t l i n e d  
t h e  purpose o f  such s t u d i e s .  Before  p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  s p e c i f i c  
c h e c k l i s t ,  it may b e  u s e f u l  t o  o u t l i n e  a procedure  f o r  con- 
d u c t i n g  t h e  s tudy .  

The overview should b e  conducted i n  a s h o r t  pe r iod  of 
t ime by  one o r  two members of  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  u n i t  o r  team 
working a s  c l o s e l y  a s  p o s s i b l e  w i t h  t h e  program d i r e c t o r s .  
I f  t h e  overview is t o  b e  of a s p e c i f i c  a c t i v i t y  r a t h e r  t h a n  
t h e  e n t i r e  program, t h e  e v a l u a t o r  should t r y  t o  l i s t  t h e  major 
program a c t i v i t i e s  and t h e n  se lec t ,  w i t h  t h e  program d i r e c t o r s ,  
t h e  h i g h  p r i o r i t y  t o p i c s .  

I t  is  h e l p f u l  t o  have a concep tua l  model t o  gu ide  t h e  
r e s e a r c h .  The model t h a t  we a r e  employing i s  t h a t  of a sys -  
tem ( s e e  F igure  2 ) .   his model assumes t h a t  c e r t a i n  fami ly  
p lann ing  needs a r e  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  community. A program is , 

planned t o  meet t h o s e  needs.  Program r e s o u r c e s  a r e  combined 
i n  s p e c i f i e d  p rocesses  t o  produce p roduc t s  and s e r v i c e s  (ou t -  
p u t s ) .  Hopeful ly  t h e s e  o u t p u t s  w i l l  have t h e  d e s i r e d  e f f e c t  
o f  meeting t h e  community's needs.  They may have o t h e r  e f f e c t s  
a s  w e l l .  

FIGURE 2 

SUMMARY MODEL FOR AN OVERVIEW OF FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAMS 

/""? Need-related e f f e c t s  
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To make s u r e  t h a t  t h e  program p l a n s  a r e  b e i n g  c a r r i e d  
o u t  and t h a t  t h e y  a r e  e f f e c t i v e ,  t h e  program should b e  e v a l -  
uated and t h e  r e s u l t s  fed back t o  t h e  program p lanners .  
There a r e  a l s o  e x t e r n a l  f a c t o r s  o u t s i d e  t h e  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  
program t h a t  need t o  b e  i d e n t i f i e d  s o  t h a t  t h e y  can  be  d e a l t  
w i t h  o r  t h e  program modified.  

The c h e c k l i s t  i s  based on t h i s  model and t h e  q u e s t i o n s  
t r y  t o  cover  each of t h e  major components, 

The d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  ins t ruments  can t a k e  a  v a r i e t y  o f  
forms, The c h e c k l i s t  can  b e  used a s  an ins t rument  i n  i t s e l f ,  
b u t  it i s  more a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  use  it a s  a  guide .  S p e c i f i c  
o b s e r v a t i o n  gu ides  o r  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  should b e  c o n s t r u c t e d  t o  
f i t  l o c a l  c o n d i t i o n s .  Not a l l  of  t h e  c h e c k l i s t  q u e s t i o n s  may 
be  r e l e v a n t ,  and d i f f e r e n t  q u e s t i o n s  may be  more a p p r o p r i a t e  
i n  i n d i v i d u a l  c a s e s .  

I t  is h e l p f u l  t o  beg in  w i t h  a  review o f  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  
Both d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  l i t e r a t u r e  can b e  u s e f u l  (program 
p r o p o s a l s ,  budge t s ,  annual  r e p o r t s ,  memoranda, s t u d i e s  o r  r e -  
p o r t s  of o t h e r  f a m i l y  p lann ing  programs).  In te rv iews  w i t h  a  
few key informants  who have had r e l e v a n t  exper ience  i n  t h e  
s u b j e c t  a r e a  can b e  v e r y  h e l p f u l ,  The i n v e s t i g a t o r  should 
t r y  t o  g e t  d i v e r s e  p o i n t s  o f  view by i n t e r v i e w i n g  c r i t i c s ,  
newcomers, e x - d i r e c t o r s  a s  w e l l  a s  p r e s e n t  d i r e c t o r s ,  coor-  
d i n a t o r s ,  adv i sors  and program u s e r s .  

Once t h e s e  p r e l i m i n a r y  soundings have been made t h e  i n -  
v e s t i g a t o r  w i l l  b e  i n  a  b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  t o  r e v i s e  t h e  check- 
l i s t  and deve lop  h i s  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  ins t ruments .  

It is a l s o  important  t o  observe t h e  major a c t i v i t i e s  a s  
much a s  p o s s i b l e  i n  o r d e r  t o  understand how v a r i o u s  f a c t o r s  
i n t e r a c t  and how program resources  a r e  processed t o  produce 
goods and s e r v i c e s ,  

Data c o l l e c t i o n  should be  comprehensive b u t  n o t  d e t a i l e d .  
Where d a t a  a r e  u n a v a i l a b l e ,  inadequate ,  o r  i n a p p r o p r i a t e ,  t h i s  
should b e  r e p o r t e d ,  One o f  t h e  purposes  of t h e  overview is  t o  
uncover such in format ion  gaps ,  

The a n a l y s i s  may r e q u i r e  a  good d e a l  o f  imaginat ion and 
i n s i g h t  i f  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  i n t e n d s  t o  go beyond b a s i c  de- 
s c r i p t i o n  of what he observes .  I n  some c a s e s  it may b e  p o s s i -  
b l e  t o  g e n e r a l i z e  about  c e r t a i n  o b s e r v a t i o n s  and t o  r e l a t e  



them t o  hypotheses  and theory .  The e v a l u a t o r  should  b e  c a r e -  
f u  1 about  drawing conc l u s  i o n s ,  however. Exp lora to ry  s t u d i e s  
a r e  u s u a l l y  ex p o s t  f a c t o  and can  r a r e l y  demons t ra te  cause- 
e f f e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  But enough in format ion  may emerge t o  
a l low t h e  e v a l u a t o r  t o  fo rmula te  an hypothes i s  abou t  a  cause-  
e f f e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  which can  be t e s t e d  i n  a  l a t e r  s tudy .  

The r e p o r t  should  b e  b r i e f  and t o  t h e  p o i n t .  It  should 
c o n t a i n  b o t h  an o b j e c t i v e  summary and t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r ' s  re- 
commendations f o r  needed r e s e a r c h  and e v a l u a t i o n .  Obvious 
program s t r e n g t h s  and weaknesses -- c e r t a i n  t o  b e  uncovered -- 
should be presen ted .  

The r e p o r t  should be prepared f o r  i n t e r n a l  d i s c u s s i o n  
w i t h  t h e  program d i r e c t o r s ,  who should b e  g iven  no cause  t o  
s e e  t h e  overview a s  t h r e a t e n i n g .  The major o b j e c t i v e  is pro- 
gram improvement, n o t  expos&. 

The r e p o r t  may fo l low a  v a r i e t y  of fo rmats ,  b u t  t h e  f o l -  
lowing is sugges ted :  

1. D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  need f o r  fami ly  p lann ing  s e r v i c e s ;  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  program p o l i c i e s ,  s t r a t e g i e s ,  ob jec -  
t i v e s  . 

2 .  D e s c r i p t i o n  of  program a c t i v i t i e s :  s e r v i c e s  pro- 
v i d e d ,  r e s o u r c e s  used,  a c t i v i t i e s  under taken;  

3 .  D e s c r i p t i o n  o f  a i d s  and b a r r i e r s  t o  program u t i l i z a -  
t i o n  : geographic  and phys i c a  1 l o c a t  i o n  ; economic, 
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  r e g u l a t i o n s  ; 

4. D e s c r i p t i o n  of  q u a n t i t y  and q u a l i t y  of  s e r v i c e s :  
magnitude, d u r a t i o n ,  t i m e l i n e s s ,  program g o a l s ,  com- 
munity needs ; 

5. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of f a c t o r s  t h a t  f a c i l i t a t e  o r  impede 
acceptance of s e r v i c e s :  p h y s i o l o g i c a l ,  psychologi-  
c a l ,  s o c i a l ,  c u l t u r a l ,  p o l i t i c a l :  

6 .  Analys i s  of d a t a  gaps:  l i s t i n g  of c h e c k l i s t  a r e a s  
where informat  ion  is u n a v a i l a b l e  o r  inadequate  ; 

7. L i s t i n g  and b i b l i o g r a p h y  o f  r e s e a r c h  and e v a l u a t i o n  
s t u d i e s  underway o r  r e p o r t e d  ; 

8. Summary of  apparen t  s t r e n g t h s  and weakness of  program 



a c t i v i t i e s ;  ava i l ab i l i ty ;  access ib i l i ty ;  adequacy 
and acceptabi l i ty  of services;  

9. Recommendations for  research and evaluation. 



THE CHECKLIST SUMMARIZED - 
The c h e c k l i s t  can  b e  d iv ided  i n t o  t h r e e  p a r t s  : plann ing ,  op- 
e r a t i o n s  and e v a l u a t i o n .  F igure  3 g i v e s  a  summary o f  t h e  
t o p i c s  of i n q u i r y .  A s  an  a i d  i n  fo rmula t ing  s p e c i f i c  ques- 
t i o n s  we have added l ists o f  d e s c r i p t i v e  c r i t e r i a  and evalua-  
t i v e  c r i t e r i a .  Appropr ia te  c r i t e r i a  c a n  b e  s e l e c t e d  and 
matched w i t h  each t o p i c  t o  deve lop  q u e s t i o n s .  For example: 
What is t h e  need f o r  fami ly  p lann ing  s e r v i c e s ?  Who i d e n t i -  
f i e d  t h e  need? When was it i d e n t i f i e d ?  How g r e a t  i s  t h e  
need? I n  app ly ing  t h e  e v a l u a t i v e  c r i t e r i a  t o  t h e  program 
p l a n :  Is t h e  p l a n  l o g i c a l ,  c o n s i s t e n t ,  c l e a r ,  p r e c i s e ,  r e l e -  
v a n t ,  r e a l i s t i c ,  adequate?  These c r i t e r i a  a r e  n o t  expected - 
t o  a p p l y  i n  every  c a s e ,  nor  a r e  t h e y  o f f e r e d  a s  t h e  o n l y  o r  
b e s t  c r i t e r i a  i n  a  g iven  s i t u a t i o n .  They should b e  used a s  a  
gu ide  t h a t  may lead t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  t o  fo rmula te  u s e f u l  ques- 
t i o n s .  

1. Planninq 

The e v a l u a t o r ' s  f i r s t  t a s k  is  t o  determine whether t h e r e  
is  a  need o r  demand f o r  t h e  program. The i n v e s t i g a t o r  should  
determine how t h e  need f o r  t h e  program was determined,  based 
on what c r i t e r i a ,  when, by  whom, and whether t h e  need has  
changed over  t ime. 

He should t h e n  i d e n t i f y  t h e  program o b j e c t i v e s ,  p o l i c i e s  
and s t r a t e q i e s .  He should t r y  t o  determine how t h e y  were s e t ,  
b y  whom, how r e a l i s t i c  t h e y  a r e ,  whether t h e y  can b e  j u s t i f i e d ,  
and what e f f e c t  t h e y  may have on program s e r v i c e s .  He should 
make a  s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  t o  r e l a t e  a l l  o f  t h e s e  t o  program needs.  
I n  many programs t h e r e  a r e  no c l e a r  o b j e c t i v e s ,  p o l i c i e s  o r  
s t r a t e g i e s ,  and t h e  need has  been assumed b u t  never  determined. 
I t  is important  t o  p o i n t  o u t  such d e f i c i e n c i e s .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  t a k e s  a  c r i t i c a l  look a t  pro- 
gram p l a n s  and t h e  p lann ing  p rocess .  These should a l s o  b e  r e -  
viewed i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  program needs and o b j e c t i v e s .  

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  should examine t h e  
o r q a n i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  program, i t s  s t r u c t u r a l  f e a t u r e s ,  r e l a -  
t i o n s h i p s  between depar tments  and agenc ies ,  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  
c o n f l i c t ,  s t r e s s  and t e n s i o n .  

He should t h e n  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  major a c t i v i t i e s  of t h e  



program i n  terms of p rocesses ,  d i r e c t i o n ,  superv i s ion .  

F i n a l l y  he should make a c r i t i c a l  inven tory  of program 
resources  and no te  how they  a r e  employed. 

3 .  Evaluat ion 

I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  is  concerned w i th  what 
types  of eva lua t i on  have and have no t  been done, and how such 
s t u d i e s  r e l a t e  t o  t h e  assessment of program a c t i v i t i e s  and 
t h e  measurement o f  program ou tpu t s ,  e f f e c t s ,  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
and e f f i c i e n c y .  

With a l l  of  t h i s  information t h e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  should 
have a panoramic view of t h e  program and should be  a b l e  t o  
i d e n t i f y  t h e  i n t e r n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  and t hose  a s p e c t s  of t h e  
program t h a t  need t o  be  monitored and eva lua ted .  

He should a l s o  t r y  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  f a c t o r s  o u t s i d e  t h e  
c o n t r o l  of  t h e  program ( e x t e r n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s )  t h a t  may l i m i t  
program e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  

A l l  of t h i s  informat ion can now be brought  t oge the r  t o  
formulate  recommendations f o r  eva lua t i on  p r i o r i t i e s .  

FIGURE 3 

SUMMARY OF THE CHECKLIST FOR OVERVIEWS OF 
FAMILY PLANNING PROGRAMS 

PROGRAM PLANNING 

NEED FOR THE PROGRAM PROGRAM POLIC IES 
By c l i e n t e l e  Formal/Informal 
By geographic a r e a  BY type 
By popula t ion  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  Laws 
By q u a n t i t y  RU l e s  / ~ e g u  l a t  ions  
By type  of s e r v i c e  
Over t ime 

Guide l i n e s  
By s u b j e c t  

Planning P o l i c i e s  
Organ iza t iona l  p o l i c i e s  
Personnel  P o l i c i e s  
D i r ec t i on  P o l i c i e s  
Supervis  ion/Control  p o l i c i e s  
Research/Evaluation p o l i c i e s  
Product & Serv ice  P o l i c i e s  



PROGRAM PLANNING (Cont inued ) 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
By t a r g e t  group 
By t a r g e t  d a t e  
By magnitude 
By d u r a t i o n  of  e f f e c t  
B y  t y p e  o u t p u t  

Goods 
S e r v i c e s  

By t y p e  e f f e c t  
Changes i n  Awareness 
Changes i n  Knowledge 
Changes i n  Motivat ion 
Changes i n  A t t i t u d e s  
Changes i n  Behavior 
Changes i n  S t a t u s  

PROGRAM POLICIES (Cont inued ) 
Promot ion/Adver t is ing P o l i c i e s  
D i s t r i b u t i o n  P o l i c i e s  
F i n a n c i a l  P o l i c i e s  

PROGRAM PLAN/STRATEGY - 
Assumpt ions /~remises  

General  Environment 
Market and F a c t o r  Market 
Demand and Need 
Investment 
A v a i l a b i l i t y  of  Resources 

Scope o f  P lan  
Durat ion o f  P lan  
Type o f  P lan  
Content  o f  P lan  

PROGRAM OPERAT I O N  

PROGRAM ORGANIZATION PROGRAM RESOURCES 
S t r u c t u r e  Human Resources 
Authority/Responsibility Money 
Di rec t ion /Leadersh ip  M a t e r i a l s  
Coordinat  ion/Comrnunication Methods/Techniques 
Superv i s  i o n / ~ o n t r o l  

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
E d u c a t i o n / ~ n f o r m a t i o n  
Product D i s t r i b u t i o n  
Medical  Examinat ion/Treatment 
T r a i n i n g  
~ e s e a r c h / E v a l u a t i o n  
~anagement/Administration 



PROGRAM EVALUATION 

PROGRAM EVALUATION 
O f  i n p u t s  
Of processes 
Of ou tpu t s  
O f  effects 
Of effectiveness 
Of e f f i c i ency  
Of c o n s t r a f m t s  

CONSTRAINTS 
I n t e r n a l  

P o l i c i e s  
O b j e c t i v e s  
R e s o u r c e s  
A c t i v i t i e s  
O r g a n i z a t i o n  
I n f o r m a t  i on  

E x t e r n a l  
G e o g r a p h i c  
E c o n o m i c  
P s y c h o l o g i c a l  
P h y s i o l o g i c a l  
Social 
C u l t u r a l  
P o l i t i c a l  
L e g a l  
A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

D E S C R I P T I V E  C R I T E R I A  EVALUATIVE C R I T E R I A  
Who 
What 
When 
Where 
W h y  
How 
How m u c h  

A v a i l a b i l i t y  
A c c e s s i b i l i t y  
A d e q u a c y  
A c c e p t a b i l i t y  
L o g i c  
C o n s  is tency 
C o m p a t i b i l i t y  
C  l a r i t y  
P r e c i s  ion 
R e l e v a n c e  
U t i l i t y  

1 R e l i a b i l i t y  
V a l i d i t y  
O b j e c t i v i t y  
R e a l i s m  
Feasibi l i ty  

T i m e l i n e s s  
N e c e s s i t y  
Su f f i c i ency  
P r o d u c t i v i t y  
E f f e c t i v e n e s s  
E f f i c i e n c y  
C o m p r e h e n s i v e n e s s  
S y s t e m a t i c  



THE CHECKLIST - 
PROGRAM PLANNING -- 

~ e e d / ~ e m a n d  f o r  t h e  Family P lann inq  Program 

Has a  need f o r  f ami ly  p lann ing  s e r v i c e s  been i d e n t i f i e d ?  
When was t h e  need i d e n t i f i e d ?  Has it been r e v i s e d  o r  
updated? How was need determined:  by c a r e f u l  s t u d y ,  
e s t i m a t e s ,  e x p e r t  o p i n i o n ,  guesswork? Where i s  t h e  need 
g r e a t e s t :  among c e r t a i n  t y p e s  of p e o p l e ,  f o r  s p e c i f i c  
s e r v i c e s ,  i n  c e r t a i n  geographic areas? W h o  identified 
t h e  need: program p e r s o n n e l ,  o b j e c t i v e  r e s e a r c h e r s ,  
f o r e i g n  a d v i s o r s ?  How much o f  t h e  need i s  unmet b y  
o t h e r  s e r v i c e s ?  How s e r i o u s  o r  c r i t i c a l  is  t h e  unmet 
need? What consequences a r e  expected i f  t h e  need con- 
t i n u e s  t o  b e  unmet? What a r e  t h e  p r o j e c t i o n s  f o r  f u t u r e  
need: w i l l  it i n c r e a s e ,  d e c r e a s e ,  remain s t e a d y ?  How 
v a l i d  and r e l i a b l e  a r e  t h e  d a t a  on need? A r e  need d a t a  
comprehensive? Does t h e  unmet need r e f e r  t o  u n a v a i l a b l e  
s e r v i c e s ,  i n a c c e s s i b l e  s e r v i c e s ,  inadequa te  s e r v i c e s ,  un- 
a c c e p t a b l e  s e r v i c e s ?  Is t h e r e  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  
between need and demand f o r  s e r v i c e s ?  

Proqram P o l i c i e s  

A r e  t h e r e  any government p o l i c i e s  r e g a r d i n g  fami ly  plan-  
n ing  o r  p o p u l a t i o n ?  What t y p e s  o f  p o l i c i e s  a r e  t h e r e :  
laws,  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  r u l e s ,  agreements ,  s t a t e m e n t s ;  fo rmal  - i n f o r m a l ;  w r i t t e n  - u n w r i t t e n ;  m a n i f e s t  - l a t e n t ;  open 
- hidden? A r e  t h e  p o l i c i e s  adhered t o  o r  ignored? When 
were t h e  p o l i c i e s  p u t  i n t o  e f f e c t ,  w i t h  what r e s u l t s ?  
Who fo rmula tes  t h e  p o l i c i e s ?  A r e  t h e  p o l i c i e s  c o n s i s -  
t e n t :  w i t h i n  t h e  government, between a g e n c i e s ,  between 
d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  t h e  program, i n  d i f f e r e n t  r e g i o n s  of 
t h e  c o u n t r y ?  A r e  t h e  p o l i c i e s  c l e a r  and s p e c i f i c  o r  
vague and g e n e r a l ?  A r e  t h e y  comprehensive o r  a r e  t h e r e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  gaps?  Are t h e  p o l i c i e s  a c c e p t a b l e  o r  i s  
t h e r e  o p p o s i t i o n ?  What is t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  o p p o s i t i o n ,  
among what g roups?  Have t h e  p o l i c i e s  had any impact:  
where,  how much? A r e  t h e  p o l i c i e s  r e l e v a n t  and r e a l i s t i c  
i n  t e r m s  of needs f o r  f a m i l y  p l a n n i n g ,  a r e  t h e y  adequate?  
Do some p o l i c i e s  need t o  be modified o r  updated? A r e  
t h e r e  adequa te  p o l i c i e s  f o r  p lann ing ,  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  pe r -  
s o n n e l ,  d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  program, s u p e r v i s i o n ,  r e s e a r c h ,  
s e r v i c e s ,  promotion,  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  communication? 



Proqram Object ives  

Does t h e  program have ob jec t ives ,  goa l s ,  purposes,  aims? 
What a r e  t h e  bases  f o r  t h e  ob j ec t ives :  f e r t i l i t y  c o n t r o l ,  
h e a l t h ,  s e rv i ce?  Have s p e c i f i c  t a r g e t  groups been iden- 
t i f i e d ?  Have t a r g e t  d a t e s  been s e t ?  How much change is 
hoped f o r ?  When is it t o  come about? How long is  t h e  
change supposed t o  l a s t ?  How were t h e  ob j ec t ives  s e t ,  
when, by whom? Have they  been rev ised  o r  modified? Why? 
Are t h e  ob j ec t ives  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  needs f o r  s e rv i ce s?  
Are t hey  r e a l i s t i c  and f e a s i b l e  ob j ec t ives?  Are t h e r e  
p r i o r i t i e s  among t h e  ob j ec t ives?  Have ob jec t ives  been 
set f o r  each major program a c t i v i t y ?  Are t h e r e  any hid- 
den ob jec t ives?  Are t h e  ob j ec t ives  measurable? 

What types and q u a n t i t i e s  of s e rv i ce s  and products a r e  
sought? When a r e  they  supposed t o  be achieved, f o r  what 
t a r g e t  groups? (Program Outputs)  

What changes a r e  sought i n  awareness, knowledge, a t t i -  
tudes ,  motivat ion,  behavior ,  s t a t u s  ( f e r t i l i t y ,  hea l th ,  
s tandard of l i v i n g ) ?  When a r e  t h e  changes expected t o  
occur ,  among what t a r g e t  groups? How much change is ex- 
pected and how long should it p e r s i s t ?  W i l l  t h i s  change 
be  adequate i n  terms of t h e  needs? (Proqram E f f e c t s )  

Program P l a n / ~ t r a t e q y  

Is t h e r e  a gene ra l  s t r a t e g y  f o r  implementing t h e  program? 
Is t h e r e  a s p e c i f i c  p lan?  What elements does t h e  p lan  
include? What does it leave ou t ?  Who developed t h e  
p lan ,  when, on t h e  b a s i s  of what c r i t e r i a ?  Is t h e  p lan  
adequate,  l o g i c a l ,  r e l evan t ,  r e a l i s t i c ?  Is it a s i n g l e  
purpose p l an  o r  a s tanding plan? Does it cover a l l  sec- 
t o r s  o r  only family planning i n  t h e  government? Is it a 
na t iona l  plan. r eg iona l  o r  a r e  t h e r e  p lans  a t  t he  l o c a l  
l e v e l ?  Are t h e r e  mul t ip le  p lans?  Why? Are they com- 
p a t i b l e  and c o n s i s t e n t ?  Has t h e  plan been modified o r  
rev ised :  when, by whom, why? Do t h e  p lans  r e f l e c t  t h e  
needs? Do they  r e f l e c t  p o l i c i e s  and ob jec t ives?  What 
assumptions does t h e  p lan  make about t h e  gene ra l  s t a t e  
of t h e  environment, about market condi t ions ,  about de- 
mand and need f o r  s e rv i ce s ,  about f u t u r e  investment i n  
family planning and t h e  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of resources? 



PROGRAM OPERATIONS 

Program Organizat ion 

How is t h e  program s t r u c t u r e d  and organized:  by geo- 
g raph ic  a r e a ,  type of s e r v i c e ,  agency, f unc t i on ,  c l i e n -  
te le ,  p rocess?  Who developed t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  p l a n ,  
when? Has it been r ev i s ed?  Why? Is t h e  o rgan i za t i on  
l o g i c a l ,  u s e f u l ,  r e a l i s t i c ,  e f f e c t i v e ,  e f f i c i e n t ?  How 
do t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t s  r e l a t e  t o  one ano ther?  What a r e  
t h e  a u t h o r i t y  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ?  A r e  l i n e s  of a u t h o r i t y  and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  c l e a r  and l o g i c a l ?  Who i s  i n  charge of 
the p r o g r a m  and t h e  va r i ous  a c t i v i t i e s ?  Is d i r e c t i o n  
adequate?  Is l e ade r sh ip  adequate  and accep t ab l e?  How 
a r e  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  coord ina ted?  What a r e  t h e  
l i n e s  of formal and informal  communication? Are t hey  
adequate  and e f f i c i e n t ?  Are program s t a f f  informed? Is 
communication two-way o r  does  it flow from t h e  t o p  down? 
What supe rv i so ry  func t i ons  a r e  t h e r e ?  What c o n t r o l  mech- 
anisms a r e  used? How much supe rv i s i on  and c o n t r o l  is 
t h e r e ?  Is it adequate ,  a ccep t ab l e ,  u s e f u l ,  s y s t ema t i c?  
A r e  job d e f i n i t i o n s  c l e a r ?  Is t h e r e  ove r l ap  o r  dup l i c a -  
t i o n  of f unc t i ons  o r  a c t i v i t i e s ?  

Program Resources 

What resources  a r e  r equ i r ed  by  t h e  p l a n  and which a r e  
a v a i l a b l e ?  A r e  t h e  resources  adequate i n  a l l  c a t e g o r i e s ?  
What c r i t e r i a  a r e  used i n  s e l e c t i n g  r e sou rce s?  Who s e t  
t h e  c r i t e r i a  and who c o n t r o l s  t h e  s e l e c t i o n ?  A r e  some 
resources  redundant ,  u n d e r u t i l i z e d ,  o v e r u t i l i z e d ,  s c a r c e ?  

Is manpower a v a i l a b l e  i n  s u f f i c i e n t  q u a n t i t y  and i n  a l l  
r equ i red  job c a t e g o r i e s  f o r  a l l  p o s i t i o n s  throughout  t h e  
program and t h e  count ry?  Are personne 1 adequa te ly  
t r a i n e d ?  Are t hey  s u f f i c i e n t l y  s k i l l e d ,  knowledgeable, 
competent, mot ivated? A r e  s t a f f  compat ible?  Do t h e y  
work t oge the r ?  Are s t a f f  s a t i s f i e d  w i th  t h e  personne l  
p o l i c i e s  and o p p o r t u n i t i e s ?  A r e  t h e  rewards f o r  working 
i n  fami ly  planning a t t r a c t i v e ?  How a r e  personne l  r e c r u i t -  
e d ,  s e l e c t e d ,  o r i e n t e d ,  superv i sed ,  d i s c i p l i n e d ,  f i r e d ?  
(Human Resources) 

Is money a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  program, f o r  each a c t i v i t y ,  
f o r  each reg ion  o f  t h e  count ry?  What a r e  t h e  sources  of 
funds:  g r a n t s ,  f e e s ,  c o n t r i b u t i o n s ,  c o n t r a c t s ,  dona t i ons ,  



government budgets?  What r e s t r i c t i o n s  a r e  placed on t h e  
program b y  t h e  funding sources?  What a r e  t h e  p r o s p e c t s  
f o r  money i n  t h e  f u t u r e ?  How is t h e  budget p repared ,  by 
whom, how o f t e n ?  Who r e v i s e s  and approves i t ?  Does t h e  
budget r e f l e c t  t h e  program p l a n ?  Is it adequate?  How 
much does  t h e  program c o s t ?  What a r e  t h e  l e a s t  and most 
expensive  i tems? Do c o s t s  v a r y  according t o  r e g i o n ,  ser- 
v i c e ,  agency? How e f f i c i e n t  is t h e  program? (Money) 

Are f a c i l i t i e s ,  equipment and s u p p l i e s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  t h e  
program, each major a c t i v i t y ,  each r e g i o n ,  each agency? 
Are t h e s e  m a t e r i a l s  adequate?  Do t h e y  a r r i v e  on t ime? 
Is inven tory  c o n t r o l  s u f f i c i e n t ?  Is maintenance ade- 
q u a t e ?  Who is  i n  charge o f  purchasing,  d i s t r i b u t i o n ?  
( M a t e r i a l s  ) 

What s i g n i f i c a n t  t echn iques  a r e  used i n  t h e  program: 
medical ,  e d u c a t i o n a l ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  communication, t each-  
i n g ,  l a b o r a t o r y ,  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e ?  Are modern t echn iques  
employed? Could t h e y  be employed? Is t h e r e  r e s i s t a n c e  
t o  c e r t a i n  techniques  on t h e  p a r t  o f  program s t a f f ,  c l i -  
e n t s ,  community l e a d e r s ?  A r e  p r e s e n t  t echn iques  e f  fec- 
t i v e  and e f f i c i e n t ?  (Methods and Techniques) 

What a r e  t h e  major a c t i v i t i e s  o f  t h e  program: educa t ion ,  
t r a i n i n g ,  in fo rmat ion ,  communication; medical  examina- 
t i o n ,  counse l ing ,  t r e a t m e n t ;  r e s e a r c h  and e v a l u a t i o n :  
p r o g r a m  planning, management, a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ?  Which of 
t h e s e  f u n c t i o n  w e l l  and which have d i f f i c u l t i e s ?  What 
a r e  t h e  g e n e r a l  s t e p s  i n  each p rocess?  A r e  t h e  p rocesses  
s t a n d a r d i z e d ?  Are t h e y  c o n s i s t e n t l y  and competent ly  
c a r r i e d  o u t ?  Which p rocesses  appear  t o  be most e f f e c t i v e  
and e f f i c i e n t ?  Why? Are t h e  d i f f e r e n t  p rocesses  i n t e -  
g r a t e d  o r  d iv ided?  (Program A c t i v i t i e s )  

PROGRAM EVALUAT I O N  

Research and Eva lua t ion  

What types  of  r e l e v a n t  r e s e a r c h  and e v a l u a t i o n  has been 
conducted? B y  whom, when, of what,  where, how? What 
were t h e  r e s u l t s ?  Were t h e y  used f o r  program p lann ing  
o r  modi f i ca t ion?  What s i g n i f i c a n t  changes were made a s  
a  r e s u l t ?  How v a l i d  and r e l i a b l e  were t h e  d a t a  c o l l e c t -  
e d ?  How o b j e c t i v e  w e r e  t h e  s t u d i e s ?  What t y p e s  of  d a t a  
a r e  p r e s e n t l y  be ing  c o l l e c t e d ,  f o r  what purpose ,  by whom, 
how o f t e n ?  How r e l e v a n t  a r e  t h e s e  d a t a ?  How a r e  t h e  



data processed, analyzed and interpreted? What is  known 
about program inputs,  processes, outputs, e f f ec t s ,  e f -  
fect iveness,  eff iciency? What is not known? What needs 
t o  be known? Why? 

Internal  and External Constraints 

What i s  known about in te rna l  const ra ints  and t he i r  ef -  
f e c t s  on program operations: po l ic ies ,  program objec- 
t i ve s ,  resources, a c t i v i t i e s ,  organization, information? 
What needs t o  be known, for  what purpose? 

What i s  known about fac tors  outside of the control  of 
the program? Have any s tudies  been d0n.e or  do any need 
t o  be done about the impact of external  const ra ints  on 
the program: geographic fac tors ,  economic, psychologi- 
c a l ,  physiological,  s oc i a l ,  cu l t u r a l ,  p o l i t i c a l ,  legal ,  
administrative factors?  What s ign i f i can t  e f f ec t s  would 
these have on the ava i l ab i l i t y ,  access ib i l i ty ,  adequacy 
and acceptabi l i ty  of services? 



SUMMARY 

I n  t h i s  paper  we have o u t l i n e d  a s t r a t e g y  f o r  conduct ing an  
overview of  a f a m i l y  p lann ing  program and p r e s e n t e d  a check- 
l i s t  o f  i t e m s  t h a t  should  b e  included.  W e  have s t r e s s e d  t h e  
importance o f  t a k i n g  a c r i t i c a l  look a t  many f a c t o r s  i n  pro- 
gram p lann ing ,  o p e r a t i o n s ,  and e v a l u a t i o n ,  a s  w e l l  a s  e x t e r n a l  
f a c t o r s  t h a t  a f f e c t  t h e  program. 

Data  provided b y  t h e  overview can  be used a s  a b a s i s  f o r  
t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  e v a l u a t i o n  t o p i c s ,  p r i o r i t i e s  and t h e  d e s i g n  
of  e v a l u a t i o n  systems.  

Although t h e  c h e c k l i s t  has  d e a l t  w i t h  a n  e n t i r e  f ami ly  
p lann ing  program, it c a n  e a s i l y  b e  modified t o  t r e a t  s e p a r a t e  
a c t i v i t i e s  such a s  c l i n i c  s e r v i c e s ,  t r a i n i n g  and mass comrnu- 
n i c a t i o n s  . 




