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INTRODUCTION

Thi~ document displ~s several modifications to the logical framework matrix format which have
grcntn out of the past two years of operational experience. These modifications do not alter the
bas~c logical framework concepts; they are intended o~ as convenient means to clarify or elabo-
rat~ one or another aspect of project design. •

Use IOf any or all of the modifications is not required. The modifications may be used informal1.y
as 1j'orksheets, singly or in combinations as appropriate. If the Mission r;-llds that a modified
logfcal framework is more effective than the standard matrix format for cO!'!!!!!UIli.cating with ArDjw,
thij is acceptable.

USJqDs are encouraged to give copies of this document to any cooperating group, (i.e., contractors,
P.ASi}s, host country officials, other donors) now using the logical framework. The modifications
hav, been given to participants in the AID Program Evaluation Seminar (roM II) starting with the
MarTh 1973 session. This docurent is an informal adjunct to M.D. 1026.1, Supplement I, the
PrOfI'am Evaluation Guidelines, Second Edition.

I
RewjLers are invited to contribute to the continuing development of the logical framework methodology.
COIIIIf1E!ots on these eight modifications and the related expl.a.na.tory material are welcome. Suggestions
f~r Iother modifications will be appreciated. These camnents should be sent to your Regional. Evalua­
tiof Officer. If enough usefUJ. suggestions are receiVed, a second, expa.Dded edition of this
c~umwill be prepared.

iii
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Logical Framework

1

PARr I

DESCRIPrION OF THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK METHODOLOGY

.. , I.

yel.ement in project p~anning and evaluation is the working out of a l.ogical framework which:

(a) defines projec~ inputs, outputs~ purpose, and higher sector/program goal. in measurabl.E or objective.ly verifiabl.e terms;

(b) _esizes t1e causative (means-end) linkage betveen inputs, _puts, purpose, and gosJ.;

(c) articuJ.ates th1 assumptions (external infl.uences and fadors) which will affect the causative linkages;

(d) establ.ishes th~ indicators which will permit sUbsequent measurement or verification of achievement of the defined outputs,

logical =~:k:X~1l,y a project planning device. It alao is used for re-examination of tbe origl.nal deBi.. of ongoing
ects as a necessary pr~l.ude to evaluation, Le., it sets the st~ards against which the project will be evaluated. Evaluation
consists of detel'Illi.niItg and validating whether or not the project outputs are being produced, whether these outputs in fa.ct are

ing to achieve the project purpose; and finally whether this achievement is making a significant contribution, as pJ.anned, to the
er order goaJ.. 1 ,

hown in a JDa'trix, the ~ogiCal framework has both a verti cal and a horizontal l.ogic. Its vertical l.ogic defines the series of
ative linkages which i~ intended to transform project inputs into devel.opnent changes at the sector or program l.eveJ. and permits
planner/evaluator to j dge whether these linkages are viable. Its horizontal logic encourages the evaluator to measure progress
verify planning assump ions at each ievel. (~tput, purpose and goaJ.) separately and independently fran other l.eveJ.s.

acteristics and Limite; ions of the Logic ~ Framework

level of e1Tl
• A1.l. aspects of project planning (Le., the formu1.ation of targets, causative linkages, indicators, and assumptions) are

defined by the project planner. and the sector manager and are project-specific. Similarly, the degree of rigor and the
in collecting and analyzing data for both planning and evaluation are determined by management and are
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project-speci~C.

• The logi,cal ~amework is ethically neutral. It gives no guidance on questions of socio-economic equity or benefit incidence
SUCh. as equ~.tble income distribution, employment opport~ties, access to resources, popular participation in decision-~

and in the 'ts of development projects, unless such aspects have been explicitl¥ inclUded in the statements of goal or
purpose.

• The logical. ttamework is programmatically and technically neutral. It gives no guidance on proven strategies and techniques,
cost and feas}bility of replication, effects on ecology, concentration on key problem areas, reliance on the private sector,
etc. It does Inot assure that the project is !lptimaJ., i.e., that the project directl¥ addresses the most critical constraint
to goal. achierement or that it is the most effective means for overcoming that critical constraint unless the planners/
evaluators cnpose to explore alternative approaches.

i
• The methodolo~ perDits, but does not require, co t/benefit and cost/effectiveness analysis.

• A clear distiftction should be made betwen the logical framework concept and the logical framework matrix for.nat. The concept
is a unified I3tructuring of a set of project design elements. It introduces order and discipline into the intellectual. pro­
cesses of the/planner.

I

i
• The matrix fojrmat is merel¥ a convenient planner's tool which simulates and visua11¥ displays the project design eleIJents so

that they canl be manipulated, assayed and cammunicat~d.

The logical framework concept, as applied to any given project, is analagous to a game of chess, the matrix format is t=:le
chessboard. I

i
A distinctioni should be made between the logical framework·matrix format and the Project Paper (PROp). The former contains
succinct sUJID$ry statements of targets, assumptions, etc. The latter should spell out these statements in a more specific
and comprehe*iVe way.

j
• The logical f1ramework is objective-oriented, it does not describe the actions, activities or processes which transform

means into eqds. other inbtruments fill this need, i.e., Project Paper (PROp), Joint Project Implementation P1.an (PIP),
network an~ses such as PERr, elM, etc.

I

logical framework sh01m on the following page is the standard format used by A.LD. for planning end eValuating all noncapitaJ..
)jects. !

..
I I
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PART II

MODIFICATIONS TO THE ~l)GlCA ~ FRAMEWORK

5

1

I
I

I
~he following pages disp1.ay a number of modifications of the basic 1.ogical. :framework matrix
lfhich have grown out of two years of experience in the fie1.d and AJJJ/W. Project p1.anners
~d evaluators are not required to use these modifications; nor are the JIlOdifications intended10 rep1.ace the standard matrix format (p. 3). They are disp1.ayed here for two reasons:

f • they may have ·1.earning va1.ue for program and project staff'

1

: by c1.arifying one or another aspect of the 1.ogical. framework
concept.

I
I G they may be usefUl. to p1.anners and!or evaluators as informal.
I worksheets to be used in analyzing project design.

I
~he modifications may be used s~ or in combination; for instance, if the project planner!
~val.uator is concerned with the assUJIi~tions (external. factors) affecting his project, he mayrnt to c_ine mo<tlfication *, and modification #4.

I

I I I I.
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Modification #1 - Verification of' ARsumptions

Modification # 1 of the logical framewo:-k, shown on the following page, provides an added column
for clarifying and elaborating the assumptions (external. f'actors and circumstances) which af'f'ect
the causative linkages. Entries in this column can be used to:

.~--:--:'.::-).~
":;. .:~., ... ,.

--"~.-

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

verify the validity of the assumption,

weigh the importance or criticality of the assumption,

assess changes in the status of the assumption,

suggest actions which could increase the probability tha~ the assumption
would be realized, and/or

specify the need for further study of the assumption.

Assumptions should be made as explicit as possible and should be stated in operational. terms. This
may permit the planner to take steps calculated to reduce uncertainty, increase control and, where
pc!lsible, move the assumption within the scope of the project design.

Modification # i may be usef'ully be canbined with Modification # 4..
I
!

-
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MARnT1VE SUIolMARY OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION IMPOR'rANT ASSUIlPTIONS MEANS OF VEl!lFYlNG ASSUIoIPTiOHS
""""'_ .. Soctor Goal. n.....- oIlio<';' '. Measure.of Gool Achievntent: Au_p'ions for och~eving goal taI'pts.:
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I -

I

Proiect PUfPG'.: Cartcl,tiona that .ill indicate PUf1MlM has """ Asauaptions for ochi..nng purpose:
achieved:· End of proiect sto1Us.

Golputs: ~..itude of 0,.".: Assumptions for odUning outprts:

In.....: 1...1........... T..".. (Typo ...d lM>n~ty) AuulIIIp'iofts far pro¥i4iag inpyts:

-

I
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Modif'ication #2 - Insertion of' an Additional How(s) in the Vertical Hieraracby of' Objectives

subsector goal. between project purpose and sector goal (see example) ••

I
j
Modif'iCation # 2, on the f'ollowing page, is intended to accommodate one or more intermediate
J.eveJ.s in the vertical hierarchy of' objectives. Such an int~rmediate or sub-J.eveJ. might 'be:

!I • intermediate output between input and f'inal output J.eveJ.s,

I

Note that the setting of' goal-a (subsector, sector, program) is not no~ the responsibiJ.ity
of' project mal'1agement, but rather of' those to whom the project personneJ. report (tills applies
to both the host country and the donor agency).

I
I._.... L__.... .... _
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I Modification #3 - Insertion of an Additiona1 CoJ.umn for Specific Targets

jodification #3, shown on page J.3, spells out in explicit detail, (new coJ.umn 3) the actual.
argets measured by each objectively verifiable :indicator. It thus simultaneously elaborates
he narrative statement of target contained in column 1 and states the final result as re­
~lected by each indicator.

t is i.m;portant to understand and :preserve the distinction between a scheduling device and a
isting of interim planned targets. ScheduJ.ing of project inputs, actions, events and outpts
s acccmpllshed in the Project Implementation Plans (PIP) and in network devices such as l'SRT.
edification #3 permits a statement of interim planned targets and their est:il!lated dates of
ompletion. Modification #3 should tie in with a:ny scheduling device used by the project

ement team.

he grid shown in Modification #5 on pages 16 and 17, can be use:f'ul.1y applied in Modification 113,
olumn 3. An example of this usage is shown on the folioing page •

.. i' I • •
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c. 0 0 15 25
(to reach 6a1> by 1980)

3. Specific Targets

FY 73 FY 74 FY 75 FY 76

8.. All. vanen recei~ food are either
pregnant or lactating mothers vith
demonstrable mrtritional need.

I
I
I

~e: I

L. Narrative statement I

Improve the food conlumption habits and nutri­
tional intake of l~income population.

I
I,

2. Objectively Verifiable Indicators;

a. Mothers enrolled in MCH program con­
form to nutritional requirements.

b. Percentage of children receiving
food.

c. Percentage of MCH foods produced
locaJ..1y.

b. 25 50 75 100

d. Number of farmers using produ~tion d.
packages (in ooos)

(1) Cuy

(2) Quinoa.

(3) Legumes

(1) 0

(2) 0

(3) 0

1

o

o
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Modification #4 _ Relation of Assumptions to Causative~s

Modification #: 4, on the following page, recognizes that planning asSum.ptions directly influence
the viability of a causative linkage rather than the target itself. Tne split-level arranc-s::errt
of columns 3 and 4 acco!!!llodates this relationship.

Modification #: 4 may be usefully canbined with Modification #: 1.

, .
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Modification #5 -- Input-Output or Cost-Benefit ClJlIlP8:risiullii

EXAMPLE:

Modification #5 fa illtates the comparison
of inputs/costs dU-ing any period with
corresponding indi ators of outputs/
benefits. It us permits cOmp&rison
upwards to the pur~se level if such a
comparison is constdered meaningful and
desirable. "This frid can uso be used
in Modification #3

I

, I

P"i~""""·: e-lirr.ns ..... wiR~ polIpOSe Ilea ....

d.ecA7~ ~ ~AgLe
8dl"'-': &.fofP"'i~
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.eEr~
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Modifications #6 and #7 - Evaluation of Benefit Incidence

Modifications #6 and 7, on the following pages, are designed tu distinguish between the
nature of the benefits created by the project (i.e., increased output of goods and services
and the benefit incidence (i.e., those people who participate in the production and/or con­
sumption of' those benefits). The groups to whom the benefits are intended to accrue
(target groups) should be identified by income, geographic, or other relevant socio-economic
descriptors. Two classes of benefits and beneficiencies should be considered: (1) benefits
generated by the construction/maintenance/operation of a facility or service, usually accuring
to people employed for these purposes; and (2) benefits accruing to those who obtain access to
the facility or ser\"ices created (school children, clinic ll8-tients, owners of land brought
under irrigation or connected to market by a feeder road).

Examples: Indicators of Progress/Performance
(Benefit)

Increase in wheat production of
metric tons/year since 1970.

Annual increase in hospital beds
of since 1970.

Increased revenues in agricultural
production sector of pesos/
year from 1970 to 1975.

Indicators of' Benef'it Incidence
(Beneficiaries)

1, of' lower income persons (under
-pe-s-o-s"TJy'ear) able to purchase kilo o-r-
wheat products (bread, flour, etc.) per week
as compared to 1: in 1970.

Annual increr.se of hospital admissions of
target low income persons of since 1970.

;, of low income farm families in north-
-w-e-s7"t-p-r'ovince receive no less than j;
annual increase in real income from cash crops
from 1970 to 1975.

, I
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Modification #8 -

Modification #8, on the following page, represents more than a minor modification of the basic
format. It differs basically in that it permits the evaluator to display and measure change by
recording the original. objectives, indicators and planning assumptions and canparing these
against the assumptions and actual status existing at the time of the evaluation.

This modification was developed for use in evaluating capital projects either during their imple­
mentation stage or after completion. It can also be used on noncapital projects.

Note that this. matrix also embodies modification #4 and #6.

_... J._.....__.... ..._~---------------=



No.1

EVAUlA110N SUIlilARY • CAPITAL PROJECTS
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PART nI

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

IECT OUTPUTS:

~he specifically intend d kind of' results (as opposed to their- magnitude) that can be expected !'rom good management o:f the inputs
lrovided.

:Xample: Manpower, tr nine, machinery and building materials (inputs) can be managed to produce an irrigation network, trained
operational s ·aff, a water utilization schedule and a user rate scale (outputs).

JECT PURPOSE:

fue primary reason for -he project, Le., the development which is expected to "be achieved or the pro"blem "'hich is to be solved tl
;he project is complete success:fully and on time.

~ample: An irrigation network and associated :facilities and services (outputs) are intended to produce increased per hectare
yield (projec· purpose).

rhe programming level h yond the project purpose, Le., the next higher objective to which the project is intended to contribute.

assumed to exist i:f and when the project is to succeed, but over which the project I!:a!lag"''''f'nl;

lJMPTION:

~ situation or a condi
team ma.Y have little 0

!:xample: Increased pe hectare yield (project purpose) is intended to result in expanded exports o:f agricultural crops (sector goe.l.).

Example: Increased c yield (project purpose) will contribute to expanded export o:f agricultural crops (sector goal) only if' price
and market c nditions are :favorable (assumption).

... •• I
• I I
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OBJECTIVELY ,,,..,,,,.,,...r

Pre-establishe
Progress indic
gress has or
dence rather t

'MRGETS:

criteria or measures of an explicit and specific natu.:.--e designed to provide objective assessmezrl; err project progress.
tors should be objectively stated so that oath a p"_"OpOn~ o~ a project and an ::d'onned skeptic wocJ.d agree "2&t p::'O­

not been as pl.anned. Pre-establishing ob.jec1;~ve.:oY v=ifiabJ.e indicators and targets .....,ps focus discussioo en evi­
opinions.

An explicit an objectively verifiabl.e statement of the kind and magnitude of :finAl result to be !"e!U.lied at a specified date. '3fue ter.It
target is used at the output, purpose and goal. l.eveJ.s.

PROJECT LINKAGES: I
I

&. There is a causative linkage between project outputs (irrigation network) and the ultimate proj~ct ;pq.-oose !;~~ yi~'.

The out.put must exist before the purpose can be achieved. The existence of the outputs does not however goca.!"a::tee t"'a+ Ue v.-=­
pose will e achieved. Factors outside the project design (farmer attitudes and access to credit) ll!83" prevent 8~"'j~ 01' p'O­

ject purpo e. Thus the causative rel.ationship between ·project outputs and purpose :o:st be explicitly S+..ated as a ~es2s. ~::e

external. 1" ctors (assumptions) identified; and eval.uation must then verify whether or not the ~esis was realized.

b. Similarly, there is a causative linkage between project~ (improved crap y:iclds) and p....-ogress towa....-d a higher sectoral. or
program g (expanded export of agricu1.tural. craps). The achievement of project;; purpcse does not guarantee that the goe1. will.
be reache" Factors outside the project design (price and market conditions, spoilage and other l.osses) EiBif prevent. r'8""'Tr~
progress t ard the higher goaL Thus the causative rel.ationship between project purpose -and h:i~er goal must ~ st:ted as a
hypothesis the external. factors (assumptions) identified, and the hypothesis validated.

c. es shouJ.d also be proportional as we1.1. as causative. Thus, the improved crap yields will. mean lit;t1e far~
they occur in a rel.atiVely small area. Analyzing a project in teJ.'1llS of ceans-ends 1.i.nka.ges J!Jlq h;ghHg?+. a :lack of"

the original. pl.ans, i.e., a disba1a.nce between modest means and grandiose targets. It is im;po:rtaJ:!t to dete-..m.ne if'
e sufficient in quality and quantity to produce the desired end product.

Oil


