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. . 
The !Jrge=t * G S L ~ Z  of TXs Con-Zr~l?A~~~ Their 

Own Pate: The Long Run Fb-t;Ure of Donor 
PL-, Xonitoring and Evaluztion 

Over the iast  six months I L~ve had -the oppar-w 
of c d t i n g .  wLth nine developing aountry govements on how 
they- vfew their problem of pEazming nodtor ing  and evaluation, 
i-$ most recent v i s i t s  in Mrica have eided ny t m -  on 
these probleas imezmably (? ) . 

. . 
% I believe that the very success of the gr01.rf;h of 
eonor assf stance has fed 'to :an .overall frratf sml system 
of developnent. E ~ c h  donor tries to ac t  in-telligently fn - 
fts pl-, implementation and evaluatfon efforts* 
Donors as a group b v e  been nore sopflist2cated mrl mrationdlfl 
in tfieir procedures in recent years. But wbt is intelligent 
individually is chaos cumulatLve1y. Together, donors are 
prevent- mvly goverrmen%s f r ~ n  factzag desperate problems. 

this f m e a u  that donors coamad the arbentian and tine 
of key government officials to assfst in merous visits,  
design teaas, rnoni to~Lng checkups, and.eva1uations a d  %ha* 
the few people in a positzon in goovrrvaents to do more basic 
thZakiq a r e  l i te ra l ly  pfc!eed to de%th, 

Thfs b s  been a problem for. some tine, But the 
seriousness of the problem has groyn tremendously of late due 
tc the fact that LDC plumers.are n o t  now faced with the 
usuzl ~t txny of choosing beheen new proposals, but due to 
the need to finance.necesscc?y, but dncrsaswly eqenslve 
Inports (particularly fiefs), LIE p k m e r s  face a crisis in 
de*emLnbg w h a t  nust be cut fron exist- developnent 
activi-ties. The erd&Lng OFEC aid, al2icially reported 8% 
&out $4 b iu ion  a ye=, is qdte  Lmdequate to f-ce the. 
exca  5430-:360 b i l l i o n  in additional energy costs =Lone faced 
each year by the fSCs (2). And, it is too s.oon to see if a d  
when .the promises n ~ d e  by Om ne~bers in Caacs-s will 
nz?.teria.Uze. Debt li.mits zre be- approached in several 
countries (3). Key pe~g le  nust ndce W d  caoices, if 
%ley W e  t h e  to thkiuk, 

( q )  E-Usr  I visited b the ixddle East and in South and 
Southeastern J~s ia ,  ia Australizn scholzr hes supplemented 
 onat at ion on some of these countries a d  ~ ~ r o v i d e d  
v,?..lucbbe data on four Latin i'lmericz com-tzies. 

(2) These es%lr?ates are subject to great error .  Smdl 2rlbiers 
2id PELS alone estimated to be billion/yez.r in the 
P e b r u q  -27 Z1ternatiom1 Berald Witune. Tne keg point, 
however, is that thLs aid l~.s n o t  usually gone to the 
%ost seriously af2ectedN countries. 

(3)  h recent U.S. private investnent bad< predicts LDC 
bomrmings of ::200 b i l l i on  over 'l9Z0-82; the s ~ c  
a c t ? : ~ t  7 2 s  borrowed over the last  5 years. 



. . 
To analyze tae com9laxity 02 tae k ~ s k  faced by ., 

UX;! planners, l e t  us consider the follow in^. mere x e  
now some 33 bilateral donors, some of whoa-are themselves 
recipients. A recent list of d k i l a t e r d  funds numbers 
well over 60, There cre 120 U,S. private and voluntary 
orgmizat50ns reg% stered ~ L t h  J'. -4n additioz2. 336 U,S,  
IJOs are l isted in a recexk registry 09 non-psof2-t' organizations 
wi%h overseas development programs, (A colleague in %he 
OECD Developnxen$ Training Centre e s t a t e s  t h e  Gots3. mber 
of NGOs in the OECD countries to be over 4,080 with a large 
number fn the overseas dewlopen t  f ie ld) .  To my knowledge 
Edrd liorld HV6s b v e  not yet been counted. ?r?hat is even 
nore confusing is the fact that many ~Pganizztions pursue 
d t f p l e  systems, There i s  no o m  United Ectisns systea 
,for budget-, pl-, non22oring and evCfltra-f;ione Rather, 
each const.ituent p& of the U.N. has its of'= systen and 
soae of these parts d s a  have sever& systems, e.g., FAQ 
pwsies 3 different ev~luation systems. Similarly, the - a 

vmious aid branches of the U.S. Government pursue a 
mLLtfpUcity of criteria end mnageaent systems (1 ). 

Seen Tram the side af a typical LDC, the plethora of 
systeias urd d e m d s  c o n  central ~ttehorities f s stqgering, 
lJT(TT]P resident; representatfves tote up the ntl~zber of donaFs 
md projects :'mvolvfag their countries, Spf lk.n&a c ~ ~ e n t l y -  
is assisted by 74 donors. Kenya f s assis%ed by 4? govement 
donors a d  a hcge number of NfZZs* 

,.c:, ; / .  

It is comon for BXnistrles 02 naming to stzte  *fig% , .  

the burden inposed by donors yevents  the= fron doing the 
most simple Wnds of a n d y s e s .  !iay govefnments h o w  what  
%hey w a n t  to do, but do not hzve the t ine or resozrces to 
zct as %hey desfre. Donor f-ce tends to dis- tort  ra-kher 
t b m  reinforc! govemen-t g l d a g ,  -:- Ugh offief ,-3. in a ' 

West ifricm go-;emen% s a i d  that while hks government ha6 
cefiain m i n i m a l  cr i teria far accegd3ng a project , the 
avaflabPUty of donor f.nRncing could override d l  o t h e r  
criteria. . Xe ztmd his coTdeagues izl nay other cotmtries 
worry that  they are avercomittLng thense2ves jrastfcally 
3eyond t n e b  capabiU"cJr to f i w c e  the r e a r r e n t  casts of 
develo?~efzt. ~"&.ny LDCs do not now adequctely relate their 
investment and recurrent budgets, The Perzlment Secret- 
of PL- in an East Mriczn country t o l d  Ze a dol1,ar 
i31 education or health inf7es.t;inen-t budget lezds to $3 - GG in 
recurrent costs over the m e d i u m  tern, yet  he c a r t  nm.r 
really relzte bLs budgets dce t o  t3e press of other business, 
Be noLes he's not  L S  his country can afford the projects 
%heyoare now ge%-, 

(I ) J a  L p o l - t a n t  added f ea tme  of donor progrzcs ,  rztionrl 
in itself, yet ~wulz.tlvely i r r a t s~na l ,  is -;;he donor 
genchsnt to "end-mfl n o m ~ l  govermental entities 
by s e t t i r ~  ~p special authorities to - donor-assistec 
2rogects. Tnese authorities a lnos t  l i t e x - l l y  c lut ter  
the public adainistration l~adsc~pe of many countries. 



. $wy g~ve~rments  hcve systeas 02 zioiitorLng md 
desire systeas of evaluztion (amp hsve theii;), but find these , 

systems zre undercut by donors. This undercuttizg - t a e s  
place both because key people are diverted to L " u E i l l  the 
short-term demsads o f  mrmerms donors, and. through the 
ignorance of donors &out the 8 %  own systems. 

3.e in most af %he countries I: &ve visited 
in the last nhs we ha-re discovered evcluation 

* opera-tAons 02 We hast cotpntq ch were previously 
~ r n o w n  to o w  LLD3 F X s s % ~ n ~ .  s Ls no adverse reflection 
on our residexi% m%ssion.s, aus% a cornea% .that psevLsusly 
there has been no reason for our nissions to know of the 
mnL"Goring and evaluation of g m  b visitlag. one 
of our 1mges% E L ~ S B % O ~ S  this EWZZI~T. 1: was told %hat %he 
govemen%~lhzd rn mordtar- ixnd ev&ur?-kdcn sys-kem md T a t  
1% was -needless to ev2a 3 a p i r e .  Subsequently, further 
~ ~ u ~ i e s  a d  %he h83e-p a2 an outside scholar provzded ne 
~ i t h  %he qtckema a~ %.he f omas which tha-t; g&f c ~ l m  

geavemzea% uses 2o tor fts developmerxt progrms. 
res i l t  cP %hat sane trip, A I D  md Yle Yurld B d c  have 
ed to p2y serious at-ttsntion to the major md highly 

grsfessional evzluation activLtXes of Tae Government of . 

In&La. 

Pa edded problem is that we ogten 8ont.t respect 
govement system at the local  level, either . DkZT- my 
recent t r i p  -bo Africa I discovered that we and the World 
E d  are both assisting e major fntegra-bed rural. developnent 
pso3ec-t. We a d  the B d s  pursue -dependent annual 
evaluations. The develepaez% authority b s  en evahation 
s-taff of - -I <O and is smveying regulmly 2,700 2milLes for 
socio-econonic k ~ r c - t ,  The BELak: a d  :se ,?re n o t  bkegrst ing 
our evaluation efforts iPto the 19C roG$ct zuthorLtzts 
e ~ z ~ a t i o n  egforts. Furthemore, t z e  i.Lmis- of P- 
of the go-remxaent conduc=ks regular monitoring 2nd certain 
evaluation exercises on lrey projects in the countr.sf, FncLu- 
tire inrtegrated rural developsent proJect, ib donor has 
sought to ineogrete that infomation i n t o  its o m  .t-. 
Nor h 7 . e  donors fed their own evaluation results to tha* 
key ainLstry in an eff~rt to help edofse central poucy (1). 

fn this zhzutic situation, w i l l  the donors be clble 
to coardbate  their sti-JvLties so t ha t  a unl20x-a budgeting, 
design, nod tor ing  anti evduation system becomes standard 
practice for all azjo;. donors? This is urLLZfely. We nust 
face the fact that donor coordimtion h2s f A l e d  even during 
shqler tines when them was greater political unity zmng 

(1) Zor a most interesting 6iscussion of current l o c d  project I 
systems in East .9frica, see fr;k.nz,ging I n f o ~ s t t i o o n  for 
Rural Developent: Lessons fron Eastem AZric?." - .* by G ~ ~ i d o  Deboeclr and 3111 Kinsey, !::orld Scdi, 
Move~ber I 979, 



. 
. the donors. The growing cliversity of donors md their growing . . 

sophistication (but never in the same areas!), m k e s  the 
yro3abiUty of donor caordimtion almost non-ex2sten*. DAC is 
the major source of sttempted coordination. . ( A  large mber  
of donors are no t  in enp kind of coordbztfon mechanism). . 

Yet, in alnost 20 years of OECD meetings there has been 
a notable lack of pr~gress in gaining true coordiaation n o w  
the Wesbrn gwernnen-tal donors, 3uk D!lC does .have an 
important role in sensitizing governments to important issues, 

The s~lution -des not in the donors getting. their 
. coliective acts together, but each developing country 

gett ing its ~ v L d u ~  act together. Here an important 
distinction needs to be made: this paper is concerned w i t h  
the ability of the  center to m a n a g e  the  t o W i *  of LM: 
development re so&-velopment w e t s ,  recurrent bu 
trade credits, private borrowbgz a d  private 
It is of importance to note tb-* t b i s  is e different question 
than whether a country &s the capzbbility at all levels to 
ful ly  m e  development resources. Some have both 
cagabLlities ( s  Judgmest Am has made with r e ~ s d  t o  its 
assistance $0 Israel); some are  fully capable a% the center 
and strong at the local level.  (e .g., m a ,  where JJD i s  
f~lrly w e l l  dong  the p a t h  of relying upon Indian feasibiU%y 
analyses, nonitoring, and soon, evaluations) ; there b2ve 
been cases of sore wedmess at the center than at the periphery 
(Sukunors Indonesia); while m y  govements m e  slightly 
or mch stronger at the center t k n  the periphery (en 
underlying asstmption of many nbasic human needsw programs) .(l) 

. , 

( A  ) it is yerhzps worth t c l a  a slight pause from the f low 
of these points to stress why the & w e  distlnctLons m e  
inportant. Too many develogaent solutions have been 
preucaeed on a fairly siElplistic notion of def- 
*then pru8lea and "then-zbluticn. Given the wide variety 
of coun t r y  situctions, h o s t  by definition z variety of 
solutions are needed. The Brmdt Com2ssion cornen-bly 
covers e ~ Z d e  variety of solu-tions, w i t h  sanewhat of z 
tilt to non-project sssistance. UPPortunztely, it did 
not cover constr&ts to more efficient use of project 
zreistace, ncr problens of ~bsorptAve c2pacit-y. While 
it did discuss the problens of donor-recipient relationshi~s, 
it did so oonly within the context 02 tne power relationships 
w i t b i n  multilateral donors. Finally, tae B r a n d t  Commission 
was concerned fsr more with the efficfericy of donors 
(hence its reconmendation of an e4zkemcd n o n i t o r i n g  body 
to nir;rprove the effectLveness sP the and other 
interm.tional irastitu%ions ) thzn wLtk the effectiveness 
of LIX: public adn1.rlistr~tions. ' Pmle no conmission can 
be edxpected to cover all questio~s in its mlys is  and 
recumendztions, it is useful to consider the k b d s  of 
5mpvlementing recomend~tions to Brmt2-b which-cea help to 
Eissure n nore rational use of e ~ d s t i n g  a d  potentirl 
resotrrces I 



3ut these =re difzf cxlt $k.e o 37:?ie;??~ even ::ell-e stz3lished 
centers are extremely strained ia 3a1y cotlr.atrLes. me . . 

cea"Lers m s t  be p&LculmLy s%ron;: to m g e  extraordinary 
'?. 

!$ 

central psublens as well as en increasingiy complex dewlopnenL .: $. 
portfolio,  ' The questLon of the moment is hood a.?e donors can 
help ccceLer8te the development of the instf.a;Utioml 
capabiUw of governtsents to mnzge at the cerrkal level 
the .t;otaLAQ of their developnen-F, resmrces, 

me typical' donor response is to do this twough 
projects. iD occasionally now supports, and has in *he 
past provided support,' through proje~ts to a amber 02 
PZnistries of Planning and qecfal  aoniLorhg offLcss, 
This may be an zpprcp%f~te response in the most backward 
countries, but b a brge m b e s  of couxn-tzfes project afd 
to Iae center is now inzpproprizte, %lost csupa-tries I've 
visited or have &ofv1e6ge alsou* &.ve abeady preey w e l l  . - 
defined the systems they need and wan%, New pro Sect a d  
to %3e ceneer risks Lqor tLzg ;  elverbs who, to honor t he  
t i t l e  of "e,r>ertgt., w % l l  recornend new =stens &en W s  
often canlt even operate %he sys-t;ens they have, let alone 
the systems they want ,  Several f3M: gov~mments %old me 
that the nain coas'csaint fsc3ag t h e m  in bet"ber- the* 
hQe"c-modtor~evc7J,uation systems fa 12ck of w e e d  
m q o w e r  and lack of budget for -&ese opera-tions. mey 
would stroagly prefer ?lira people (local. c? f oreig;l) 
w i l l i n g  to awe their 1oyal*.md services to Yae local 
government. They also wLsh Lo glace people La specbKL 
training set-thgs or Smpork on-tbe-3sb *driers. 

All donors hzve a st?&e in ronedying; these problems 
and it is appropriate for a11 donors to contribute to the 
solutions since, una~L%ttagly, 211 d ~ n o r s  are part of the 
problem-, . . 

One solution Mgh* be to recognize t k t  tbere is a 
cost to adninsteri,xg domr sssistance. The proyes overhe~d 
cost 3nvolves the cellCrz1 g o v e m e ~ t %  cost of r"~22yzLn.g 
-the feasf'o53.i-t;y ~mcl budget Lrqlicctioas of donor-sc~ported 
propors~2s a d  the norxLtsr- znd evaluation of st?.& assisted 
actrvities. Beyond *his, a u i n o s t  bportsint now, rre the 
opportmity curf;s, 2 .e., when the centrd governlent m8t 
c q e  wfth z mPtiplici"cy or" donor deaands, it often 1;cks 
sza adequate opportmAQr to e l y z e ,  rioaitor a d  e~afu~te 
other activities, f ncluding na. jor policy ql-~estS,o~s, Eiese 
opporhmity costs are so ' d g h  in sone corntries (e ,g . ,  
Tmzania) that exterml studLes z re  being W t e d  while 
govements cope w i t h  their budget e~ergencles, other 
covatries,  govemnents sia~2.y c a r - 2  afford to pay aeent ion 
t o  m c h  of what is no?? hpyening f n t e z z ~ l I .  while they 
 om,^ &out next weekts j;"uel. b4Ll. 



It s W d d  b e c c ~ z  Iegft-5e fo? docors t o  he19 
defray *heso direct and oppor4xnLty costs, In fact: 
f t  would be healtlay for donors to help pzy such costs 
since we would ax1 be nore Pncl3ned to pay attention 
to hust-c~mtry sjstens,  It is proposed thzt the questfon 
09 the adequacy sf budget -lysis, ~roaect reviews, 
nsonitor.%ng and emuation becoroe p& of the regular agenda 
of cansu9-t;ative groups or WDP-led donor groups ( 1 ) . In 
n q  counk5es it night w e l l  ;be comtruc'cive for consultxitiye 
groups to propose a b a ~ g s i n  whereby re- lor donor 
contribu%ions to defray these dS;rect and o p p o m t y  costs, 
L,D@ governments would co&t themsilves to rsgular, progressZve 
improvement 0% their central budgeting, ma3,ysLs, nonitor- 
and evaluation processes. The pqment could take %he f o m  
of a see-aside of an appropriate fmctaon (probcbly no aore 
than one-half of one perceatj of ~1-7, donor z id  
which would be paid of f  #e tap of e3ch donor z-greenen* to 
the Einistry 09 Planning (or equLvz2en-l; fmct ian)  for use 
-by a t  min2stry an4 other parts of the government for -the 
~"unctfone noted. Ii wore sophisticated varPmt or" tUs 
paymen* scheme would be. a regseasLt~e Bee sccle which tr~ould 
nore accurately reflect the fzct that, p r ~ p c r k f o ~ t e l y ,  
smll assistace pack,-zes cost  more to adninister thzm 7-ge 
packages . 

. Rot d 1  eoun-kries wmld need this kind of assistace.  
For example, M a  has sufficient manpower and systens in 
place aa that all that Ps probebly needed is for Donors to 
fltlly respect mose  systems and benefit from then. But 
almost all other WaCd; need assi s t a c e  to adequs%ely lxmdle 
these ten-1 flmctians, 

Ag&q there is sone urgency to t u s ,  The a&justaents 
necesswYt in LJEs will require many people of high ci?Uber 
giv- a t e r r c r p t e d  thought to ehese questio-, Donors 
gust h t c h  from becoming p& of the problem to invest* 
2n the solution. 

The general fsszlre and this progoset! sppro2ch ?-re 
raised at : this meeting 02 the Developneat .?asistance 
Committee since DZiC has recognized the generzl problem, 

(1) I wel l  recognize tfiat o n l y  half of bilatercl e i d  
is connected with consultative groups. 



but w i t h  more traditions1 proposed solutians(l) . But, of 
course, it w i U .  be Lapo~%an* for &Jor donors to agree that 
paysent to govements to support their central overhead 
costs be an eligible c o s t  for financing under a l l  agreements. 
A t  the moment there is no particular reason to believe that 
such a proposal w i l l  gat easily zdopted. Governments could 
assure the removal of one possible stuPbling block, however, 
by seeing to it that there is no major internal legal or 
legislztive proflibition to this kind of ftnmcing. A 
discussion on the general feasibility of the prooosil, or 
course, would be most ~velcume . 

It is also proposed that discussion take phce  
at the local level, by goverments with their m a i n  donors. 
DW: Pknbers could be key in supporting such discussions, 
if nothing else, to make sure the general problem is openly 
on the international age-. As bbackgromd lor both DAC 
and f ie ld  discussiolu and in order to better plan the role 
and necessary extent 02 donoc evaluetioa octlvities, it is 
suggested that donors try to become more L ' m i X i 2 r  vzi-t;h ther' 
current and desired future host-country planaing, budgeting, 
noxitoring and evaluation systems, T!ae should be to 
reinforce and, where necessary, srrpplenent valid systems 
rather than (as in too mary cases currently) implicitly 
f~trdercut such systems. 

(1 ) The f o l l o r w  is from Ik4Cf s 1979 ilevietr: Dovelopnent 
Coo~erztf on, published ~oveaber 1 9'/9 : ir~iven the 
hpor?;ace of ~ t r e ~ h e n i n g  recipientst adninistsztive 
capacity, M C  1-Iembers have agzeed to exmine nore closely 
with recipients the administratLve ia?licatims of 
developj~nt progrmes  in general m d  resulting needs . 
for technical and fbmncinl assist3nce . . . SpecFfic 
proposals f o r  action include: dfrect training f o r  
a U s t r a t o r s  cnd counteqmrt perso~nel, the setting 
up of 2dministrative training fcicilities, the p~ovision 
or' adninistrztive ncnageiiient advice, 2nd the provision 
of fimncial support for the hiring of consultcnts to 
do the resesrch ead e t a  collection required f o r  the 
prepara-t;fon of developxen% initiatives. In the infarncl  
meet ing with senior officials f ron developing countries, 
participeats mentioned tkt the xost  appropriete role 
Eor donors lay fn the provision of sh6r"ttem techliczl 
e ~ q e r t i s e  and tratning ford recipient country a.-.tionds. 
Assistance could also be provided t h r o ~ g h  the settiag up 
of t ra tn ing  progames,  especially to train trsiners to 
work 2t ssecondzry and t e r t i sy  levels of developing 
countriest a ~ s t r a t i o n s .  Since emerience &s 
demonstrzted th8t emc-rts f r u n  developed corntries m e  
n o t  zLvrs . . s  C a z i i i m  with ioczl condstions, a d  -&at t b  

" 's 
UI~L m~il i?r  tv hap m2ny cases re ced eTne effectiveness 
of teclulicel assis-ka~ce, several ULIC kenbers h ~ v e  url t ieC 
?heheir techr!Lcal ass i s tace  t o  permit the f i n a c i n g  of 

f - ?  t X r d  cornt ry '  expertsn. (2p. loo-, , elrphzsis zdded) 



Pn the meantine, mere w e  several s tsadad or 
more csnvextiunal approaches which can be used in the 
conduct of evaluatf om. A psogressf on of steps for 
evaluation during iaplementatPon can be seen: 

Old way: Donor evsluates m d  sends a c o w  
$0 host country, 

"Frogressive" Current Practice: Donas leads 
evaluation and host country is invited -to 
participate in the stud and &bend the 
donor-chaired redew ( 7  3 . 
1Te:r"t btep:. L9C leads the evzluetion and donor 
t e e s  a supplenen-bbg role, 

Ultbmte step: LDC c m i e s  out coqeten-i; 
evzluz-t;ion and sends donor a copy, Donor 
reserves rQht f o r  *dependent or joint 
evalaxzitiorn dm- and after project lrlifen. 

l b e t l L  never get fer down this Us* mt3.l z. fairly 
sharp brezk is mde odth past practice. Of course, more 
thur, donor evi!fuations are at stake in .the auestfdns raised 
in this note; but to the e4xten% we evaluatGrs can suppa* 
rzther than unwittingly erode 7XC public zWraLs"iratio& 
we become nore valusble to LSCs and to the generd. devel~pnent 
effort;. 

( ? )  Current afr"5zizL Am guidance, 


