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In October 1995, USAID put In place a new system of program plannIng,
ImplementatIOn, and performance morutorIng and evaluatIOn Tlus approach, part of the
"re-engIneerIng" of USAID's operatIOns, bUilds on experience over the prevIOus several
years With strategic plannIng and performance measurement above the IndiVIdual project
level

ThIS paper first briefly desCribes USAID's current performance morutonng and
evaluation (PME) system, then traces the evolutIOn of thIS approach from the late 1980s It
firushes With a discussion of lessons learned from expenence and current Issues regardIng
PME In USAID

Performance MonItormg and Evaluation In USAID

USAID no longer funds IndiVIdual projects Instead, the Agency seeks to aclueve
strategic objectives Strategic ObjectIves are sIgmficant development results wluch can be
accomplIshed over 5-8 years, With contributIOns from USAID and Its partners Each
USAID operatmg umt (usually USAID field mISSions overseas) develops a strategic plan,
which lays out ItS strategIC obJectives, l11termedlate results (speCific development outcomes
more dIrectly related to actiVIties funded whIch can be achieved In 2-5 years), and
performance mdlcators for both strategIC objectives and Intermediate results Based on
headquarters approval of the strategIC plan, operatIng uruts approve and Implement actiVIties
to achIeve the results set forth m the plan Funds are prOVided by strategic obJective, not
for IndIVidual projects or actiVitIes, gIVIng operatmg uruts fleXibIlIty to shift resources
Without elaborate documentatIOn or lengthy approval processes

Strategic objectives are based on the local development SituatIOn, other partner
actiVIties, and the resources aval1able to USAID Thus, there IS consIderable varIety III the
objectives set by each field mISSIOn All obJectIves, however, must contribute to the
development pnorItIes set m an Agency-level Strategic Framework ThIS Framework
Identifies USAID's overall mISSion, the US national Interests supported by Its programs,
and five Agency Goals III the broad areas III which USAID works--economlc growth,
democracy and governance, populatIOn and health, the enVIronment, and humanItarian
asSIstance The Framework outlmes USAID's development strategy for the five Goals,
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mcludmg more specific Agency ObjectIVes m each area and the Program Approaches that
operatmg UnIts follow to accomplIsh each objective An mltIal set of performance
Indicators for Agency Goals and Objectives has been selected These are country-level
development mdlCators that reflect the kmds of changes USAID seeks to brmg about They
measure long term results which are usually not directly the outcome of USAID-funded
actiVIties alone Where pOSSIble, mdlcators were chosen for which there are relIable data
from eXIstmg sources In the future, It IS expected that there wIll be threshold target levels
for Agency Goal mdIcators WhiCh, when reached, would lead USAID to conSIder whether a
country should be "graduatedll from asSIstance m a partIcular sector or from all
concessIOnal aid

Performance mOnItonng and evaluatIon are key features of thiS new system By
performance momtormg, USAID means measurmg progress toward speCIfic targets on
performance mdlcators selected m a strategIc plan ThIS lets managers know whether
actIVIties are on track, or exceedmg or fallIng short of expectatIOns, and allows them to take
corrective actIOns when needed Performance morntormg IS lIke the dashboard of a car the
mdlCators gIve regular readmgs of whether the drIver needs to refuel, pull over and look
under the hood, and If the "carll wIll reach Its destmatIon on time Performance morntormg,
however, does not explam what IS happernng or why That IS the role of evaluatIon
EvaluatIOns are more m-depth mqumes, usually carrIed out by operatmg urnts, that seek to
understand why thmgs are progressmg as they are, what Impacts (mtended and unmtended)
they are havmg, and what actIOns mIght be taken eIther to put thmgs back on track or to
revise targets based on expenence USAID stresses the Importance of partICIpatIon by Its
partners and benefiCIarIes m these evaluatIons to remforce local "ownershIp" of
development programs and to enable everyone to learn from experIence The Agency's
central evaluatIon office (CDIE) also carries out a number of program evaluatIons that
examme the Impact of USAID's actIVItIes and the lessons of expenence by revlewmg
SImilar programs m a varIety of development settmgs

Annually, each operatmg urnt prepares a Results Report and Resource Request (R4)
on progress toward Its objectives and the actIOns taken (Includmg evaluatIOn results) to
address programs not meetmg theIr targets It also contams the urnt's request for future
fundmg The R4s are a pnnclpal source of mput for USAID's annual budget Tills allows
program performance to be reflected, along WIth other factors, m resource allocatIons The
results reports, evaluatIOns, analySIS of Agency-level mdlcators, and other performance
mformatIOn also are the basIS for an Annual Report on Program Performance coordmated
by CDIE

EvolutIOn of USAID's New PME Approach

As WIth most donors, the project has tradItIonally been the velucle of USAID
assistance Wlule substantial resources m food aId and for economIC support/polIcy reform
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have been provided through vanous kmds of "non-project" assistance, the project was the
principal way the Agency funded ItS development efforts

One perceived drawback to thIS approach was that projects sometImes took on a hfe
of theIr own, wIthout much reference (after the mitIal project documentatIOn was approved)
to the broader development changes they sought to bnng about Projects often became the
Ul1lts of management AttentIOn tended to focus on provIdmg mputs and producmg outputs
Managers and counterparts became defensive about "their" projects And It was dIfficult to
sluft funds from poorer performmg projects to ones that were achlevmg better results

In the late 1980s, USAID began to gIve more attentIOn to program-level (1 e , the
composIte of all USAID efforts In a country) objectIves and results One sIgmficant move
m thIS directIOn was the approval of speCIal legIslatIon for USAID asSIstance to Afnca In
1987 The Development Fund for Afnca was created to prOVIde greater assurance of
fundmg for Afnca and programmmg fleXIbIlIty, whIle requmng an mcreased focus on
results and Impacts on poor people USAID's mISSIons m AfrIca began to develop strategIc
plans whIch Identified medIUm-term obJectives, shorter-term program outcomes and
performance mdicators for momtonng progress toward these results Shortly thereafter,
these concepts were pIloted In several mISSIOns In other regIOns They became, In the early
1990s, the basIS for the Program Performance InformatIOn System for StrategIc
Management (PRISM) coordmated by CDIE

As ItS name ImplIes, PRISM was mltIally an attempt to gather InformatIOn at the
program, as opposed to the proJect, level to assess the performance and results of USAID
aSSIstance The approach to strategIC planmng and performance momtonng mherent In
PRISM gradually became a prmclpal Agency management system By 1993, most USAID
miSSIOns In AfrIca, LatIn AmerIca and the CarIbbean, and AsIa and the Near East had
Identified strategic objectIves and performance IndIcators for theIr programs and some were
begmnmg to collect results InformatIOn CDIE drew on this InformatIon to prepare the first
Annual Report on Program Performance m early 1993 A 1994 Agency dIrectIve mandated
strategIC plans for all development programs, mcludIng centrally-funded and managed
actiVIties

Also In 1994, USAID's operatIOns systems were "re-engmeered" The proposed
new system drew heaVIly on the PRISM experIence, but took It conSIderably further
projects were elImInated entIrely and strategIC objectIves and mtermedIate results became
the basIC program and management umts The "re-engmeered" operatIOns system was
reflected In new poliCIes and procedures wrItten durIng 1995, and the new system went mto
effect In October of that year

Until 1994, strategIC objectIves were set only at the rmSSIOn, or country, level ThIs
approach resulted, Ideally, m objectIves that were conSIstent WIth local realItIes and fundmg
levels But It also produced a Wide vanety of objectIve statements and mdlcators that were
basIcally not comparable and could not easIly be aggregated ThIS concerned semor
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Agency managers who wanted to be able to compare program performance across countnes
and regIons, and to report what the Agency, not Just mdlvldual mISSIons, was
accomplIslung

In 1994, USAID publIshed ItS StrategIes for SustaInable Development, whIch layout
the key development actIOns whIch USAID belIeves are essential for sustamable
development to occur Together wIth more detaIled gUidelmes Issued later for
lmplementmg these strategIes, they Identify the pnontIes for Agency programs Based on
these statements and a senes of "mdicator workshops", the Agency StrategIC Framework
was developed m 1995 ThIS created a comprehensIve framework WIthm whIch operatmg
umt strategIc plans would be set The StrategIC Framework proVIdes discIplme m the
selectIOn of obJectives, program approaches and performance mdicators It also proVIdes a
frame of reference for aggregatmg sImIlar programs across countrIes, as well as for
comparmg the development progress bemg made by the countnes m whIch USAID works

Lessons Learned and Current Issues

: USAID has learned a lot durmg the past 7-8 years as It has focused on key
development objectives and deSIgned performance momtormg and evaluation approaches
that would serve as useful tools m managmg for results Not surpnsmgly, as the Agency
gams expenence, new Issues emerge and a new generatIOn of management and techmcal
problems need to be solved The system IS stIll evolvmg, and Issues and tenSIOns remam
ThIS sectIon hIghlIghts some of them

Manageable Interest vs Development Slgmficance

Ideally, strategIC objectives are SImple statements of changes that are achIevable
withm 5-8 years With the resources aVailable In USAID termmology, objectIves should be
witlun the "manageable mterest" of an operatmg umt However, the resources of most
USAID lll1SSIOnS are modest relatIve to the SIze of the countnes m whIch they operate and
the nature of the problems they are trymg to resolve ThIS has often created a tensIOn
between the magmtude of change deSIred and that feasIble for an outsIde donor to effect
wIth lImIted resources ThIS, and concerns that they may not receIve pnonty for fundmg If
theIr objectives don't sound sIgmficant or Important, has led some mISSIons to elevate the
statement of strategIC ObjectIves above what may realIstIcally be attamable An earher
reqUIrement IImItmg the number of strategIC objectives that mISSIons could have also
contrIbuted to thIS In order to fit all or most of an eXIstmg portfolIo under 2-3 obJectives,
some were stated m broad, multIdImenSIOnal terms At Its extreme, thIS produced
objectives lIke "healthIer, smaller, better educated famIlIes" whIch are very dIfficult to
measure or attnbute to USAID actiVItIes, and thus are not partIcularly useful for program
management or reportmg Fmdmg the proper balance between manageable mterest and
development slgruficance IS a constant challenge
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Changl1lg Ob/ecllves

A system based on medIUm term obJectives, performance mdlcators and targets, and
results data compared to those targets takes consistency m indicators over several years to
generate useful informatIOn USAID's initIal efforts at strategIc planmng and performance
momtonng began under a prevIOus AdnumstratlOn and operating UnIts' statements of theIr
ObjectIves and mtermedlate results were based on the development strategIes of that penod
In 1993, a new AdnumstratlOn, placed consIderable emphasis on artIculatmg a dIfferent
VISIOn of Agency pnontIes ThIS resulted In the publIcatIOn of the StrategIes for
Sustamable Development m early 1994 As a consequence, mISSIons devoted a lot of effort
to adJustmg theIr strategIc plans and results IndIcators to be consIstent WIth new Agency
strategIes ThIS process contInued through 1995 and the development of the Agency
StrategIc Framework In addItIon, SIgnIficant reductIons m fundIng for foreIgn asSIstance
and CongressIOnal earmarks on appropnatlOns led to uncertaInty and lower expectatIons
about the resources avaIlable to accomplIsh strategIC objectives Regardless of the ments of
the changes themselves, frequent adjustments to operatmg unIts' objectives and/or the
indIcators chosen to morutor progress have meant that actual results InfOrmatIOn has been
avaIlable much more slowly than ongInally expected

Measurlllg Change

The reason why conSIstency In the chOIce of ObjectIves and mdIcators over tIme IS
needed, of course, IS because development IS a gradual process The SIgnIficant changes
articulated m strategIC objective statements, and occasIOnally Intermediate results, occur
slowly and often can be measured only In multiyear Intervals These lImIts on the
frequency WIth whIch relIable data can be collected sometimes conflIct WIth the InfOrmatIOn
needs of semor managers who must make annual deCISIOns on program pnontIes and
resource allocatIOns

There are also real llffilts In the state of art of quantitative measurement, In
establIshed as well as new development areas Where measures are best, e g , In populatIOn
and chIld health, trus IS the result of decades of Investment and expenence These
Investments of tIme and money cannot easIly be replIcated for areas lIke the enVIronment
and democracy gIven today's constramts Development change IS seldom even or constant
In dIrectIon over the short term, subject as It IS to any number of phYSICal, polItIcal and
SOCial mfluences In addItIOn, measunng With any degree of certaInty the umque
contnbutIOn of USAID's actiVItIes to sIgmficant development results IS even more dIfficult
For these reasons, It IS Important that e'\.']JectatIons of performance momtonng systems be
realIstIC Informed Judgment from evaluahons and other analYSIS, not exclUSIve relIance on
numbers, IS needed to more fully understand development change and the performance and
Impact of USAID's actIVItIes

Too Manv IndlCators
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USAID's PME system IS designed to be used by managers at all levels 10 the
orgamzatiOn To be most useful and cost-effective for semor managers, It IS Important to
lImit the mformatiOn gathered for them to a few key mdlcators for each objective and
mtermedIate result OtherwIse, the data are hard to Interpret and costly and time-consumIng
to collect and report But development IS a complex busmess, not amenable to Simple,
umdimensional measurement In fact, the closer one IS to an activity, the more complex the
process of measunng results appears ActiVIty managers often want or need more
performance InformatiOn Smce they are usually the ones responsible for developmg and
managmg the system, mISSIon strategIC plans often mclude a large number of mdicators
Attempts to deal With the lImItatIons on measunng development change noted above have
also contnbuted to tills prolIferatiOn Operatmg umts may, for example, choose several
mdicators m order to have data on at least some each year Care must be taken to find the
nght balance between collectmg and reportmg data that are pnmanly useful or mterestmg
to those managmg programs and the Information semor mISSIOn or headquarters managers
need to determme overall program dIrectIon and results

Bottom-Up vs Top-Down

I Development IS not only complex, It occurs m very dIfferent settmgs Each country
has dIfferent resource endowments, dIfferent degrees of commItment, dIfferent startmg
POInts, etc Each USAID country program also has dIfferent resource levels, and even
SImIlar resource levels may be relatIvely more or less sIgmficant dependmg on the SIze of
the country and Its economy Expenence also shows that It IS very Important that those
charged With Implementmg management mformatIOn systems find them useful for theIr
needs Thus, USAID's strategIC planmng and performance morutormg efforts have begun
With each mISSIon settmg Its own objectives and choosmg mdicators appropnate to ItS
country settmg WhIle tills makes sense from a development standpOInt, It IS extremely
dIfficult to l1add Upl1 the results bemg accomplIshed by USAID's programs mto a compOSIte
pIcture Understandably, seruor headquarters managers want to be able to do thIS, as well
as to make accurate comparIsons of performance among programs The development of the
Agency StrategIC Framework and contmumg efforts to IdentIfy common performance
mdlcators across SImilar programs complement the bottom-up approach But It remams to
be seen whether thIs Will prOVIde suffiCIent abIltty to compare and aggregate results

AttributIOn of USAID Impact

The Agency StrategIC Framework mcludes country level mdicators that reflect the
kInds of development changes that USAID seeks to bnng about With Its programs
However, most USAID programs themselves are not deSIgned to have natiOnal level
Impacts, at least not Wlthm the timeframe of current strategIC plans One concern regularly
expressed IS that, at thIs level of aggreganon, It Will be dIfficult If not ImpOSSible to
attnbute changes 10 these mdlcators to USAID's actiVities In most cases tills IS true, and
attnbutIon of USAlD's dIrect Impacts wIll need to be drawn from operatmg unIt plans,
results reports and evaluatIOns However, the StrategIC Framework does proVIde a means of
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groupmg similar objectIves and programs 10 order to say somethmg about them beyond
10dlvldual country examples Its country focus enables USAID to examme regularly
whether the natIons m which It works are makmg the kInd of development progress
appropnate to theIr abIlItIes And It provIdes objective cntena for considenng the
"graduatIOn" of countrIes from assIstance In one or more sectors

A vazlabllltv of Rellable ExISting Data

Wherever possible, mdlcators for Agency Goals and ObjectIves m the Strategic
Framework were selected based on the aVaIlablhty of reItable, current data from eXlstmg
sources A maIn reason was to mmimize the burden on USAID's field missions of
collectmg addItIonal data not directly related to their own programs However, m many
areas thiS was not possIble because of the kmd of changes USAID wanted to measure or
the absence of a sUItable eXlstmg data source The Agency wIll review experIence With the
mdlcators chosen and contmue to explore other possible mdlcators and data sources, but It
remams possIble that to be most useful, collectIon of addItIonal data may need to be
requested of some or all field mIssIons

DImcult to Capture Program InterrelatIOnships

Sustamable development IS not Just a sum of economIC growth, populatIOn,
enVIronment, democracy and other programs It IS also the mteractIon between and mutual
reInforcement of actIvIties m each of these areas Other Important concerns, such as
partICIpatIOn, research and women-m-development, cut across sectoral programs Strategies
and plans that use as theIr bUIldmg blocks the five Agency Goals may mISS or downplay
these mterreIatlOnshtps PRISM's ObjectIve tree method--a hIerarchy of goals, obJectIves,
mtermedIate program outcomes, and actIVltIes--made It very dIfficult to capture them Each
actIVIty and outcome was supposed to be related to only one outcome or obJectIve, to
faCIlItate momtormg and attnbutlOn The Agency's "re-engmeered" operatIOns system tries
to reflect more of the mteractlOn among actIVitIes m varIOus sectors The rIsk, however, IS
that this approach Will be too complex to meet managers' need for a SImple performance
momtonng tool

It Takes a Lot of Time to Involve PartnerslBeneficlarles

Among the benefits of USAID's efforts m strategIc plannmg and performance
morutormg dunng the past several years have been greater mvolvement of people WithIn
field mISSIOns and headquarters m discussmg the objectives of theIr programs and measures
of results, and orgaruzatlOnaI changes that cut across tradItIOnal dIVISIOnal hnes and allow
staff to work together more effectIvely to accomphsh these results ThIS has taken a lot of
tIme, partIcularly as objectIves have changed and performance mdlcators have become more
refmed The Agency's "re-engmeered" operatIons systems now place added emphasiS on
mvolvmg those With whom USAID works--Its partners and the benefiCIarIes (or
"customers") of Its programs--m thiS process ThIS has the potential to greatly mcrease the
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effectiveness of USAID's efforts and the ownership and commitment of partners and
beneficiarIes to the changes the Agency IS trymg to brIng about It IS also hkely to be an
even more tIme-consummg process

Strategic Planning End or Means?

Among the prImary objectives of USAID's ltre-engmeeredlt operations system were
to get away from what was perceIved to be excessive amounts of time spent on pre­
approval project documentatiOn and to give managers greater flexlblhty to respond to new
opportumtles and adjust course when needed Some thought that project documentatiOn had
become an end m Itself and too httle time was devoted to workmg WIth others to achieve
actual results However, USAID managers have spent perhaps equally substantial amounts
of time over the past several years developmg strategIc plans and revlSlng them to reflect
new or clearer strategIc focus from headquarters and/or different (usually lower) resource
levels Some miSSiOns are IdentIfymg and trymg to collect mformatlon on tens or hundreds
of performance mdlcators There IS a rIsk, then, that time spent on strategIc planmng Will
merely replace time spent on project planmng and, hkeWlse, become an end m Itself
Without stabIhty m strategIc dIrectiOn and resource levels, or mternal dlscIplme to keep the
cost and management burden of the PME system as low as possible, the Agency may
devote too much time to mternal planmng tasks at the expense of Implementmg, momtormg
and evaluatmg Its programs

The Role of EvaluatIOn

Performance momtormg and evaluatiOn are different dimensiOns of the same
management system m USAID EvaluatiOns are seen a way of learnmg about experIence
what IS happenmg, what are the mtended and unmtended Impacts of USAID's actiVIties,
why thmgs happened the way they dId To be effective learnmg tools, evaluatiOns must
mvolve managers, contractors, counterparts, benefiCiarIes They must be partiCipatory
ThiS view of evaluatiOn contrasts, however, With another vIew--perhaps more prevalent m
the Agency and the donor comrnumty generally--that evaluatiOns should be mdependent,
obJective, rIgorous, and be mstruments to hold managers and contractors accountable for the
results for wluch they are responSible The shift to a more participatory, learnmg role for
evaluatiOn Will not occur overmght and IS by no means assured It Will reqUIre a change m
USAID's mstItutlonal culture and system of mcentlves The pace and success of tills
change wIll depend 111 no small measure on the extent to which managers perceive a ltsafe"
enVIronment for learmng from evaluatiOns, rather than one which puts a premIUm on
always glvmg the appearance of success

ConclUSIOn

USAID has put m place a system of strategic planmng, performance momtorIng and
evaluatiOn that has vastly mcreased Its ability to Identify the key objectives It seeks to
accomplish With U S development aSSistance, to 111volve Its partners and benefiCiarIeS m
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this process, to l11ol1ltor progress toward these obJectIves, and to understand why tlungs
happen the way they do and learn from this experIence USAID IS 111 the forefront of U S
government and mternatIOnal assistance agencIes m usmg these systel11~ to manage for
results But this approach stIll confronts a number of Issues and unmet--perhaps
confhctmg--expectatIOns RealIzatIOn of the system's potentIal reqUIres sIgmficant changes
m organIzatIonal culture and practice The lughly flUId and uncertam enVIronment affectmg
U S foreIgn assistance, as well as the different mformatIon needs of managers at varIOUS
levels m tlle orgamzatlOn, pose slgmficant challenges to makmg the system work An
excellent start has been made, but disciplIne and care wIll be reqUIred to constantly confirm
that the system IS cost-effectIvely addmg value to USAID's knowledge about Its programs
and to ItS management practIces

uS3Idpme 123


