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TNTRODUGTTON

1.. The main purpose of this report is to outline the current status of evaluation
in the United Natlons system and to make suggestions to use in the future, In

its Statute approved by the General Assembly at its thirty-first session, the

Joint Inspection Unit (JIU) was given the following responsibilities for
evaluation, effective January 1978: .

"... Without prejudice to the principle that external evaluation

‘remains. the responsibility of appropriate inter-goverrmental bodies,

the Unit, with due regard to its other responsibilities, may asssist ‘them
in carrying ocut their responsibilities for external evaluation of
programmes and activities. On its own initiative or at the request of
the executive heads, the Unit may also advise organlzations on their
methods for internal evaluation, periodically assess these methods and

make ad hoc evaluations of programmes and activitiés." 1/

2. ' The Economic and Social Gouncil (ECOSOC) set forth at its sixbieth session’
-the terms of reference of the Committee for Programme and Co-ardination (CPC)2/
which inecludes the following: L

‘"Consider and develop evaluation procedures and their use in the improve-
ment of programme design ... . :

The Jolnt Inspection Unit shall also bring to the attention of the
Committes any problem which it considers important within the scope
of the Committee's responsibilities.® :

In view of the above, this report is addressed not only to %he participating .
‘organizations of the JIU, but alsoc to the CPG.

3. The JIU believes that the first and most useful undertaking in the field

- of evaluation would be to find out what is going on now in the United Nations
system, and to attempt to determine what shouid be done in the future. This -
report gives a brief history of evaluation in the United Nations system and
attempts- to describe in sumary form the current status of evaluation in all

of the prinecipal Upited Nations ggencles. It also attempts to describe some

of the outstanding problems in the field of evaluation and tries to put in
proper perspective the very high expectations anticipated from evaluation., Some
conclusions are drawn and actlons recommended. In addition, some preliminary

. suggestions have been included on evaluation guldelines, common principles, etc.

which the JIU hopes 'will form the basis for discussions among the agencies, so
that accepted evaluation patterns and systems may be established by United Wations
organizations.

4«  Thig report is based upon visits by the Inspector to the headquarters of
many participating organizations, on documents and papers provided by the 7
organizations and on informal meetings . in Geneva with representatives of some
of the organizations. The Inspector was pleased to note that, although there is
a general recognition that past efforts for internal evaluation have been
inadequate, most organizations are prepared to improve their methods and some

1/ General Assembly Resolutison 31/192 of 22 December 1976, Annex, Article 5, -
paragraph 4. o ‘ :
2/ ECOSOC Resolution 2008 (IX), Annex.
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have already begun to do so. All organizations contacted agreed to collabcrate
-with the JIU in this effort. Finally, the Inspector found that, in most :
organlzatlons, partlcularly the larger ones, there was a genuine acceptance of
the need to introduce or improve evaluation methods as a major contribution
towards more effectlive management action and more reallstic programmlng. The
problem is. how to do so.-, -

5. The conclusions and recommendations made in this report should be conaidered
in the contexm of certaln general features of the Uhited Nations system. These
are. .

(a)- " The organlzations that make up the Unlted Natlons System are” now
spending each year well over ¢ 2 billion; . '

(b) Each crganlzatlon devotes a significant part of its resources to
planning and programming and to reporting, but relatively little effort is given
to determining the impact of work accomplished., Information and reporting o
systems produce - voluml ous documents at high cost, but these docwments do not’
-permit a judgement, in| comparison with approved plans, of the quantity of work
accompllshed -nor of its quallty, . _

(c) In relatlon o its size and budget, the United Natlons system does
relatively 1little avalﬁatlon.

6. This report, prepared within certain time cdnstralnts, should be looked
upon as only the first of s series of steps and actions which need to be taken
in order to develop evenitually effective evaluation. systems, both 1nternal and
exﬁernal, w1thin the United Nations structure.



I.  HISTORICAL BAQKGROUND

7. = Evaluation is not a new concept or activity in national or international

organizations; in one sense, we have always had evaluation of a sort. It has
been & subject of ‘special interest for almost 20 years in the United Nations and
was first discussed in connexiowm with technical co~operation efforts, During iis
initial stages, administrators made reports.on programmes or projects and, in
most cases, these were looked upon as a form of evaluation or assessment, Usually,
however, they were fragmentary and subjective. In many cases, they were &
Judgement of one person or a group, and others might have drawn entirely different
conclusions., Evaluation techniques have. become more sophistiecated over a pericd
of time as a result of experimentation and adaptation to various types of C
projects and programmes,. Nonetheless, it is interssting to observe some agpects
of the global development of evaluation in the United Nations system.-

8. One of the early developments was in 1949, when ECOS0C adopted a resolution
which charged the Technical Assistance Committee (TAC) with the eritical
examination of activities and results of such activities undertaken by the enlsreed
Pechnical Assistancé Programme (TAP). 3/ As early as 1951, the Secretary-Genaral =
drew attention "to the need for an attempt to evaluate the results of technical

. assisbance”. . He added in hig report that he hoped "to be able to use the resources
- at his disposal to prepare for the Council materisl %o enable it to evaluats the

results of technical assistance iA each country in which the programme has been 1n
operation'. 4/ - . . _ .

9. :In 1952, the Secretary-General said that "An over-all adsessment of the
achievements of the technical assistance programme in bobh economic and gocial
fields can, however, best be made by an organization responsible for all aspects
of the programme. Tt would therefore seem appropriate that the Technical Assistance

Board should include in its increasing responsibilities the duty of evaluating the
- results of the programme as s whole". 5/ The TAB, in its 1956 report, added for

the first time a section entitled "Evaluation" which reviewed technical assisbance
projects. Every year until 1962, the members of the TAC discussed this chapter on
evaluation in the TAB report and drew attention to any particular point in the
report which sesmed to them essential,

10. .In.1962, at its thirty-fourth session, ECOSOC (TAC) was still concerned with
devising an approach to evaluation. In that session, several members indicated
that "there was a need for a new approach to evaluabion which would provide the

' Committee with first-hand information on shortcomings, as well as success schisveadn.

These members fell that "evaluation should ... be more critbical in its eppreach®

- and point towards steps aimed at "improving the programme and corrvecting any -

undesirable trends". 6/

11. The thirty-fourth session then adopted a resolution (908 (XXXIV)) which
recognized that present arrangements for the evaluation of the impact and’
effectiveness of the programmes were inadequate and called upon the Secretary-
General and the executive heads of all the specialized agehcies to give particular
attention to the matter of continuous effective evaluation of the programes,

3/ ECOSOC Resolution 222 A {IX) of 15 August 1949, paragraph 6(a). o
Report by Secretary-General, B/2001 of 6 June 1951, paragraphs 14 and 15.

5/ Report by Secretary-General, /2209 of 21 April 1952, paragraph-17.

6/ Document E/3680 of 27 July 1962, p. 9, paragraph 25.
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12. The ECOSOC adopted a resolution (991 (XXUVI)) at its thirty~-sixth session
in 1963 which expresszd the hope that the appropriate organs of the
United Natiops and the agencies would continie and intensify their efforts st
technical evaluation of their programmes and operations. It was decided that
greater attention should be centred on an evaluation of the overall impact.on
+the development of thd combined programmes of the’ United Nations system of
organlzatlons in termd of performance and results achieved. The thirty-sixth
sessioq also requested the Administrative Committee on Co~ordination (ACC) to
give further consideration to certain problems relating to evaluation and to
report on the results to the 1964 session of the Council. The results of the
AGG's consideration showed the inherent difficulty in maeking evaluations of
Inited Natlons programmes which form only a comparatlvely small part of a total
programme of the national goverrmment,
13.  The AGG, after careful:consideration of the questions involved, reached
the conclusion that no overall evaluation of the impact of the United Nations
programues in the ecconomie, social and related fields, could be expected to lead
to any precise results because there aré mno financial or other statistical figures
. which could be given in order to establish. a precise measure of their impact.
The ACC felt that this statement would be true in the case of anyone who attempts
- such an evaluation "no matter how skilled he may be, no matter how much time he
may have at his disposal and no matter how complete his access to the facts. M 7/

14. The AGG went on to gay that trying to evaluate the impact of United Nations
projects, ‘even in the economic sphere, is "really trying to judge the effective-
ness of a trigger mechanism; the results made possible are not in proportlon

to the mechanism itself, and no measure of these results, however precise, is

a true measure of ‘the 1solatad value of the trlgger" §/ Thus, problems of
evalugtion and resources were made evident. :

15, In_April 19645 when the AGG camé back into session, the general opinion

was that only the govermment of a developing country could effectively evaluite
the true progress made in economic-and social fields as a result of United Nations
contributions. On 15 August 1964, ECOSOC adopted a resolution (1042 (XQVII)),
asking the Secretary—ﬁeneral to do everythlng p0551ble for undertaking pilet
evaluatioh prOJects. ,
16. The report of the Special Committee on Co~ordination of EC0SOC declared
in July 1964 that it favoured a policy of "hastening slowly" in the field of

© evaluation 9/. The Committee felt that a great deal of discussion on the
importance and the problems of evaluating the overall impact of United Naticns
programmes had already taken place and that it would now be desirable to
concentrate constructive efforts on the implementation of conerete proposals
for action, so as to achleve as soon as possible gome first tangible, if .
llmlted, results 10/. .

17. In 196/, ECOSOC again was active in the field of evaluation of programmes
and concluded once more that any evaluation of the impact of technical
co-gperation programmes was of primary concern to the countries involved and -
required ihe co-operation of the govermments concerned, I endorsed the concept.

't/ Ge-ordination/R.455, p. 6, paragraph 1z,
2/ Co-opdination/R.455, p. 8, parvagraph 16.

) bemment B/3946 of 13 Tuly 1964, p. 3, parngraph 8.
1/ Iden.
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of pilot evaluation projects 11/. Later, having taken note of the Secretary-

. General's report on the two pilot evaluation missions in Chile and Thailand,

the Council adopted a resolution in 1965 (1092 (XXXIX)) which drew the attenﬁlcn
of interested organizations and govermments %o the Secretary~General's

suggestion that evaluation become an integral. part of all operational activities.

18, ECOS0C in its forty-first session (July-August 1966) endorsed the
‘establishment of an Interagency Study Group on Evaluation by the ACC. The
primary but nobtexclusive function of this Group was to examine the reports of
the evaluation teams and to propose practical- steps for making the operation
of the technical assistance programmes more effective, The Interagency Study
Group held its first meeting in Geneva on 19 and 20 September 19%66. It met
again later that year and early in 1967. It considered the reports of the
evaluation teams and held preliminary discussions on pointe of interagency

" interest, choice of countries, . timing of missions, composition of teams, methods
and techniques of evaluation, ete. -It also made arrangements for the
preparation of a consolidated report on existing practlces of United Nations
organizations with regard to the evaluation of programmes and proaects of
technical asslstance co-operation 12/.. .

19. In its 1967 session, the Gouncil adopted resolution 1263 (XLIII) in which
it asked that the Interagency Study Group on Evaluation continue its work and
‘study in particular the experis', technical consultants' and mission chiefs'
reports, making sure thalt these were usable. The Gouncll also asked ACGC to
report in 1968 on the work of the Study Group and t6 give its comments and
recommendations on the e¥raluation missions. It asked the Secretary-General
himself to. put forward a report at its 1968 session on the pilot evaluation
missions undertaken in 1967 and the beginning of 1968. Finally, the Couneil
considered the plan of the United Wations Institute for Training and Research
(UNITAR) to do a report on ways to develop the best methods and technlques for
: evaluatlng projects. .

20. In 1968 the Council expressed its satisfaction with thc reports Df the.
Secretary~General, AGC and UNITAR on evaluation 1 _3/ It asked the Secretary-
General to prepare a document which would describe the major points of a general
‘evaluation policy, as well as practical problems, such as the establishment of
definitions and methods, and to formulate his conclusions and recommendatlons
for setting up a coherent evaluation programme for projeects and programmes in
the bechnical co-operation field, in order to facilitate the task of the Second
Unlted Natlons Development Decade in determlnlng 1ts objectives.

21, At this time, evaluatlon studles were basically concentrated on the

results obtained by programmes. The criteria governing the programmes and
projects had not been established according to the real or basic needs for
developing countries and it became obvious that there was .a need for a systematic
and in-depth evaluation even at this early stage. In 1966, the AQ Hoc Committee
of Experts for the Examination of the Finances of the Unilted Nations Organizations
and the Specialized Agencies stated that "over-all evaluation consists in
estimating the scope, cost and potential effectiveness of ,a project or programme
before g decision is taken.on it, checking the estimates and performance during

11; Document E/3946 of 13 -July 1964, p. 3, paragraph &.
12/  Co-ordination/R.593 of 24 February 1967.
13/ ECOSOC Resolution 1364 (XLV).
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~its execution, and determining the cost and the resulbd achieved when the
prOJect or_progranme is finally completed." 14/

224 In 1968 the Interagenoy Study Group on Evaluabion recalled “that ACGC had
indicated that priority attention should be given to establishing standard
definltions for terms used in connexion with evaluation. During the general |,
discussion of this problem, the Study Group focused its attention on the
definition of the.term Movaluhtion! itself.: There was general-agreement that
a basic consideration. in the definition was that evaluation should be in the
context of stated plans and objectives 15/. B .
23.. In a report in 1968, the ACC indicated that opporiunities arising for
eva%uatlon should be more fully utilized than had been the case in the past

among all United Natiohs agencies. The AGC noted the: opérative paragraph 4(b)

of resolutlon 12,1 adopted by the General Conference of UNESGO at its fourteenth
séssions In this paragraph it was stated that the teérm:"evaluation! should be.
reserved "for those studies that permit a rigorous scientific measurement ‘of

the leffects of: a project or activ;ty, for studies that do not meet this criterlon,
At would be preferable to use some such term as 'assessment'"

24. In 1969, “the IAteragency Study Group on’ EvaluaLion stated that ‘the
multlpglcity of evaluatlon aspects had led to some confusion._ Howevar, they

drew the following donclusions: . ’ L

‘ "(a) It 13 generally agreed that each age£cy and programme’ should
develop its own eviluation technigues and procedures An order to assess the
efficlency WLth which it ecarries out its programmes and projects.  This
holds|‘true for all activities carried out by the organizations, while -
limitations in terms of manpower, technigques, cost, etc. may prevent
tham from developlng evaluatlon in some - sectors or, at some levels, o

{b) At the game ‘time, there is a “need at a central p01nt for
interagency action, in order to carry out 1n an approprlate manner the
following . functions'

(i) to co-ordinate evaluatlon processes when a proaect concernsr‘
o several agencies; T L

:(ii) to compare the methods uéed‘by the different agencies and
programmes in.evalvating thelr respective activities so that
all organizations may benefit from the experience of each of
'them,

Aidl} e undertake research in a .co- ~ordinated way as a considerable
amount of research is indispensable in this rather new.field;

(iv) tO'deve10§ further the glossary of terms.and.to elaborate a
-+ common framework of reference:: )
(v) - to aim at developing a more rational and coherent system of

evaluation within the United Nations system, as has been
insistently requested .by the Councilj

14/ Document A/6343, p. 74, paragraph g7
15/ Co-ordination/R. 648, Pe 2, paragraph 6.
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(vl) if: need arlses, £o develop such activities not only. for teohnioal ‘
" co-operation}. bub also other programmes of the Unlﬁed Natlone :
‘and the agencies, R , - S
Al ..’ i ~l a P ' . . . ‘-'. s :. b
(c) Go-ordlnation in the field of: evaluation cannot eaeily be “
confined to “eo-ordination® in a limited eenes, but has to deel eleo wlth
‘bechnical dnd substantlve asPeots." ;é/ - o L » o
a5.. The laet meetlng ‘of - the Interagency Study Group oanvaluatlon whlch toow
plate 'in Geneva in February’ 1972, at -the' invitation -of the" United- NationS.z-w”r
i
J

Development Programme "(UNDE);: reviéwed a draft aéb of guldellnee ifat the' s s
evaluation of UNDP-assisted: proaecte .arid ‘UNDP _ couritry” ‘programmes ‘43’8 whole.‘?'

These later were incorporated’ with modificatlone into the UNDP Polledies and::
Procedires Menual issued in'1975.  The study Group - generally endoreed the UNDP
approaches with respeoﬁ to projéet "and country prograime ‘aviluations;: " It aldo™

H
N

-commended the approaches for adoption in 'the Unitéd. Nations: development eystem'

ag a whole. The ACC felt that the guidelines oonstituted a flexlble and.”
practicable management 1601 ‘which would exténd and reinforde.the: agenoies‘ own
evaluation systems., The Study Group concluded this sessioh-with ‘an indication
that they should meet again when sufficlent experience in ‘the appliestion of |
the new guldelines had been galned, ‘§o that there could be a fruitful reviey -
at that time. . ‘ I -

26, The perlod of llfe .of the Interagency Study Group - 1966—1972 - might be

‘ considered as & high-poinf in terms .of United Nations interest in evaluation..

During this same period, UNITAR began work on-evaluation.and issued-a report .
in 1971 on criferia and. methods of eveluatlon _Z/ Interest ebbed shortly after
that, but only briefly, .since there continued to be expre531ons of need for '
better evaluation systems and technlques.

27. In his study in'1969 on the Capacity of the United Natione Development .
. System, Sir Robert Jackson noted that there appeared to be unanimous agreement

that present evaluation procedures wersé neither well-defined, nor satisfactory.

.He also noted that evaluation is indispensable in order to guarantee -an

effective use of resources and to account for their use.. It was obvious to him,
hoyever, that the present uncoordinated way in which it was being, oarr;ed out .,
represented a serious drain on capacity and ‘thevefors a more systematic approach
must he 1ntroduoed as a matter of urgency a8/,

28, &Sir Robert Jackson observed that there had been a recent incresse in
govermments! interest in evaluation because the major eontributors to the .
various voluntarily-financed development co-operation activities had raised
questions as to whether they were getting "value for money". Some developing
countries also agked for evaluations or.had requested assistance in setting up
efficient evaluation units staffed with quakified people. The increase in
interest in evaluation appeared to be directly related to the growth of: resouroes

. avalleble to the United Nations development system 194

16/ GOwordlnatlon/R.?65/ﬂdd Ly peragraph 7. '
Development A1d: Criteria and Methods of Evaluation, Arho Prese, 1971.
18/ A Study of the Gapacity- of the United. Nations Developmenﬁ Symtem. DP/S :
Volume II, Chapter III, paragraphs 118 and 121.
Idem. Volume 1I, Chapter V, paragraph 142,
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29. Sir Robert Jackeon stated that a unified system of evaluation must conform
to established principles but it should allow for the divergencies in techniques
necesgary for different types of projects. Whenever evaluation is carried out
within the system, the same basic approach should apply ass regards purpose,
timing and organization 20/.

30. In summary, during the periocd from 1966 to 1972, efforts were made to add
precision to terms and techniques, but there was never a full development of
methods of evaluation whiech incorporated objective, systemstic and comprehensive
techniques. In the meantime, these were developing in some governments and in
the private sector. After a brief ebbing of interest in the United Nations,
there was a revival, with expressions of need for evaluation systems and .
techniques. For example, in 1975, there were two reports which called attention
to the need for more systematie evaluation of the activities of the organizations
of the United Nations system and suggested that the JIU play a role in such
evaluation 21/ In addition, the governing organs of all the larger organizations
“streossed-at this time the need for better and more systematic evaluation. Then,

- in late 1976, the General Assembly entrusted the JIU with specific responsibilities
in evaluation. ' _

31. Throughout this period, there appeared to¢ be no clear and precise definition
of the term evaluvation, and this problem continues today, although the need for

a definition has been recognized for some time. Often, however, each organization
places the label "evaluation" on whatever it is doing, in order to

qualify itself as undertaking evaluation under the current resurgence of the
popularity of evaluation. Most recently, the Task Force of the Consultative
Committee on Adminisirative Questions (CCAQ) noted " ... & need to develop a
common understanding of evaluation, and possibly also common evaluation techniques
- and standards, throughout the United Nations system." 22/ | ’

32, The possibilities of evaluation in the United Nations system are at a
"take-off? point. The interest is high, the demands from governing bodies and
member States are insistent and the need for leadership, clarification and

- organization within each of the United Nations bodles is clear. However, a note
of warping should be added. Interest in evaluation in United Nations organizabions
tends to rise and fall; at the moment it is encouraging to note that it is ab

one of its high-points, but the expectations from the results of evaluation may
indeed be too high. :

20/ A Study of the Capacity of the United Nations Development System; DB/,

. Volume II, Chapter V, paragraph 151, o :

. ~31/ Report of the Working Group on United Nations Programme and Budget
Machinery; A/10117 of 17 June 1975; paragraph 69 and; Report of the Group of Experts

on the Structure of the United Nations system; E/AC.62/9 of 28 May 1975; paragraph

132, :
22/ ©CAQ/8.46/R.2 (FB), p. 8.
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I1. THE CURRENT USE OF EVALUATION IN THE UNITED NATTONS- SYSTEM

33. At present, evaluation is more an idea in the minds of enlightened
administrators than an established, well-understood pattern and practice. With a
few exceptlions, there is very Llittle evaluation being done by United Nations
organizations that would meet. any acceptable definition or agreed common principles
or guidelines. -Also, those organizations that have made a start on evaluation have
done so independently with little or no consultation with other orgenizations, As

a result, the efforts so far have 1little in common, are not yet compatible and '
systematic and, 'in most cases, have technical shortcomings. As a result, inter-
agency comparisons of results which would facilitate the work of such bodies as

the Committee for Programme and Co-ordination of the United Natlons Economie and

Soclal Gouncll (BC0SQC) are not possible.

34 A summary description of the practices of organlzatlons in the area of
evaluation is given for each organization in Annexes I to XIII. (These have been
reviewed by each organization). 4 brief assessment of these practices is also made -
for each organization. Based upon these summaries, the JIU will next seek more
detailed information regarding the use of evaluation techniques in sach of the
agencies in order to prepare a supplementary review of the current prectices in-the

_organlzatlons

35, Many United Nations organizations are doing work that they call evaluation.
But little of this work would as yebt qualify as evaluation. It does not meet most
of the principles suggested for evaluation in Part IV-D of this. report. All
organizations are searching for, but very few have developed, principles and
methods which could help make their internal evaluation work more effective.

36, There is little or no co-ordination-among individual organizations in
establishing or improving their internal. evaluation systems. Exeept for the
rudimentary evaluation of UNDP~assisted projects doné under the guidance of UNDP,
which is often more. a reporting than an evaluation system, there are no compatlble
guidelines or principles used by the organizations., There are wide disparities in
organigational arrangements and in the amount of resources devoted Lo evaluation,

.37, A few organizations are making significant progress towards developing viable

internal evaluation processes, notably WHO, FAO, and more recently, ILO. However,
they recognize that they are still far from having an effective system,

38. The smaller organizastions maintain that they are d01ng evaluatlon, but in fact
seem to be doing only what they ‘did in the past, while applying to this work the
term evaluation. An evaluation system, although needed in any organization, will
have to be tuned to the needs, size and resources of each particular organizatlon.

39. As there 1s no agreed definition of evaluation eor comhon understanding of
evaluation, each organization tends to include different activities under thisg term.
A very few 1limit the use of the word evaluation to activities in which results are
systematically compared against objectives; most use a brpader definition comprising

‘activities such as reporting or monitoring.
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40. Some ' lements which organlzatlons place under the general headlng of
evaluation are as Tollowg‘

- Progect and programme revieys
' (Gomprlslng.. - project reviews;
- ‘programme reviews;
= country reviews;, :
global reviews, e.g. annial reviews of the programne
of work of a given organlzatlon)

- 'Rﬂportlng and information systems parallel to tha above‘
- In-depth reviews of specific programmes,
-  Organizational studles,' \

- Programme-budget réviews (1.3. budget, performance reports or 1mplementatlon
reports), Including: cost—measurement cogt-henefit and cost-effectivenags
analysis; ‘

- The executive haad's annual {or biennlal) report on the actlvitles of the -
crganization. . :

41, Less preclse activities which can be imporﬁant in making.up evaluation are:

-~ internal and external auditing;
- mansggement auditing;

- inspectlon;

-. monitoring;

- aggessmernt;

- control;.

. — . appraisal.
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ITI.  POTENTTAL Pﬁpenﬁms AND POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS.

L2L The review of the current use of evaluatlon by organlzatlone ‘of the Unlted
Natlons system has permitted the identification of a number of potential problems

‘'which are descr*bed below, together with observatlons on h W these problems may be

gradually resolved

A Eggectatlons .

A3.  There is little doubt ‘that inter-govérnmental bodles nd -member States are -
deeply concerned about whether or not - activities are’ "being earried out in
accordande with their directives. "The numerous and voluminous reports they receive
do 1ittle to assuage this. feelmng or to help them make rational decisions regardlng

" policy and resource allocations. Since the scope.and content. of evaluation is not

yet elearly widerstood, since evaluation requires effort and resources not -
anticlpated or avallahle al, the start, and since it. depends on the clarity and
precision with which objectives are stated in the programming process, a copdition
not yet fully realized, it is nobt surprising that evaluation as practised in the .

‘United Nations-.system has not yet lived up to the expeetatlons placed an 1t by

1ts pruponents. o

4Am‘ But the potentlal eontrlbutlon of evaluatlon to improving both the plannlng
and execution of programmes and to better utilization of resources &nd possibly

~ reduced costs, are now well recognized. However, because of the extrems complexlty'

of ‘the activities of the United Nations. 'system, becafise resources for evaluation
are inadequate, because staff trained in evaluation techniques are. insufficient

in mumber and beecause there.is a lack of understanding of evaluation and therefore
gome resistance to it, it is important for all concerned to realize that results
will continue to be modest for some time., It will be only after guidelines and

principles are developed, systematic methodologles introduced by each ocrganization

and necessary minimmn resources made available, that evaluatlon could make its

-'full ecntributlon.

”B. " Toptlevel support

L5; Bffective evaluation requires continuing top«level support. - Governing bodies
and management should call for and donsider evaluation findings and recommendations
when making decisions and allocatlng regources if evsluation is to be truly

‘worthwhile, otherwise eynics will view it as just another Mexercise" and will give
- it only lip serviee.

c. Feeeibilifx of evaluatlon ‘

6. Evaluation is not ah exact sclenee but there are certeain fundamentals which
determine the degree of evaluability. These are the need for specific and clear
objeetives and results.expected.. There should also be an indication of resources
to be iused and accomplishments expected over a set period of time., These
fundementals help ensure more effective-evaluations. It should not be assumed,
however, that their absence, -although severely limiting, would neceesarlly
preelude any form of evaluatlon. '
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D. Resources

47. Results can be obtained only after an initial investment is made to develop
common guidelines and methodologies, and to train staff. If a graduasl approach
iz decided upon for the introduction of evaluation - and this seems to be the most
feasible approach - then it should be possible for most organizationg to make- the
necessary investment by using resources diverted from existing related activities.

48, The principal existing related activities are the programme planning process,
the management information systems and the reporting systems. By using the
resources available for these systems, it would be possible to re-orient them and
build them into an integrated system which embraces evaluation, Suggestions on
how this might be done are made in Part IV-D of this report. The actual operation
of an evaluation system will, of course, require some resources for staff ,
conaultants and travel, but if evaluation begins on a selective rather than a
‘comprehensive basis and if resources are made available from other systems, the
additional cost will not be large. .

49, EBvaluation processes should be developed which are practical in scope and
recognize budgetary and organizational limitations. Evaluation should not be
regarded .as an end in itself or as an academic exercise. Above all, it is a tool.
of managemsnt and care must-be taken to determine the "threshold" where the costl
of evaluatlon would be disproporitionate to the benefits it ecan produce.

E. Fraining ,

50, Soms organlzatlons have already held training courses in evaluation and the
reaction has been favourable. But hot epough people have been reached. All of
those responsible for the planning and execution of activities should be fuily .
aware of the prineiples and methods of evaluation and how to apply them in their
everyday work. Also, those involved in the admlnlstratlve processes of .an
organization need this hralning. '

‘51, The ability to use evaluation techniques should be requlred of those staff
. members who plan and exscube programmes. The additional skills can be deguired.
. through tralnlng : )

¥

F. Relablonsh_p_between the aetivities of the United Natlons svstem and those of
. Governments

52. It is clear that many activities of the United‘Nations_organizations are Merely'
a part of the more comprehensive work of national governments. In these instances,
governments should be encouraged to evaluate, on their own or in co-operation with

. international organizations, the benefits and impacts of their programmes as g

means of improving-both their own programmes and United Nations activities. This
can best be done by providing for sysbematic monitoring and evaluatlon in the
prOJect formulation processes and country agreements
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53, Whether. or not a government wishea to evaluate its own programmes, the
United Nations organizations have a responsibility to evaluate their ocun
activities. This naturally would limit the scope of such evaluations, but
nonetheless, these should yield important information. on theéstatus and impact of
United Nations activities by jexemining the quality and quantﬂty of United Nations
contributions, their timely delivery, the ‘extent to which ae ompllbhments
contrlbuted to objecthes an% the identification of isauas tq be resolved

G. Belationshlp between figld ooeratlons and headquarters activitles . l

54 A distinction can be -made between evaluatlons of field operations and L
headgquarters. In the case of the former, which are developed through projec
documents containing basic data, there is a common framework from which to evaluate.
In contrast headquarters activities often lack such detailed planning ) a-

. documentatlon. Because of this difference, it should be easier to develop and
establish & compatible system for evaluatlng fleld project, bubt initial efforts
should not be.concentrated solely in this area., Evaluations of headquarters
activities may be more difficult, but still can provide essential information

to governing bodies and- searetarlats. Where objectives and related information

are insufficiently stated in planning documents, extra efforts should be made to
dévelop and improve planning and design which would thereby improve Ffuture °
evaluations, The faet that Unlted Nations organizations are meking concerted.
efforts to 1mprove their programme budgets and medium-term plans is encouraglng

‘H. Diverse approaches to evaluation by United Nations organ;gatlons

55. It was observed in Part II of this report that evaluation systems are being
developed independently by each organization with little co-ordination. This
~will result in systema which may be different, .Such .diversity is not in itself
-_neceaaarlly .wrong. Indead, ‘the - differences in the mendates,.sbructures and modés
‘of opbratmon of the organizations will have to be reflacted ‘inthe’ methodology
that eac:h uses for evaluatn.on.- ‘

56. However, unless these mathodologiea era developed in accordance with 50ma
compatible guidelihes ‘and principles, there is a possibility bhat evaluation
‘efforts will ‘be ineffective and will not provide the essentidl information needed .
by governing bodies énd. gecretariats. - Gommonly aocepted principles and guidelinés
would yield valuable insights into the relative effectivensss of organizations and -
would make it possiblé for organizations to borrow successful techniques‘from =
others._ L sommon .approach would. also faeilitate the work of the United Nations
Feonomic and Social Council- and tho Committes for Programma and ‘Co-ordination in
~eo-ordinating thé work of.the agencles.

57. For thege reasons, Part- IVJD of this report proposaes 8 msthod for astabllahlng
compatible  guidelines. or prlnclples for use’ by all’ organlzatlons in developlng
their evaluation systems. .

"I, & The chbica of aotiviﬁies'fér &falﬂatiun

58. Until now, most organizations have conoenﬁrated their efforts in evaluation
largely on technical co-operation projects. These are easier ‘to cope with than .
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major substantive programmes or even administrative activities, because thsy

“usually have a project document or equivalent which 'states objectives and
. anticipated uses of resources and resulta,

'—59. Bvaluation built into the plans and’ procedures of all organlzatlons is a

long~term goal. In the present situation, however, the choice of activities to
evaluate ds= important becauge resources, both .intellectual and fihancial, are

- limited and it is obviously necessary to conoentrato on ‘those activities for which
‘evaluation can be. most useful, Among the orlterla for- choice, the following are
‘suggested ‘ ‘

{a) Aot1v1tles Whlﬂh heve encountered dlffloultles,

(b) Aot1V1ﬁles Whlch have Been carried out for a long time and which may
now. be of marginal 1ntereat in view of changing priorities; -
.(c) Acﬁlvities being con51dored for substanﬁial expansioo;

. d) ActiVlties whnse cost—effectlveness 15 uncertaln-

r f.

‘(e) Act1v1tles which are typical of many - other act1v1ties, e.g. institutlon—“”
- building projects, and.for. whioh evaluation could prov1de guidance for tha
other similar actlvitiea. . : .

J,- Support activit;~s for evaluatlon :

" 60. The methods for programme budgetlng, mediumuterm plannlng and design used by

organizations have improved markedly in reécent years, but much still remains -to be -
done. JIU has contiibuted to this process.and will,continue to do so in the future.
It is 1mportant that planners, when preparing mediumrterm.plans and programue -
budgets, do so with thelr use as an element for evaluatlon clearly in mlnd

' 6L. Management 1nformatlon systems of organizatlons should also be de51gned to .

assist in. the evalugtion process by providing data needed by ‘evalustors, This

~would be. less costly than the ad hoe aceumuletion of information for sach .

evaluatlon study. Some organlzatlons, particularly WHO, have already reoognlzod :
this need ‘and are red651gn1ng th81r 1nformab10n systems Adn consequence. -
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1V. THE USE OF EVALUATION IN THE FUTURE

A, The suppested aphroach“

62, A gradual approach is suggested so as not to require large expenditures snd
to permit time for the development of more effective principles, guidelines and
methodologies. Time is also réquired in order to better 1ntegrate evaluatlon with
planning, programuing and 1nformat10n systems. : .

63. The steps proposed are outlined in ‘the remainder of this part of. the report
They include inter-organization consultations to arrive at an agreed glossaty of

~ terms including a deflnltlon of evaluation, guldelines and prlnciples for Internal

evaluation,

B.  Definition of evaluation

6/, .At'present, there is no commonly-accepted definition of evaluation within the
United Nations system. It is subject to different interpretations, and frequently

+ each organizaticn has its oun definitions often "analysis", "appraisal,

"essessment", or even "inspection" are used to mean the same thing, i.e.

- Wevaluation". There has been a constant struggle within the Uniteéd Nations syetém

in an effort to form a definition that might describe evaluation for the purposes
of each 'agency. - In academic circles, as well, there is no definition that is . -
accepted by all of the experts. Ab the fourteenth session ‘of the General . "
Conference of UNESGO (1964), as has been mentioned before, it was determired, that
evaluation should be reserved for those studies that "permit rigorous scientific
measurement of the effects of a project or activity". This may be a sound
approach, although the term "rigorous scientific measurement" could be misléading
because many act1v1t¢es gare not fully quentlflable, ‘but are EValuable.- '

65. The Working Group on United Nations Programme and Budget Machlnery referred
in its report to evaluation as: . ‘ ) -

"... the continuous measuang, monltorlng snd reportlng of programmes -

and actilvities on a selective basis to determine the degree of . .
effectiveness, efflclency and economy achieved in relation to establlshed
‘gosls and objectives, This evaluation process, serving as 'feedback!,
provides a basis. ior the nexi cycle of planning and programmlng" gg/

66. This definition calls for a comparlson between approved programmes. and

‘achievements to identify paps and the reasons theredf for the Pollowing purposess

timely and effective corrective action to ensure that the obgectlves of the wvaricusg

. components of a programme’and of, the programmes 8s a whole are realized; the

revision of programmes which are shown to be unrealistic, 1neffect1ve or of

excessive cost;. and prov1d1ng "feedback" fo guide future plennlng and. programmlng.

Thus, evaluatlon must be a continuous process and an essentisl compenent of sound
|
r

gz/' Document A/10117, of 17 June 1975, paragraph 67.
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67. Another definition which has appeared to gain some acceptance ia:

"Gvaluation is the enalysis of the results apgainst objectives in
order to assess the extent to which the latter are being, or have beer,
realized, as well as to explain any discrepancy between the results and

. the objectives, Both the development and re-assessment of objectives may
.alsd be part of evaluation. o :

On-going evaluation is a preliminary analysis of the outputs, effects
. and likely impact of an activity during its implementation. The purpose
of on-~going evaluation is to provide management and Member Governments
(or inter-governmental governing bodies) with information on a econtinting
basis, to enable them to assess, and if necessary, adjust policies,
objectives, institutional arrangements and resources affecting the activity
during implementation.

- Bx-post evaluation is the analysis of the effests and impact of an
activity after its completion. The purpose of ex~post evaluation is to ,
provide management and Member Goveraments (or inter-governmental governing
bodies) with information for Ffuture planning of similar activities, as well
as to provide material for the evaluation of similar activities and the
evaluation of programmes".24/ :

68, An important aspect of this definition is the effort to measure results
against objectives, and probably this alone would suffice for a simple, commonly
understood definition. Many evaluation systems are not fully -effective because
objectives are not clearly and precisely defined. L

[

69. Some organizations have expanded this definition and cchaider evaluation nob

only as a comparison between results and objectives, but alsc as a means towards
learning from experience of the past to pormit better planning for the future.

- This is done by assessing not only the achievement of the stated objectives of an
activity, but also its adequacy, its efficiency, its accgptance by the parties
‘involved while teking into consideration possible unplanned effects. Evaluation

is also seen by one organization (WHO) as a process for directing an activity
towards set targets throughout its evolution, while at the same time (i.e. during

) implementation) assessing its achievements, its quality and, when feagible, its
- impact, . - ’ C o .

70. When considérihg definiﬁiong‘it is also nedessafy_to héar in mind what
evaluation is pob: : Co :

(a) It is not & dscisibnumakingjprocess. ‘Deéisiqns are assisted by the
results of evalustion, ’ o T S

24/ Teken from definition used at the Workshop on Monitoring and Evalustion’
of Rural Development Projects and Programmss at Holte, Denmiark, 6-10 December 1976,
and attended by representatives of varioug multilsteral and bilateral aid agencies
(including UN, UNDP, WHO, ILO, FAO, AID, SIDA, World Bank, ete.). : :

-~



“15 -

(b) It is not an infringement upon national decision-meking as to tha content
of progremmes or "~ the priorities that are assigned, though undoubtedly its analyses
and' conclusions may influsnce such decision-making (it is an assessment of the
management and impact of the United Nations ccntrlhutlon to programmes and
operations).

(¢) External evaluation is nct a substitute for evaluation responslbllitles
of executive heads (but it can be “of assistance in exscutlng this responsibility).

(d) It is pot a financial audit report.

7L, None of these definitions iz perfcct but they do form, a nucleus for

development of & sultable definition acceptable throughout the- ‘United Nations
system. JIU proposes to continue to work with organlzations to arrive at a
technically sound definition of evaluation vihich is acceptable to Unlted Natlcns
organizations. , _

72. This definition would be included in a glosaary of terms and concepts related
to evaluation to be eirculated throughout the United Natichs system and which
hopefully would serve as a useful reference book, - Such a glossary ghould also
moke a distinctlon between varlous categories of ‘evaliation, ranging -from the
quasi-experimental or sclentific types of evaluation to the most empirical,
Category I, for example, would include all types of evaluation which would meet
the strictest definition and criteria for evaluation. Category LI would comprise

“those with less refined techniques. Category III, much less reflned ete.

C. 'rDrganizational responsibilities

73. A dlstlnctlon should be made between Minternal evaluation", Car;led out
under the control of the executive head of an organization, and "external
evaluation", carried out by a governing ‘body or other organ independent of the
gecretarlat, such as mandated to the JIU by the General Assembly. Both forms of
oevalvuation may use the same techniques, and data gathered under one may sldo merve
for the other. RWffective internal evaluatlon helps give external evaluaition a
solid basg and vice vegsa. ' :

74, Some formn of independent external evaluation may be required in order to

provide the necessary chscks and balances to internal evaluation and also as an

ingtrument of the leglslative and governing bodies in the exercise of
parliamentary control over United Nations expenditured and operations. External
evaluation can play a prominent reole in meking avallable 1o the member States an _
objective review of the achievements of a programme or “project in relation to the
resulbs, as well as the cost incurred by the United Nations. Furthermore, an

- indgpendent external evaluation system can be an instrument for reform and

lmprovement in the ectivities of the United Natlons organizations.

75. However, the great bulk of evaluation carried out within the United Nations
gystem will no doubt be internal evaluation which shdild he part of the management
and supervisory functions of each execubive head i Internal ¢valuation results
would serve a useful purpese for review bodies external b0 the secretariats, sueh
as governing bodies, the Committee on Programme and Qo-ordination, the Advisory.
Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions, External Auditers and bhe

Joint Inspection Unit.
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D, Tentative puidellineas of nrinciples for internal evalustion

I
76, This section repragenta 8 Lirst attempt at devaloping guidelines or principles
for lnternal evaluation under the follewing headings: '

(8) Purposes and scope of evaluation; *

(b) ‘Characteristics of an evaluatidn sydstem;

“(¢) The mainxsteps'in evalﬁation;

() Creation and operation of'an evaiuatidn‘sygtem;
(e). Methodology for evaluatlbn.

77. This section contalneg principles and criterla to guide organizatlons in their
introduction or revision of internal evaluation systems. These would help ensure
that evaluation, as carried put by each organization, covers the essantial points
with a common approach W1thout, however, sesking to impose 8 uniform system For
all organizations. The guldelines might also be considered as a check-list for
those preparing internal evaluation agystems to help them' ensure that all relevant

elements have been included in thelr system,

78. Bécause of the diverse missions, structures, procedures and information
systems of the United Netione organizations, it is not possible to devise a singls
comprehensive and detailed internal evaluation system that could be used by all
organizations. Instead guidelines conteining general principles and standards are
being developed and will be propossd to organizations, The guidelines presented
below represent a first attempt to establish prineiples. They ars not vet
suggested for application by organizations. This will have to await detailed
consultations with the organizations on the basis of these tentative guidelines

and subssquent revised versions. In a next phase, after more practical experience
hag been obtained, the guidelines may be made more specific by introducing

-prineciples to guide evalwation in specific areas of activity.

(a) Purpose mnd scops of evaluation

79. The purposs of evaluatioﬁ is the improvement of an organization's work and

- impact, ineluding an increase 1n cost effectiveness. To beé most effeetive,

evaluation should be built into programme and project design so that points of
reference are available for comparison for periods before an achivity was started,
during its implementation and upon its conclusion. It follows, therefore, that
the lack of good planning and project design limit the results that can be expacted
from evaluation., Furthermore, evaliation should be a tool for the decision-maker |
for weighing alternative methods or approaches in order to maximize the
effectiveness of activities. t
I

80, The gcope of evaluations will vary, but there are some major elements and

questions that should be ineluded for them to achieve their purpose.of improving
an organization's work and impact. The following list is not meant to be

k]
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all-inclusive or mandatory, but would provide information moest likely to he
needed by governing bodios and secretariats.

(a) Evaluetlon should examine the . origlnal concept of an actmvzty so that
governing bodies can determine whether it is necessary to change the objectives.

(1) Ate the obaeotivee suffiolently expllc1t°

(31) Do the objootivae of the aotlvity contribute to the solution
of priorlty problems? , : .

~(111)  Ave the objeotivee stlll relevant?

{b) Ev&luatipn ﬂhould be a tool of management in determinlng the aot1v1ty g
effeotiveness and impact in aohleving the steted objectivoe.

, (i) Are there epeolf;ed indlcators againet which the attalnment of
objeotivee can be ‘measured and impaot determlned?

(11) *Has the degree of implementation:of. obJectlves produced the
expected impact?. (i.e. whether and to what extent the
- ofganization's actlvitles aré effective in contrlbution e
development (quantitative and/or qualitative) fn developing
. oountrles) i r.
: (e) Evaluation ehould provide information on the impact of the United Nations
system's activities which should contribute to government ob;ectlves (Theze
evaluations may be done in conjunction with the government or they may be
reetrioted to. qotivitiee as discussed in parqgraphs 52 and 53)

(i) . Did the government use or doeo it plan to use the oontrlbutlon
af the United Natichs syste 7

I(ii)”t.ﬂae the governmont satiefled with what it received?

(1id) What is the extent of acceptanoa of the aot1v1ty and 00*operatlon
by the governments oonc:e;r'ne:il'iI

(ivf i'Would another approach to the problem - or other objectives ~
' produce more useful results for poverhments at -an equlvalent

or 1esser cogt?

(d) Evaluetlon oould aesese the cost-effectivenass of an activity.

(i) " Is the oost of attalnlng the obgeotlves generally reasonoble.in‘
© terms of the importance of the objectives|and the share of the
- organiZation'e budget being used° . ‘

(ii) Are there other ways of attainirg the ob3=ctivee that are less
costly and/or more effective? .
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{e) Evaluation should provide information on an organization's effieiency;

(i) Does the activity duplicate or overlap work done elsewhere or '
“could it more efficientlv be carrled out by another organization?

(ii)  Are other Undited Nations organizations concernsd and. have they
baen consulted or sssociated with the activity?

(111) Are there adminlstrative problems in providing and maxlmlzing
the use of resources (money, staff and material)?

(£} Bvaluation should signal the need: for corrective actions for on—g01ng
activities and suggest the form they might take.

(i)  Should the objectives and/br tavgebs be Testated apd 18 theve a -
need for introdueing morq precise achievement indicators? -

{4i1) Shoﬁld!implsmentatiog be changed?
_ o . P _
,.(iii). Shouldiresource Inputs be increased decreased or shifted?
I

(g) Eveluation shéuld serve as a basis for plenning, programming and
executing future act1v1ties.

(1) * What lessons can be learned from the evaluatlon of act¢v1t1es
whlch may be transferable to other actlvitles9 )

(ii)  How cen thess lessons be made available at the time of plannlng
. other actlvities? _

(b) Gharacteristics of an evaluation process

81. . Bvaluation should be looked upon as & constructive process which is -aimsd

towards improving the effectiveness and efficlency of organizabions and programes,

Fvaluation should be a continfious, partlclpabory progess; all levels in an

organization should be involved. It is imporiant that evaluation showld nol be

undertaken in a rigid and mechanistic way. Floxibility should be the watchword. .

., It must be relevant and not so theoretical that it will not be wnderstond, and
therefore not accepted, or ignored by organizations and wembar SBtates.. T must

take advantage of useful systems and techniques. Both the form of an evalualion

and the end results should provide: ralavant information and stimulate 1ntereab

and action,

82, Auy effective evaluation syatem should have these géneral charactariStics;
(a) Although evaluation can teke various forms, there must be advance

planning to determine the purpose, - scope and resources required in order to
justify the effort and to ensure that ‘the results will be of use to recipients.-
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(b) Internal evaluatlon should be the prlnolpal respon51b111ty of the
organization concerned

(¢) It should be participetory,
{(d) It should be oonstfuctive in apﬁroaoh;

(e) Operational units within the organizations should be primarily

'responslble for the process of evaluation, with a central unit giving ‘guidance

and reviewing the effects of the system within the organization, as well as
conducting some  ad hoc evaluations.

(£) A rigid framework should not be placed around evaluation. The .Bystem.,
should be reasonably flexible but should also be sufficiently systematic so that
an outslde review or check of the techniques and results could be made. :

(g) It should have an integrated information syeteﬁuto support it.

(h) It should be action oriented to facilitate improvements and

-1mplementat10ns of recommended changes.

(i) It should contaln a follow-up mechsnism to determine and periodically
report on- what actlons have been taken to 1mplement evaluation recommendations.

(¢) The meln StSDS'ln evaluation

83. For maximum effectlveness, an evaluation system should conelet of a number
of systematic steps. .Also, for certain kinds of on-going eveluatlone, it showld

‘be sufficient to develop a standard methodology which could be used in-successive

evaluations. In contrast, non-recurring 1n—depth evaluations would require the
development of individual methodologies. The major steps for conduct;ng
evaluation are as follows: :

(a) Determine the purpose, scope and potential users of evaluation;
(b) Identify the ectivity'e objectives and-progress'indioators;

(¢) Collect all pertinent data and information on the activity's background,
resource ilnputs, eccompllshments, problems, ete.

(d) Analyze data and information in relation to ectiV1ty obgectlves and
results achleved.  This analysis should inelude, if feasible, a deermination of
cost effectlvenees of the - on—golng activity as well as alternatlves. . .

{e) ConSLder uncontrollable external factors which may affect resulte.

(f) Prepare a report containing findings, oonolu51ons and recommendatlone.
This should be an action document with specific recommendations for improving the-
effectlveness and efficiency of the activity- for future planqlng and programming.
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#4. Each of the above steps requires a systematic methodology, but this will vary
accordihg to the nature of the activity and the internal structure, vrocedurzs and
information system of each organization. Nevertheless, a knowledge of the
methodology used by other organizations would be helpful to all. Thereforc, Lhe
JIU will arrange an sxchange of information on evaluation procedures among -
~organizations., This report is the first example of such an exchange.

85, A more detalled descrlptlon of steps in evaluation based upon a WHO document
- is in Amnex XIV,

{d) The creation and operation of an evaluation system

86. Below are listed the principles which should be considered when creabing ar
operating an internal evaluation system. Certain of the principles may not be
applicable to all systems but their inclusion or not in the system ghould be
dacided objectively and on the basis of the practlcal possibilities of each’
organization.

87. It may well be that some of the principles could not be applied initislly
because of lack of resources or because of other practical difficulties. Howaver,
systems should be constructed in such a way that it would ve possible Lo add these
principles at a later date when their need and feasibility are justified

88, As for the preceding parts, the prlHClplﬁS presented below are tentative and
subgect to review and revision in cohsulbtation with the organlzatlonu.

Gontrlbutlon of evaluation to the decision-making process : R
(8) There should be top-level direction and support for evaluation.

' {b) There should be a formal connexion between evaluation and planning
programme hudgetlng and programme execution.

(e) Evaluatidn.should provide "feedback" [or programme planning..

(d) There should be a direct relatlonshlp between the evaluation sysbems and
other management processes.

: (e) Fvaluation should signal the need for correctlvm ackions and supab bl
nature of such actions.

(f) Results of evaluatidn should he taksn into.consideration bﬁ ez Laior-
makers within the secretariat and by governing organs as approprlate,

Propramuing and budgeting should provide adequabe baselihes for cvaluslion

(a) The programming system (medium-term plans, programme budget:, projoct
documents, internal work plans), should provide sufficiently explicil onjactivas
and targﬁbs, making use of bolh quantitabive and qualltatlvo indicators as boneh-
marks for evaluation.
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(b) - The programming system should provide sufficiently explicit details on
inputs to evaluate their delivery both quantitatively,and qualitatively.‘

(e) 'The budgetlng system should provide sufficient 1nformation on actual )
costs for a cost-effectlveness determination.

Linked Go Menagement Informgtion Svstem

(a) Information systems should provide data of the kind and in the form
required by the evaluation system.

(b) The evalustion system should feed back data imto the information system.
(¢) Results of evaluations should be provided on time.to those who need:them.

Traluation methodology is adequate and adqusted to the requ1rements cf diverse
activities

(a) Methodology should be sufflclently developed and expllolt to ensure a
unlform and technically eound approach to evaluation.

(b) Methodology should be’ suffloiently varied to permit evaluatlon unde" the
broad headlngs off teohnlcal co-operation, programmes and management .

(¢} Methodology should be sufflclently flexible to take account of different
oharaeterlstlcs of actlvltles belng evaluated :

(d) Methodology should inelude eriteria for seleetlng and deflnlng
indicators and their use in eveluatlon.

(e) wethodology should include a grading and weighting méchanism or some
similar technique to arrive at an overall summary evaluatlon which' can cotpare
51milar activities.

Organizational arrangemenbs for evaluation-

(a) There should be a specific unit appropriately staffed -and responsmble
for determining methodologies in accordance with guidelines; . training staff in
- the use of the methodologles and ensuring that the methodologies are applied in
evaluation ahd assisting in prepsring and reviewing evaluation reports. Follow-up
on recommendetlons resultlng from evaluations may or may not be asgigned to that
unit. _

(b) There shouid be organizatlonal links bebtween: programning, budget
formulation and evaluation; information system and evaluatlon, gxecution and
evaluation; d301510n-mak1ng ahd evaluatlon
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(e) ‘Methodology for evaluatlon

89 Like evaluatlon, "methodology" is a word that is frequently used but not
‘always commonly uhderstood. Definitions can be several. Probably the most
practical definition is that "methodology" is the means or methods hy which .

- evaluations are undertaken, i.e. procedures to be followed in evaluating a -
programme or project. Modern methodology suggests the full use of statistics,
data processing systems, technieal informetion, questionnaires, services of

“experts, ete. .

80, Methods ‘must be adapted to the purpose of each evaluation. There is nec single
method. that will fulfil all purposes and types of evalustions, although thers .
should be a systematic approach to evaluation and some applied standards adapted
to the programme or project being evaluated. I should be recognized that such an
approach or use of methodology does not imply a rigid approach and requiresall
organizations or programmes to follow identical processes. While it is possible
.. to apply .a common methodology to similar types of projects, and possibly programmes,
- it is not possible to conceive a single comprehensive methodology for application
throughout the.various United Nations agencies because of the different nature of
" their projects and the varying range of agencies! fields of work. However,
certain common principles may be feasible. Regardless of which methﬁdology ig
used,. .1t is essential that the evaluation be conducted systematlcally so that it
may be validated and w1thstand critical review. :

'E. The role of the Joint Inspectlon Unit in evaluation

91. It is e¢lear that evaluation must be carried out primarily within each '
organization. . GlVlng the. responsibility to a central wnit, external to the
secretariats for such continuous evaluation in the various organizations cf the
Uhlted Nations system is not a substitute; indeed even if it were practicable,

it would be far too expensive. Therefore, the JIU, with its very small staff,

must undertake, selective activities, so as to best attain the evaluation objsctives
of governing bodies. and secretariats, ' ‘ ' '

92. The first task for the JIU in evaluation must be to eﬁcourage the
establishment of effective internal evaluation procedures within each organization.
Although these should not be required to adopt rigidly the same organizational
form,- there should be some general standards applied for each organization.

This is an advisory and overseeing task for the JIU, The JIU should alsc

undertake regular reviews of the internal evaluation systems of each of the agencies
and offer advice and assistance in 1mprov1ng these processes. It should
selectively review the results of some of the internal evaluations and offer
corrective advice where appropriate. The JIU could also prepare reports, pernaps
on a biennial basis, cn the status of evaluation proceuures in each Uﬂlbed Natlonb

agency.

93, The JIU should, as required by its new statute, undertake ad hoc external
evaluations sometimes working with the agencies involved. Generally, however,

it should concentrate its ad hoec evaluation efforts on system-~wide problems and
issues rather than single agency issuess. The latter is primarily the task of the
agency 1tself -
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0 The potential benefits of evaluatlon in the United Nations systemn

Q4. We have sean from the de certlon of the historical development of evaluat¢on
in thea United Nations that for many years attempts have been made to evaluate
the work of some of the organizations. - We have also seén that for the most part
these attempts-have been technically faulty and that the selection of activities
to be evaluated has been somewhat haphazard. The improvement of the technical
quality of evalnation will take time and effort and recommendations are made in
Part V of this report. But in parsllel with ths improvement of methods, it is
lmportant to keep in mind the objectives of evaluation net so much to justify
continued effort, but rather to guide and atlmulate|future action,

!
95. In estimating what benefits more systematic evaluation can bring to the.
United Nations system, one must first consider the present situation whieh appears
to be characterized by problems faced by inter-governmental bodies and secrstariatc
of how to best allocate limited resources among competing programmes and the '
direction approved programmes should take in the future. Decidioh-makers have
" been faced with a lack of sufficient knowledge of what has been abcompllshed in the
“past and in particular whether the rapidly increasing resources are being used
most effectively to obtain the maximum impact in line with obJectlves. This
situation has led governing bodies and those entrusted with the developmﬁnt of
plans to work more on the basis of incomplete information than onl a systematic
assessment of quality and impact of projects and programmes. ;t is clear that
evalugtion should provide information for governing bodies and secretariats =1}
that priorities can be determlned and resources cah be allocated ratlonally on the
basis of systﬂmatlc reviews and analyses.' I

96. Evaluation benefits should permeate throughout the organizations and, to the
extent that it is a participatory process,.this should be possible. Sseretariats
are confronted with the need to carry out mandates and to achieve objectives most
effectively and with greatest impact. Very often organizatlions ars not eertain
of thelr results bécause there has not been a systematic evaluatlon of their

' accompl1shments in relation to their mandates

97. With the above two primary users of evaluation in mind (governing bodies and
secretariats), it is poassible to ideniify specific long-range benefits that might
be provided by evalnation processes, These henefits will not acerue quickly -
much work and some investment will be needed before the existing evaluation-
mechanlisms can be developed or the mgthodologies of existing processes sufficiently
improved Lo provide desired results. These principal benefits can be summarized
aa follows: ' . ' ’ - -

(a) Priorities. For activities which have been carried out for a long time
and which may have lost their purpose or priority but which Ere continued
incrementally by force of habit, evaluation would help determ;ne whether such
activities should be curtailed or eliminated to make room, often without budgetary
increases, for new or higher priorities identified by leglslétlve bodies.

. (b) Cost effectiveness. Although legislative bodies give serious
considération to the potential benefits and priorities of new activities, they
often do not inelude an examination of alternative ways of getiting the work done.
Tous, there is littlé assurance that the methods adopted are the -least costly or
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whether other alternative methods, using less resources, could not produce the-
same or even better results, Bvaluation could help provides this information,

(e) Planning., With the gradual introduction of medium-term plans and
programme budgets, the planning process in the United Nations system has assumed
greater significance. BSince it is a complex process, governing and legislative
bodies find it increasingly difficult to question the basic concepts and procedures
of on-going activities. In this connexion, evaluation could play a useful role by
pointing out the successes and failures of similar activities undertaken in the’

past and thus render the planning process more realistic.

(d) Managing, Day-to-day management is difficult under the best of
cireumstances., - In the United Nations system, with its vast array of programnes
and projects, the complex1ty of this task is multiplled Secretariats ‘need to

" know on a current basis how they are using their very limited resources and when

to make changes. This 1nvolves determining their impacts and results. Related
to this is the secretariats! need for this kind of information when justifying
and explaining to governing bodies their accomplishments and their need for
continuing or additional|resources. Internal evaluation would be useful in
providing this 1nformat1?n on a timely basis.
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'CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The conclusions and recommendations presented below were considered in detail
by the Inspectors of the JIU and are endorsed .by them,

A,  Conclusions

1. = Despite the impressive number of reports, resolutions and discussions devoted
to evaluation since at least the late 1940s, significant progress has not been made
towards systematic evaluation. and what progress there has been has evolved slowly,
Part of this can be attributed to the fact that interest in evaluation appears to
rise and fall; at the moment it is encouraging to note that it is at one of its
high points, However, evaluation as an art and a science is still rudimentsry in
the United Nations system. Therefore, caution must be urged so that current '
expectations for rapid results from evaluation should not be too high

(paragraphs 7-32 and 43-44).

R, With a few excepbtions, there is very little evaluation being done by United
Nations organizations that would meet any acceptable definition or agreed common
principles or guidelines. Nevertheless, most organizations express bhe need for

‘more and better evaluation, but most sppear to be groping .for methods to sccomplish

this, some in a more systematic way than others. Organizational arrangements differ
widely and there is little or no co-ordination between individual crganizations
(paragraphs 33-41). ' Commonly- accepted principles and guidelines would yield
valuable insights into the relative effectiveness of organizations and would make

it possible for organizations to borrow suceessful techniques from.others

- (paragraphs 76-90).

3 An evaluation system, although needed in any organigation, will have b e

tuned to the needs, size and resources of- each particular organization
(paragraph 38). : . .

4. A gradual approach seems preferable for the introduction of evaluation.
Resources should be made available from existing related activities, such as the
programme plannhing, information and reporting systems; these resources should be
built into an integrated system embraecing evaluation {paragraphs 47-49 and 62).

5. Effective evaluation also requires ‘continuing top-level support (paragraph 45).

6. Until now, evaluation in most organizations has concentrated on technical
co-operation projects. This' is understandable because evaluation of specific,
somewhat narrowly-oriented projects is easier than wide-ranging programmes or.
headquarters activities. Some' erganizations have recognized the need to exlend
evaluation to major substantive programnes, but none as yet appsars to be applying
svaluation techniques to management and administrative activities (paragraphs 58~07),

7. Despite the increasing interest in evaluation, there is no accepted definilion
of the term of evaluation which could be used throughout. the United Nations system
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nor is there any common understanding of the purposes of evaluation. At the
moment, Yevaluation" is used to describe varlous actlvities which would not meet
basic eriteria for evaluation (paragraphs 39-41).

|

8. Various definitions of evaluation (both internal and external) are analyzed
in the report. An important aspect of evaluation, at least in the initial phase,
is the comparison of results against objectives. Many evaluations are not fully
effective because activities being evaluated do not have clearly-defined
objectives, and little consideration has been glven to progress 1ndlcators
(paragraphs 64-72).

9. Evaluation of technical co-operation activities within the United Nations
- system should always cover the contributions of Unlted Natlonsz erganizations to
governmental programmes., Governments should be encouraged to evaluate on their
ownt, -or in co-operation with United Nations organizations, the benefits and. -
impacts of their programmes (paragraphs 52-53),

10. Programme budgeting and medium-term planning in the United Nations system
are now only beginning to take a form required for evaluation - a ¢lear statement
of objectives and the anticipated resource inputs and results for each objective
(paragraphs 60 and 88). :

11. Part of the lack of progréss in this field might be explained by the
inadequacy of information and reporting systems which would facilitate objective
and systematic comparisons, as well as well-defined techniques and procsdures
for evaluations (paragraphs 48 and 61). In addition, there is a lack of staff
experienced and qualified in evaluation in the United Nations system
‘(paragraphs 50-51).

12. The report makes a distinetion between internal and external evaluation _
(paragraphs 73-75) and sets forth tentative guidelines or principles for internal

- evaluation (paragraphs 76-90). Evaluation should be looked upon as a constructive
concept aimed at improving the effectiveness and efficiency of organizations-and
. programmes. It should be a continuous participatory process, generating feedbac&
information, in which all units are involved {paragraphs 81 and . 82)

13. The great bulk of evaluatlon carried out within the United Nations System _
will be internal evaluation which should be part of the management and supervisory.
functions for each exscutive head (paragraphs 73-75}.

14. fny evaluation system which is developed must not be too rigid in its design
and requirements. Tt must be flexible and based upon pragmatic considerations
(paragraphs 81-82). : : : '

15. - Evaluation should be an integral and contributory part of the decision-making
process. Lt shouwld signal the need for corrective action and suggest the natuve
of such actions, It should provide useful information for planning and programmlng
of future actlvities (paragraphs 79-80 and 88) : |
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16. Potential benefits from evaluations accrue to éoverning bodies and
secretariats by providing a more rational basis for decision~making and managing
resources (paragraphs 94-97). : P

17. There is no single comprehensive methodology which will fulfil all purposes
and types of evaluations, 'although there should be a systematic approach to
evaluation and some applied standards adapted to the programme or project being
evaluated (paragraphs 89-90), Lo ’ )

B.  Reécommendations

18. Following, a grngal approach, the. United Nations organizations and.the JIU .
should attempt to do the following: o - '

(a) Exchange information and techniques in the field of evaluabicn, so tﬁat'
each agency can learn what others are doing and can profit by their experiences
(pdragraph 84); . - | - L

(b) Develop a glossary of torms, inecluding an spgreed definition of evaluation
which could be used throughout the United Nations system and astablish principles
- for evaluation, This probably should not be = narrow, restricted definition.
In every case, it should incorporate the concepts of systematic, objective
comparison of results against spécific objectives {paragraph .72).

(c)} Dasvelop categories of evaluation, with illustrations for each., Tor
. example; Category I would include all types of evaluation which would meet the
strictest definition and eriteria for evaluatlon., Category II would comprise
those with less refined techniques. Category III, much less refined, ete.
(paragraph 72);. o T

: (d) Establish effective internal evaluation systems within each organization .
(paragraph 92); e

' (e) Establish a training programme to provide staff;concerﬁed wlth programme
planning end execution in the United Nations organizations with the skills needed

for evaluation (paragraphs 50-5L);

(f) Develop broad gnidelines for internal evaluation systemé which can be
used by each United Nations agency (paragraphs 76-90), :

19, The JIU showld: - | - S |

. . . . o : _ .
N (a) Conduct periodic réviews of evalustion systems! effectiveness and of .
the results of selective individual evalugtions and meke recommendations as to

what corrections or medifications are required (paragraph 91‘2);"‘ :

(b) Prepare, on the basis of a_conﬁinuous-flqw of - information from all
agencies, a biennial report on the status of evaluation systems in.each United.
Nations agency (paragraph 92); R PR
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(c) Develop a guide for the creation and operation of an internal evaluabion
syatem for use by organizations which are introducing or revising thelr evaluation

practices (paragraphs 86-88 and 92).

(d) Undertake ad hoc evaluation concentrating especially on system-wide
problems or issues (paragraph 93).

20. All United Nations organizations should:

{a) Giﬁe priority to the develobment of their evaluation systems;

"(b) Keep the JIU informed on a conﬁinuing bagis regarding the development
of effective internal evaluatlon systems and on any plans for future changes of

thelr systems;

{(c) Seek the advice of the JIU in the development of their systems.
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CURRENT USE OF EVALUATION BY THE UNITED NATIONS

Current Practices

1. -In recent years, since 1975, the United Nations has begun a process aimed.
at introduweing evaluation on a gradual basis in the Secretariat. - This process
has now culminated in the preparation of four evaluation reports in response

to a decision of the Committee for Programme and Co-ordination {CPC) to consider
in depth at its seventeenth session in May 1977.fouwr programmes = environment,
human settlements, public information, transport. At this writing thé four
evaluation reports on these programmes were not yet available but it appears
likely that these first reports will not fully meet the standards for evaluation.
However, their preparation has no doubt provided the Secretariat with valuable
experience for the introduction of an internal evaluation system. ‘

2.  The recent efforts in evaluation may be considered to have begun with the -

- publication in June 1975 of the report of the Working Group on United Nations
Programme and Budget Machinery (4/10117). This report outlined the problems of -
svaluation and set the stage for further work. In Novemher of 19754 the
Secretary-General lssued a report on programme évaluation (A/10035/Add.1). This
report described procedures and analytical techniques for evaluation and gave
some examples of what were then considered to be evaluation activities and their _
results. However, it was clear that none of the activities described represented
more than assessments of past werk, based mors on subjective . judgements than on
evaluation techniques. This report was discussed in the Advisory Committees for
Administrative and Budgetary Questions (ACABQ) and the Fifth Committee and its-
approach endorsed. _ : ’ !

3. The next step in the process came with the publicatien of the Medium Term
Plan for 1976~1979 which in. Chapter III of Part One outlined 4 proposed method
for rating programmes to determine priorities in the allocation of budgetary
growth, without, however, making provision for programme evaluation., This nethod

was discussed by CPC, at its fifteenth session, whiech felt that it would help in
- planning future growth (B/5632, paragraph 21).

4o Thé Medium Term Plan for 1978-1981 in: Volume IL presented a "programme
assessment exercise", based on the general approach of the method outlined in |
the previous plan. During its consideration of . this document, -CPC decided to
examine in depth at its seventeenth session in 1977 four programmes, as mentioned
above (paragraph 1 ) and expressed the hope that internal and external evalustion
could be performed on-these programmes (4/31/38, paragraph 44). As a result,

the four évaluation reports on these programmes are belng prepared by the

United Watlons Secretariat for the attention of CPC, '

5. The most recent step in the process came with the adopition by the General
Assembly at its thirty-first session of a resolution (4/RES/31/93), proposed by
the Fifth Committee dealing with the Medium Term Plan and which reconfirmed
CPG's specific responsibility for in-depth reviews of major programmes. This
will no doubt require the continued use of evaluation technigques already
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initiated by CPC. This same resolution aleo recalled the need which has been
recognized for many years to improve and strengthen the evaluation proc¢ess as a part
of planning, programming and budgeting.

6. - Concurrently with the process described ahove, many inter-governmental bodles
have continued their pericdic reviews of progress in carrying out programmes and -
drew concluslons from these reviews, In the absence of an internal evaluation
system, the reviews by inter-governmental and specialized bodies could not benefit
from data and techniques which evaluation could provide, However, participants

~ were able to bring thelr specialized Jmowledge to bear on problems and as a result,

many progremmes have been reoriented. Wher the Secretariat is in a position
to provide internal evaluation reports to those bodies, their work will be
facilitated and their conclusions might well have a more sclentific basis.

- Bummary Assesgment

7.  Thanks mainly to the initiative of CPC, the Secretariat is just beginning

on an experimental basis to introduce evaluation for selected major programmes.
Since the first internal. evaluation reports are not yet available, it is too soon
to judge whether the techniques used and the results obtained are adequate. But

it is encouraging that a start has been made and it is hoped that thé United Nations
will, using the experience 1t is acquiring, join with other organizations in ,
developing and applying common guidelines for evaluation and in incressing its

efforts in this field. 7
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CURRENT USE OF EVALUATION BY THE UNITED NATIONS INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT CRGANIZATION
(UNIDO)

Current Practices

1. . UNIDO has been conecerned with evaluaticn almost from its very stari. At

the First General International Conference of UNIDO in 1971, it was resolved thal.
the evaluation should be considered as an integral part of the future stratepy
~of UNIDO in all its activities., iIn 1972 the evaluation missicns of UNIDO zet

out to describe its main functions in the following way: {i) the evaluation of

all completed and on-going UNIDO projects in a selected country; (ii) identiflea:i n
of special factors affecting their formulation and'implEmentation, and (iili)
recommendations about the on-going and new projects including in the country
programmes of 1972-1976. :

2. Orlglnally, evaluation was viewed primarily as an exercise to assess
progress in an activity., The main objectives of evaluation were to identify
problems, find solutions and improve performance. More specifically stated,

evaluvation wds viewed as a mechanism to serve a number ‘of purposes, such as
measuring the impact of a project, providing a basis for resource alloecation,

s means for involving host ecountry in vitel areas. of- development, bullding up
" experience, s0 on and so forth. Thus, in UNIDO's understanding, evaluation

was a broad, all-inclusive and somewhat ambiguous term. However, from the stort,
the 1mp0rtance of evaluation as an indispensable means to achleve desired resilis
was recognlzed by senior management. : :

3. . Sinee 1971, -about 15 country studies and a number of programme, hranch

or gector studies have been submitted to the Industrial Development Board (IDB) - .-
UNIDO's main policy-making body. In recent years, IDB has expressed increasing.
interest in the subject of evaluation with the result that a Permanent Commitllce

- has been established and among ifs several functions is to provide gnidande Lo

the evalustion ‘sctivities of UNIDO with a long-range perspective, There were

some reservations about evaluation which were reflected in the debates of.the DB
and its Permanent Committee. These ineluded: evaluation infringes on the
govereignity of national govermments; it diminishes the authority of the Exec.tive
Director; it directs resources into less productive channels; and il duplicatos
evaluation work already done in the field. Notwithstanding the facti that no
econsensus on the concepts, criteris and methodology of evaluation existed al ihe
time, in 1974 the BExecutive Director established a Planning, ProgrammJng and
Evaluation Section (PPE) to intensify the work on evaluation.

Le  In 1975, UNIDO sponsored an Expert Group Meeting on Approaches, Prroedures

'and Methodology of Bvaluation of UNIDO's Activities. In the re—organizalion of

UNIDO, which followed shortly thereafter; an Bvaluation Unit was ve-established

in the Programme Development and Evaluation Section {FDES) whicn 1s pari of the

0ffice of the Executive Director. . After reviewing UNIDO's our experience and

the recommendations .of the Evaluatlon Expert Group, which 1ncluded representialives ,
from UNDP, other United Nations executing agencies and bi-lateral developmenl -
organizations, the Execubtive Director assigned the fol]owlng functions to this

Unit: (i) designing a comprehensive evaluation system; (ii) assisting in the
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testing and installation of the major compunents of the system; (iii) monitoring
syatem components. for secretariat compliance and improvement; and (iv) conducting
_specific evaluatlons. In June 1976, the Director of the Division of Policy
Co~ordination defined the overall objectives of evaluation as rationalizing the
basis for necessary improvements of: UNIDO's policies and procedures; substantive
and functional concepts; modalities of technical cooperablon, and organization
and management ~ all’'within the framework of the Lims Declaration and Plan of
Action and other declarations of policy-making organs. AL the same time, it was
determined that thé primary purpose of evaluvation is to serve ag a management
tool for UNIDO to increase the effectivensss of its assistance to the member
countries. An Advisory Committee on Evaluation was also established to recommend
evaluation. prlorltles and subjectis and serve as a mechanlsm for communication

and co-ordination of informationrand experience on evaluation methodologies,
developments and results. While PDES provides UNIDO leadership, evalnation is
meant to be a dayhto-day management tool at all levels of the secretariat.

5. It has been pointed out that, by the end of 1977, systematic evaluatlon wlll
be substantially 1nst1tut10nallzed in UNIDO. - The focal point of attention in
UNIDO's evaluation exercises wlll be the substantive aspects of development
problems in selected areas. It is also expected that in the future it will be
possible to develop a close relationship between selected programmes evaluations,’
many of the global and sector-oriented studies carried out by the International
Centre for Industrial Studies (ICIS), and evaluations of 1arge—scale projects
carrled out by the Industrial Operations Division (IOD). :

6. - UNIDO now undertakes three types of evaluatlon:

{a} Project Evaluation: Field progects are monitored and evaluated in
accordance with the system designed by UNDP and in collaboration with the rosident
representatives and host governments. A recently revised and strengthened system
of project formulation and appraisaly which includes a-heavy emphasis on project
desgign and built-in evaluation, hasg been installed at the headquarters. Though
UNIDO relies largely on 'the evaluatlon system required by UNDP and conducted by
‘field staff, in selected cases spec¢al and comprehensive evaluation analysis is
intended to be undertaken by u51ng headquarters staff and, if required, outside
experts. ,

"(b) Programme Bvalustion: Over the years, a mmber of programme evaluations,
involving the appraisal of a group of prOjects, have been carried out. ThHe
Executive Director has sssigned top priority in the 1.976-1977 work programme Lo
this type of evaluation, especlally those jointly undertaken by UNDP and ‘other
United Nations agencies.

{(e) Process Bvaluation: A joint UNDP/UNIDO evaluation of the Industrial
Development Fleld Advisers is in progress. -Others will be undertsken as required.

7 The expenses of the Central Evalustion Unit have been horne from UNIDO's
regular budget. The only evaluation activity financed from outside the regular
budget so far is the industrial estates review now nearing completion which is
supported by Sweden. In the current joint evaluation of the textile industries
programme, UNDP is sharing the cost with UNIDO for the field missions invelved.
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Summary Assessment

8. Most of UNIDO's country.evaluations were done Jjointly with the regiplent.
governments and the reports were submitted to.the respective governments in
addition to the IDB. In the past, some IDB members have expressed dissatisfaction
with the content and quality of the reports and several secretariat staff have
been disappointed with the lack of impact of these reports. |However, the first
joint UNDP/UNIDO evaluation exereise, involving the industrial strategies,
policies and programmes, was favourably received by the IDB hs were the Executive
Director's priorities, plans and work programme for the futubes. '

9. UNIDO has not designed the ideal evaluation system but the desire and
enthusiasm to. improve and rationalize the evaluation in UNIDQ is présent and is
stimilated by the leadership of qualified persbmnel in its evaluation unit. It
hopes to have an effective system installed by the end of this year,



Annex IIT
CURRENT USE OF EVALUATION BY THE UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPME&T PROGRAMME (UNDP)

. 1
Current Practices :

1. Continuous evaluation of programme performance is seen ﬁy UNDP as a
fundamental principle of good management and an essential tool for corrective -
action. In prior years, UNDP evaluation activities were generally, though not
exclusively, focused on tle impact or management aspects of technical co-operation,
with the aim of obtaining lessons from experience and, on the basis of thbée(
lessons, introducing improvements in project operation and management. This
served to clarify the system's understanding of the respective and complementary-
roles of governments, executing agencles and UNDP in country programming and the
project cycle and in improving project effectivensss, o

2. In 1975, UNDP initiated a major shift in the emphasis of its evaluation
activities from an almost exclusive concern with (a) inputs or process aspects
to outputs or achievements and (b) evaluation of projects individually. to

. evaluation of projects in groups in selected areas, i.e. programme evaluation.

3, . Evaluabion proper, in the strict sense of -the term, as distinet from ,
- appraisal on the one hand and menitoring on the other, is carried out in UNIP at
- two levels of aggregation, although obviously they are very much interrelated.

(a) Evaluation of Projects individually: This type of evaluation is _
undertaken in practice for projects receiving relatively large-scale assistance .
although in principle it is expected to be carried out for all projects regardless
of thelr size., This is distinct from tripartite monitoring which is the review:
of the progress in the light of parameters established in the project document.

It goes beyond monitoring and focuses de novg on a prpject's‘béckground, .
justification, design and accomplishments. This type of project evaluation is
undertaken by individuals,.including outside technical consulbants, not directly
associated with the formulation and implementation of the projects, at a
gonvenient mid-point of a project or towards its conclusion., Provision for
evaluation is usually agreed upon during project formulation and scheduled in the
project document., It is undertaken by a tripartite team (Government, Agency and
UNDP), Frequently, it leads to important adjustments in design ealeulated to
enhance effectiveness. The findings of individual project evaluations are:also
used in programme evaluation. : . C

"

{(b) Evaluation of groups of projects in selected areas: This is generally
called "programme evaluation® and has recently been introduced as a regular snd _
continuous function within UNDP. The general purpose is to assess bthe contribution
that UNDP-funded projects make to progress in sélected areas such as develepnent
planning, rural development, educational research, etec. It thus attampts to
evaluate the efficiency, efféctiveness and relevance of UNDP-supported activities
along some well defined lines and to identify the problem areas that tend to recur.
As & matter of principle, "programme evaluation' studies are undertaken aither
jointly or in close collaboration with the executing agencies, and pass through -
several stages: desk review, field visits to selected projects in the sample
and a synthesis of main. findings and conclusions in a general report. Through
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- programme evaluation,. UNDP is attempting to play a critical role within the United
Nations syastem by encouraging exeouting agencies to assess, 'as eritically as
possible, the value and relevance of technical assistance ag a concept and as an
instrument of development beyond the immediate confines of projeets individually,

Lo As distinet from "svaluation proper", UNDP has also been engaged in a numbar
of other activities and studies that are closely related to evaluation. The
purpose of ‘these activities is also to improve the design and execution of projects
and programmes, the main examples of which are: Tripartite periodic monitoring

. of implementation of individual projects; Appraisal of projects at desipn stage
prior to their approval; terminal assessment of project achievements by the
management of project itself and then separately by the resident representative;
and Periodic review of country programmes, ete. Furthermore, the Governing
Council is presently considering how it can discharge its responsibility for
‘examining. the relevance and effectiveness of UNDP-assisted activities in the field.
The results of evaluations by individual projects are circulated only among the
governments and agencies concerned, and. cannot be made public without the
government'!s consent; however, they form the raw material for the preparation of
documents which are made available to the Governing Council. These include:

- the'apnual report of the Admiﬁistratdr oﬁ the operation'activities of '
the Programme; . ' :

~ the consolidated note by the Administrator on country programmes
submitted to the Council at cach- session for its approval;

- case studies of individual projects, providing in-depth analysis of
specific projects' eiperiences (bnt omitting information on the idertity
of country or countries assisted, unless agreement of the government(s)
concerned is available to do otherwise). .

5. Although the experience gained through such exercise and studies has been
used as a managerent tool by UNDP through a number of ways, work has also
recently been initiated to formulate an explicit feedback system and to establish
an institutional memory, : ' -

5

Summary Assessment

6. . Evaluation, and especially individual project evaluation, as it is seen by
UNDP, is just one particular phase.of the project cycle. It is a specific
exercise which takes place once and for all at a particular moment of the cycle
(either at mid-project or towards the end). It is perhaps ambitious to call this
activity, which i more akin to an external monitoring or reporting exercise,
true evalustion. Efforts in programme evaluation are encouraging, but they sre
as yet far from being systematic. However, it must be remembered that UNDP has
the merit of having devised a common framew0rk,(though not yet common guidelines
or a'methodology) for the evaluation of United Nations field activities,

-
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be slowly developing, though it is far from being fully operational. This is
perhaps the originality of the FAO approach ~ to proceed on a trial-and-error
basis and to develop formal mechanisms once sufficient experience has been gained.
FAO feels that evalustion for its own sake or in accordance with theoretical
models must be avoided. What is needed is g practical and effective feedback
into the programming at all steges. It is hard to say, at this early stage, if
this pragmatic approach will be more productive - operationally and economically -
than the more formalistic approsch followed by some other agencies. Bubt FiD
should be encouraged to proceed with its pragmatic approach which should be closely
observed by other organizations, so that they may adopt those features of the FAO '
approach which are successful to their own needs.



Annex v

CURRENT USE OF EVALUATION BY THE INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY (TAEA)

Current Practices

o

l. . TAEA follows the normal evaluation procedures established by UNDP &nd other
funding organizations for projects financed from these sources, This incliudes
periodic tripartite evaluation exercises and the evaluation contained in the .
final reports of such projects, The effectiveness of the fellowship programme
is evaluated on a routine basis by means of a questionnaire sent to the fellows
three months after completion.of their training. ' '

&, Evaluation is carried out on a continuous, though informal basis,  within the
Department of Technical Assistance; a general programme evaluation takes place
during the discussions in the Board of Governors and its Technical Assistance
Gommittee, as well as during the Annual General Conference of IAEA. Elements of
evaluation are ineluded in the following annual publications: +the Agency's
Annual Report and the Director-General's Report on Technical Assistance., In
addition, periodic reviews of several aspects of technical cooperation activities
have been made by the Agency's Office of Internal Audit and Management Services.
Recently, at the Director-General's: request, a review of various problems related
to the delivery of experts' services was made by an Ad Hoc Study Group.

Summary Assessment

3. Due to its highly specialized nature and relatively limited volume of
activities, TAEA has not felt the néed to establish a formal legislative authority
and elaborate organizational structures for evaluation. Nevertheless, the _
Technical Assistance Department acts as a structure for evaluaticn and carries

out this function as a continuing process, upon which, from year t+ year, itg
future programmes are based. This is probably sufficient for an organization of
the size of IAEA. . However, like other small organizmations, IARA should follow
closely the development of more refined evaluation technigues in the other
organizatlons of the United Nations system and in due course adapt them to its

. own nesads.



‘ Agnéx VI
GURRENT USE . OF EVALUATION_BI THE INTERNATIONAL GiVIL AVIATION ORGANIZATION (ICAQ)

Current Practices

1. There i1s no explicit legislative mandate on evalustion either from the ICAO
Council or Assgembly. Evaluation is considered to be implicit in the management
of .a project by the Technical Assistance Bureau of the organization, aa well as
in the requirement for most projects that facilitlies and training must meet the
international ICAO standards and recommended practices. . :

- 2.  TField projects are explicitly subject to the ndrmal tripartite reviews. In
a few cases, thé organization has. evaluated certain programmes. The African:
Manpower and Training Requirement Survey project was one of them. The agency
regularly inspects the UNDP/IUAO'financial'regional.training‘institutea and
expects to start a project in May 1977 to evaluate civil aviation training
methodology. A field evaluation programme to assess the work of the ICAO regional :
experts has been carried out over the past two years. -

-3 Most of ‘what is considered to be evaluation is done by routine management,
- including periodic visits by headquarters_ officials to ‘the field, special fileld.
' missions, half~yearly progress reports from project managers, questionnairs
technigues and routine correspondence. .

4. Due ‘o the highly specialized nature and limited scale of ICAO activities,
coupled with their inherent self-checking features, dictated by safety, the
subject of evaluation has not been a priority ares of endeavour, except in the
managerial sense, as stated above. There is little need for elaborate systems,
but ICAQ should, like other small organizations, introduce those evaluation _
techniques which are considered appropriate, as these are developed in other parts
of the United Nations system, ' ' -



‘pesults ~ to accomplish meaningful change - by reducing the. risk inherent inl-

Annhex VII

'GURRENT USE OF EVALUATION BY THE INTERNATIONAL LABOUR OFFICE (ILO)

! Gurrent Practices

1. In its "Draft Long~Term Plan for 1974-1979" 1/; prepared in 1972 ILO
gtated that the Yelear purpose of evaluation should be the adaustmant and
1mprovement of ILO programme objectives and methods of action ... The firgt
problem is to develop criteria and methods ‘of evaluation”. :In 1975, referring
more speclflcally to the evaluation of technical cooperation projects 2/, ILD
said that "the focus of evaluation is-to improve project d951gn, operatmons and

programme or project decisions". In 1976, ILO, in explaining why, improved systems’J
and methods of evaluation .seemed necessary’j/, added another element to the purpose
of evaluation: it is to provide inputs for the planning and periodic evaluation

“of entire ILO programmes, and then to test the validity of strategles, pollcles

and approaches being f£ollowed in ILO programmeo"

2. Some ten years ago, ILO, as well as other agencies in the United Nations )
system, came to recognize the need for evaluation. -This recognition was refiected
in the II0's participatien to the work of the Inter-Agency Study Group on Evaluatlon,
established in 1966 by the Admlnlstratlve Committee on Co-ordination and in a
resclution of the International Labour Conference, in 1967, which called for the
introduction of a more systematic approach to project evaluation. The UNDP guide- .
lines for evaluation have been followed to sbme extent by the ILO which, however,.
thinks that thelr Munstructured nature ooe makes a systematlc appreach to

evaluatlon difficult® A/

3. " In 1975, a review was conducted in TLO on the, "state of the art" of
evaluation in the Uffice. .ILO considered that in the past years, it had "evaluateo"-
in g general way and that its "evaluatlon" activities - without questioning their
intrinsic value - did not represent an cbjective and 1nformat1ve evaluation
exercise. The report ﬁ/, submitted in August 1975 to the Management Activities
Board (MAB), -contained. some prelimxnary proposals concerning. the evaluation of -
technical cooperatlon projects. The MAB endorsed the need for proper prOJect
evaluation and, before recommending the.adoption of any. parblcular metheod .or |
system of project evaluation, it requested (and the Director :General declded) 6/
that certain preliminary surveys and activities be undertaken (survey of past
experlenoe in TLO and other international organlzatlons, evaluation methodology
geminar for some officials, development.of cbjectively verifiable indicators An.

" one or more ILO techniecal fields)}. On the basis of this plan of work, proposals.

for a system of project evaluation, covering infer glis the questlons of resources'
and -regponsibility, were %o be submitted to the MAB :

4. ~In the report 1/, presented to the MAB. in February 1976 1t was p01nted out
that what scemed to be lacking was an "Office-wide evaluation -methodology, based
on ob;ectlve criteria; a system. to ensure that all but the smallest prOJects ‘are |

.1/ GB.185/Fa/13/6.

2/ FPROG/MAB/75/M.5/2.
PROG/MAB/76/M.1/1,
PROG/MAB/75/M. 5/2
Xden.
PROG/MAB/75/M. 5/RD.

PROG/MAB/76/M.1/1.

| @wﬁw
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subjected 'to regujar evaiuation; and a system of "feedback" to ensure that the
results of evaluation are fed into the design of. new projects and into the

- planning of programmes". It also mentloned tha UNDP evaluation procedures and

guidelines needed to be supplemented by internal evaluation procedures and that,
at.a later stage, it would seem desirable to develop a common apprcach to and

methodology for evaluation throughout the United Nations system.

5.' Considering that‘proper evaluation depends in the first .place on proper
PTOJECt design, it was suggested to the MAB that first priority be given to

. improving the design of ILO projects. To this end, it was recommendad thats (a)

two or three officlals attend the tralnlng course of the Agency for Internatiocnal
Development (United States) in project design and evaluation;.(b) & high-level
ponsultant be engaged to help develop with them a methodology. for the design of
projects; (c¢) they report to the MAB with firm’ proposals for a method and appreach
for project design and evaluation in the ILOj; and (d) once these proposals have
been anproved, g massive training effort be undertaken to familiarize all ‘
concerﬂed with the new method. It was estimated that the overall operation would .
“take one or two years to complete. The Director-General concurred with these
recomm%ndatlons, (a} and (b) have already been implemented; concerning (c), the
MAB, attended. by heads of departments and bureaux; met on 17 March 1977, and
declded to recommend to the Director-General that the ILO proceed immedistely with
the development and testing of a comprehensive evaluation system, covering not
only technical cooperation projects, bubt centralized headquarters activities as
well., At the end of the development and testing phase,‘scheduled for late 1977,

a decision will be taken on the final adoption, 1mplementatlon and coverage of the
system. .

6. Evaluation act1v1tles in ILO take various forms. Some are related dlrectly
to ‘the organization's general programme, such as: the Mediwm-Term Plan and the

Bi-annual Prégramme and Budget which establish specific objectives for future ILO
actions., .On the other hand, the Annual Report on Programme Inplementation which

. is presented to the Governlng Body and in-depth reviews on individual ILO

programmes which are requested by the Governing Body and prepared by the services
concerned, are evaluatlon sxercises. These reviews are to be temporarily dis-
continued in 1978-1979 because of the backlog of reviews awaiting the Governing
Body's attention, In connexion with the evaluation of technical cooperation
progects, the ILO undertakes a series of exercisés: reviews of the activities

in given regions within a given period of time, which are presented to reglonal
advisory committees; a review of ILO technlcal cooperation activities, which is
submitted to the Governing Body every year and; Lripartite evaluation missions -
@-Mm1mmmmdof&wmnmngymmmwsfmmtm3WMmm',mmhwws'wd
governmont representatives) which, within the framework of regional advisory
commlttees, are responsible for evaluatlng ILO techniecal cooperation activities

in a particular country of the region, Apart from these evaluatlon activities,
which are requested by its supervisory bodies, ILO undertakes also some ad_hoc
evaluation exercises for purpvses internal to the service concerned, such as the
one made recently by the Employment and Development Pepartment on its research

and population activities. It also participates agtively as lead agency in an
inter-~agency pilot study of evaluation approaches in "Rural Development. Further,
since January 1976, ILO has established a Management Audlt Unit whose reports cover
entlre programmes or operatlons of the Office.
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Summary Assegsment

K

“?.. . In ILO, evaluation activities are carried out by{ the Bureau of Progranme

Budgeting and Management, the Bureau of Economic and Sceial Analysis, the Bureau
for the Co-ordination of Operaticnal Aptivities and technlcal departments. All

. these services have stated responsibilities for evaluabtion, but co~-ordination

between them needs to be improved. There is a real need for an integrated
evaluation machinery., The unit currently in charge of preqaring an outline for
project evaluation might be considered later as the centrall office for co-ordination

and guidanece for evaluation.

8. . ILO has taken Important steps towérds devising a comprehensive evaluation
system and it is anticipated that socon there will be a precise shape given fo its
organizational structure for evaluation.



Annex VIII

_CURRENT USE OF EVALUATION BY THE INTEH-GOVER;\TMENTAL MARITIME CONSULTATIVE CRGANIZATION
(IMCO

‘ Current Prgctice

1.. Because of the relatmvely small size of its programme and staff, IMCO does
not plve prlorlty to the evaluation of its activities, except in the broad sense
that -evaluation is a useful means to he employed from time to time to review the
vorking of technical assistance programmes. "

2. IMCO is a participating and executing agency of UNDP technical assistance
progranmes Iin spheres of its competence.. Since IMCO has an overall responsibility
for ensuring that the resources employed are utilized with maximum efficiency,
evaluation studies in response to UNDP are undertaken in respect of certain

field cperations. The Committee of Technical Cooperation, a subsidiary body, -
established by the Council in 1969, deals with .all questions related to technical
assistance programmes and their evaluation. :

3. Bvaluation is not s routine, functional exercise carried out by IMCO

either in its gctivities at headquarters or in its field operations. But, special
missions are sometimes sent out to the field to assess the progress of selected
projects in close contact with fleld experts and project managers. The

'__evaluatipn misegions are jointly undertaken with the funding agency, like UNDP.

L. One of the larger-scale projects under IMCO/UNDP technical assistance
programmes has been the Centre of Maritime Training in Brazil. This was
investigated in 1975 by a joint évaluation team, comprising outside experts. The
purpose of the mission was to study the needs for future external assistance and
to make recommendations. The team held extensive meetings with the management
staff and traidees and examined the physical facilities of the Centre to secure
the widest knowledge about the project. The visiting mission came out with
detailed proposals for fubure expansion and continued assistance to the programme.

Sunmary Assessment

5. IMGO has no formal evalustlon system but it mests the requirements placed
upon it in this regard by UNDP. Because of the relatively small size of the
organization, there 1s little need for an elaborate system. However, IMCO and
other small organizations could undoubtedly introduce some refinement to their
techniques as these are developed by others in the United Nations system.



‘2. There is no formal definition of evaluation in the ITU.

Annex TX
GURRENT USE -OF EVALUATION BY THE INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNIGATION UNION (ITU)

Cyrrent Practipes !

. : |

1. Most of ITU's evaluation effort is concentrated on techhical assistance

activities, even though some related work is undertaken in the budget and other.
admlnlstratlve processes. ! .

+ However, it is
broadly understood as an objective assessment of the actual impact of a prOJect.
The need for periodie evaluation reports on the technical assistance projects is
stipulated in the ITU Convention. There are two main types of technical assistance
programmes- for which ITU represents as an executing agenecy: (i)} UNDP-assisted
projects and (ii) Funds—1n~Trust projects.

3. Usually, evaluation studies are undertaken for individual projects. And the
majority of them are not amenable to strict quantltatlve gssessments. For '

-example, projects in the nature of advisory services, surveys, orgarzation and

development of insbtitutions, ete., are in this category. On the other hand,
activities in the field of training personmel, -setting up of training standards
and planning of staffing needs, etc., have been found to be easier to quantify,
There are no established principles and methods for ITU's evaluatlon anglyaes,
but -they are being developed with experlence and time. - :

‘4.  The Technical Go—operatlon Department of the general secretariat of ITU is_

responsible for all questions related to techniecal co-operatlon activities. It
uses studles, reports, as well as questionnaire techniques in its evaluation work.
Field missions are undertaken to a lesser extent, due to financial reasons, even
though they are preferable in order bo achieve greater objectivity in evaluation.

‘The 1mpact of policy decisions and events in other sectors have been teken into

account in the evaluatlon process.

5. Most evaluations are done within the framework of UNDP!'s tripafﬁite revieys,
Tripartite field evaluation missions are financed by UNDP and all other field
evaluation expenses are mebt” from the Technlcal Go-operatlon Departmentis budget

- of overhead costs.

6. The Secretary-General reports annually to the Administrative Couneil cn
several vital aspects of the development of the telecommunication systems which:
cover the overall efficiency of the field. operations, development of human
resources, the need for additional inpubs, assistance requirements of +the least
developed countries, etc, At the annual meetings of the Administrative Gouncil
and the ITU Plenipotentiary Conference which takes Place every five to elght years,
broad objectlves are evolved and dlrectlves are issued for the future,

Summgry Asgessment

7. IXU has no formal evaluation system but it mests the requ1rements placed on

it in this regard by UNDP. Because of the relatively small size. of the organlzatlon,
there is little need for an élaborate system: However, ITU and other small
organizations could undoubtedly introduce some refinement to their technlques as
these are developed by others in the Uhlted Natlons systenm.



Annex X

, CUR.RENT USE OF EVALUATION BY THE UNITED NATIONS EDUGATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL
ORGANIZATION (UNESCO)

CGurrent Practices

1. UNESCO has been interested in evaluation for some time, both of impact and
results, and of use of resources and of work procedures. Some evaluation activities
were undertaken by experts who are external to the secretariat; others were

" eonducted internally, by staff members. Although there is interest at all levels ~
from the Director-General on dbwn - a1l are not advocaﬁes. - There are sceptics.

2. The General Conference of UNESCO, at its fourteenth session (1566}, while
noting that "provisions for evaluatlon are being built Into UNESCO's future
programme’ and becomlng a regular feature of 1t", vecommended 1/ inter alia that:

"a) the expertise on evaluatlon bechnlques built up over the past ten years

in the .social science programme of UNESCO should now he pul into regular
operational use, and that UNESCO seek alsc to take advantage of the accumilated
experience of other United Nations agencies in this type of study;

(b) the term "evaluation" should be reserved for those studies that permit
a rigorous scientific measurement of the effects of s projeet or activity;
for studies which do not meet this crlterlon, it would be preferable to use
some such term as "assessmenb""

This terminology, which is meant to apply to the evaluation of impact and resﬁlts,'
1s however not yet generally used in the day~to~déy work of UNESCO.

3. In his report to the nlnetyhsecond session of the Executlve anrd 2/ the
Director-General mentioned that several mechanisms and procedures were being

used for evaluation and assessment, this variety being the result of the differing-
nature of the fields cavered by UNEuGO and of its modes of operation. He further
said that "evaluation posits the scientific measurement of the processes and
results of an action. Before it can systematically be integrated into operational
projects on a wide scale, the process of programming must itself evolive in.a
manner which permits a proper evaluation related fto a given set of programme
cbjectives with built-in indicators to enable the measurement of performance.
Pending further advances in this long~term process of improved programming &
measures ... gelection criteria of a very pragmatic kind have been used for the
“evaluation of a limited number of projects™. While noting that progress-has been
made since the General Gonference of 1966, the Director-General said that the
efforts undertaken were far from conclusive or fully satisfactory: mechariisms
needed to be strengthened and streamlined; proper methodologies and procedures
were yet to be devised. In the Director-General's opinion,| "the question of
evaluation and assessment ought to be, as much as possible, IdeaLt with in a °
pragmatic’ ~ rather than in an abstract methodological - manher, and in close
connection with the process of programme formulation based on objectivas'.

y/ 1AG/RPsolut10n 1211 - BEvgiuation - General
2/ 92EX/9
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4. By decision 3.3 3/, the Executive Board in 1973 recommended, inter alia,
that a much more systematic and coherent approach for the planning, evalustion
and assessment of UNESCO's programme should be pursued; evaluation and assessment
should be a continuous process to be carried out by: the responsible services of
the secretariat, the inter-govermmental councils and advisory committees relaling
to certain parts of the programme, ‘the JIU, member States and national commissions
for projects executed in thelr territories and external experts for certain
specific programmes. It also pointed out the the success of evaluation and assess-~
ment activities was closely related Lo the programming getivity. . It further
invited the Director-General "o study the poseibility of entrusting some of the
exigting units in each progremme sector with the specific task of evaludtion and
assessment as well as designating a central unit for the guidance, co-~ordinaiion
and monitoring of ﬁhesg activities in the Secretariat as a whole",

5. After having examihed'thp Draft Programme'and Budget, for 1977-1978 4/, the
Executive Board {ninety-ninth session) 5/, in the observations to its Declaion be 2,

.sald that "greater efforts should be made to evaluate the effectivensss of UNESCO's

activities as a whole, taking into account more particularly [of)the medium—tarm
objectives aimed at, by carrying out built-in step-by-step and ex post facto
evaluation and assessment of the Organization's projects. For this purpose, the

- Secretariat might secure the assistance of Member States and of external experts".

The "Draft Programme and Budget for 1977-1978" was submitted +to the recent session
of the Geumeral Conference (nineteenth session) which concluded. :

6. In June/July 1975, the Director-General created two services, hoth directly
reporting to him, which assume certain housewide functions in the broader frame-

“work of evaluation. The Bureau of Studies and Programming (BEP), which 1s

primarily responsible for medium-term and short-term programming and for inter-
sectoral programme ¢o~ordination, has in this context functions relating to
evaluation and assessment of impact and resulits. BEP is algo responsible for the
Committee for Inter-Sectoral Co—operation, which has recenily created an .inter-
sectoral working group on evaluation with a view to Decision 4.2 of the Executive
Board (ninety-ninth session) as quoted above (see paragraph 4). The other '
serviee, the Inspectorate-General (IM) is primarily concerned with management,
audit and inspection, and in this context with questions relating to evaluation
and assessment of theé use of resources and of work procedures. ;

7.  Activities considered as evaluation are mumerous in the various sectors of ;
UNESCO. Occasionally, some exercises constitute a systematie effort towards
evaluation using a sclentific approach, such as "The Experimental World Literacy
Programmes; - A Critical Assessment!, or the "Imternational Comparative Study on

the Organization of Research Unitsh, . Many ad hoe studies are carried out each year,

‘a few of' which allow the formulation of judgements concerning specific programmes,

Whether these have sffact on programming or management decisions is not oertain

~ in view of the many factors acting to influence such decisions. Many other

exsrcises considered as evaluation take the form of administrative assessment or

monitoring reports. Amongst these are the recently introduced quarterly repontis
" on programmne implementation prepared by each sector for the Director-Generai.

Three elements which, in the long~run, nay contribute towards the control of -

efficiency of the programme executing are: the annual. Programme Activity

3/ 92EX/ﬁecisions;
4/ Document 19C/5.
5/ 99FX/Decisions - June 1976.
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Details (PAD); the Cost Measurement System (CMS); and the Project Management
Information System (FMIS). & recent experiment tock the form of a report 6/ by
the Director-General to the Executive Board, which briefly stated the impacts,
achievements, difficulties and shortfalls of each continuing activity in 1975-1976,
It was favourably received by the Executive Board 1/ which suggested that in future
this document be complementary to the Report of the Director-General. This report
was further transmitted to the General Conference /. Other evaluation exercises
relate to studies on selected topics or special reports. For example, the '
‘Executive Board of UNESCO undertakes since several years in-depth studies on
specific topics and areas of work of the organization, which in many cgses
constitute an evaluation exercise undertaken by a body external to the secretariat.,

Summary Assessment

8. While many, if not most, services are involved in "evaluation® activities of
some sort, organizational structures for evaluation have not yet taken a
.centralized co~ordinated shape. : ’

9. At present, there is no common understanding among all the aséistant
directors-general about the terms of, and indeed the use and users of evaluation.

10, Some substantive services have their own avaluation staff (the Education and
the Science Sectors); others carry out aclivities orlented towards evaluation
methodology and techniques for the. use and at the request of member States, zuch
as the Division for Socio~Foonomic Analysis, which has done considerable work

in this field, although not oriented towards use as yet in the organization itself.
The inter-sectoral working group on evaluation mentioned above intends. to make

use of bthe expertise of this Division. This ig an encouraging step.

11l. Two organizational units have some housevwide responsibility for evaluation:
the Bureau of Studies and Programming (BEP) and the Inspectorate~General {1M).
This is an obvious wealmess in UNESCO making progress on evaluatlon, since Lhe.
organizational units are unsure which has the leadership. Responsibility for

- guidance and direction on evaluation should be clearly given to a single unit

and BEF is probably the appropriate unit, in light of the present structure of
UNESCO. Finally, although the Inspector-was impressed by the directives on
evaluation stated by the Executive Board and the Director-General, he notes thai
these directives are not yet fully implemented. -

6/ 100BX/11. _
7/ 100EX/Mecisions 4.3 and 5.1.% (1).
a8/ 196/112.
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Aonnex XL

CURRENT USE OF EVALUATIO? BY)THE UNIVERSAL POSTAL UNTION
UPy

Current Practices

l. UPU has glven attention to both project and programme evaluatlon in past
years.

2. As a general rule, all technical assistance projects — experts' miszions,

- training courses, fellowships ~ are evaluated whether they be financed by

UNDP, other extra-budgetary funds or by the UPU regular budget. UPU szeems

to be satisfied with the tripartite evaluation mechanisms devised by UNDP

and has elaborated similar mechanisms for non-UNDP projects, 1argeiy besed on
the findings of the Interagency Study Group on Evaluation.

3. UPU has given specific atiention - and indeed nas ‘developed its own
guidelines -~ to the evzluation of fellowships and training courses. Reporta

are transmitted to headquarters after the courses are completed and a detailed
questionnaire is sent to fellows immediately after the course is completed

and to the postal administration headquarters in the countrles of participants

12 months later, in order to assess the effectiveness of tralnlnﬂ activities,

A gimilar system 1s also being elaborated for the evaluation of experts’ missions.

4. UPU, however, finds that quﬁstionnaires are not sufficient for aecquiring
a realistic pleture of project-implementation and that field vw51ts by head-
quarters officials are often necessary.

5. As regards programme evaluation, UPU undertakes programme reviews on a
regional basis, prior to each programming cycle and on a global basls befeore
each UPU Congress (every five years). :

6. -RespDnSlbll’tleS for evaluation in UPU lie with the Technical Jo~operation
Division. A special section deals with the develomment of criteria and principlae,
whilst the evaluation exercises themselves are conducted by +he sections in

charge of expert missions and fellowshlps.

Bunmary Assessment

7.  Even though UPU is a small organization, evaluation seems to be of a
standing concern -not only to the secretariat but also to the governing bodiss

- who regularly request and discuss evaluation reports. UPU 1s also cpen to

co~operation on evaluation exercises with other Unlued Natlons agencies
(especially ITU and UNDP). Of course, it could be argued that the UPU evaluaticn

" activities are 1little more than the normal monitoring and reporflng of field

projects, but probably -~ because of its size - UPU does not| have the need for a
too gophisticated system. However, it could usefully take advantage of some
evaluation techniqueg as they are developed for larger organizations.
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CURRENT USE OF EVALUATION BY THE WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION (WHO) .

. Current Practices ]

. . i .
1. Among the organlzatlons of the United Nationg system, WHO is one of thl
leaders in doing work - both theorstical and practical - on evaluabion and has
started to develop a comprehenSLVB evaluation process.

2. WHO glves the follcwing definitidn of evaluaticn:

"A means bowards 1earn1ng from experlence ‘of the past to permlt better
planning for the futire, or, for more specific purposes, a process of .
assessing the achlevement of the stated objectives of a programme,

its adequacy, its efficiency, and its acceptance by all parties involved,
or a process for directing an activity, project or programme towards °
set targets throughout its evolution, while at the same time assessing
its aehlevements, 1ts qnallty and, when possible, also its 1mpact" i/

3, The purpose of evaluation is obviously the improvemsnt of the Organlzatlon‘s
work and impact. In the past there had been a tendancy to centralize the
evaluation function, but it has now been realized that everyone involved in the
work of the Organization at whatever level must agsume ‘responsibilities. for-
evaluation within his sphere of competence (i.e., Governments, the World Health
Assembly, the BExecutive Board, the Regional Commlttees and the secretariat staff
at headquarters, regional and country level). :

4 Evaluatlon is seen as a part101patory exercise which fakes place within

programme execubion and not as a Qost mortem exercise from above. MAn evaluation

element is systematically builb-in in all phases of programme plsnning and
delivery; this 1mplles a contlnulng cycle of programmlng evaluation.

5.. It is in ‘the nature of the work of the Organizatlcn that activities promotad
and co~ordinated by it are, in fact, implemented by Member States themselves.
This mekes precise quantitative measurements of results. against objectives

- difficult. The Organization therefore does not restriet itself to guantitative

aspects of evaluation alone, but also lays emphasis on qualitative aspects when '
assessing, for example; the setting in motion of new solutions to health problems
such as the introduction. of the concept of Primary Health Care, the use of locally.

- apprapriate technologies and the establishment of loeally relevant research

activities. The effectiveness of such processes is identifimble and to some
extent measurable in terms of general orders of magnitude,. even if it is not
always precisely quantifiable, Thus, such an assessment can reflect the degree
to which obaectlves are belng met.

6. As evaluatlon is an ‘activity which Spreads thraugh all lavels .of the

Organization, there is a wide range of evaluation to be found .in various types
of’ documenta. Broadly they fall into two categorles- :

: 1/ EB.57/WP/2, page 3.
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(a) Ad hoc evaluation studies: For example organization studies of ths
Executive Board which are mainly concerned with the organizational and
long-term-planning aspects of the Organization's activities and;
in-depth evaluation studies of specific programmes conducted by the
Executive Board in close co-operation with the Governments of the
countries concerned; ' .

~ (b) Periodic documents, Varying dégrees of evaluation elements are to
be found in: '

~-. WHO's General Programme of Work,'whiéh defines expected cbjectives
and .also output indicators for each programme;

‘= the preparatioq of the Programme-Budget which implies‘the
formulation of detailed objectives at country, regional and
‘headquarters levels; - o :

-~ cost benéfit'and qut effectivedess analysis;

- ‘the annual reports of the Director-General (aﬁd_simila:'réports"

" by ‘the regional directors). '

7. However, all of the ahove would not be possible without the support of the
information system. This includes the new reporting system which is the main
vehicle for the transmittal of information on project and programme implementation
from the field to the regional offices and to headquarters. This is a filtered
system in which only the relevant information moves fraem counbry to the région .

and to headquarters.

§. As mentioned above, evaluation in WHO is & built-in component of project and
programme planning and execubion. Consequently, as there is no central evaluation
unit, all operational units at country, reglbnal and headquarters level are to be
directly involved in evaluation. More general evaluation responsibilities rest

within' the following. organs:

(a) The Executive Board's Programme Committee whose main responsibility
is to review the programme “of work and programme budget of the organization
"but which may also conduct ad hoe evaluation studies itself; '

(k) . The secretariat's Headquarters Programme Committee, whose mandate is
to advise and aseist in ‘the development and implementation of the '
Organization’s programme, has as one of its functions to develop, monitor
and control the processes for programme evaluation, - '

(e) The team for the Development of Programme Evaluation, which reports
to the Headquarters Programme Committee and deals with the developmant
and introduction of the WHO principles, methods and processes for the
evaluation of the Organization's programme; B :

(d) The evaluation focal points located in the regional offices cof WHO,
which work in close collaboration with the above-mentioned team.
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Summary Assessment

- 9. The WHO evaluation process is ambitious and, though a great deal of work

has been done, it is still far from being fully operational. Detailed guidelines
for programme evaluation are still being tested and.the new reporting system is
being inerementally introduced. An assessment of the WHO evaluation process is
therefore not possible at this stage. - Furthérmore, the relationship between the

. evaluation process and rational use of funds, although theoretically implicit,

ig not always practically -explicit. .The accent is on quallty of operations, much
more than on quantity, but quantity is a major element in'a determination of -
cost-effectiveness. In fully implementing its evaluation process, as.now planned,
WHO must make certain that it will be ccnduclve to economies or to a more rational
use of funds. :
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CURRENT USE OF EVALUATION BY THE WORLD METEOROLOGICAL ORGANIZATION (WMO)

, ' ' Gu;;gnt Pﬁgctices

1. Evaluation is understood and applled in the WMO in & very broad sense. It

is interpreted as a general appraisal of the functioning ‘of the technical assistance
programmes of the WMO and of the activities of member States in support of the
- WMO programmes. This is usually done as a routine task in order to ensure the
operationsal efficiency of such programmes.

2. WMO, in the past has been concentratlng on two distinct areas for its -
evaluation work: (i) UNDP-assisted proaects and WMO's Voluntary Assistance
Programmes (VAP), and; (ii) Training programmes for meteorological personnel.,
The UNDP and VAP projects are closely related and are geared to develop an
integrated world-wide meteorclogical infrastructure, while the training
programmes serve as & complemgntary part to achieve greater effectiveness

. in this field. Therefors, regular and systematic evaluation has been

_ recognized as an essential part of the technical assistance programme itself.

3. - Another aspect of the evaluation process in WMO is in connexton with

“evaluation of the activities of member States in supporting the major WMO
programmes. In particular, WMO prepares an annual status report on the
implementation of its World Weather Watch Plan in which the activities of
member States in supporting and 1mp1ement1ng the Plan are evaluated,

b WMO has been u51ng the questionnaire technique in 1ts evaluation work.
Besides the quantitative data thus assembled, subjective assessments made by
headquarters staff or the UNDP resident representative, on project planning and
formulation, fellowshlp placement and equipment procuremement, have been :
taken into consideration routinely in the evaluation'process as far as UNDP pro-
jecta are coricerned. A similar technique is also used in the evaluatiou of the
detivities of member States in support of the World Weather Watch Programme.

5.  As regards the concepts and principles of evaluation,-the recommendaticns
of the Interagency Study Group on Evaluation have been relied upon mostly.

These concepts and criteria have been found te be valid and useful in auuertaln—
ing the effeotlveness ‘of UNDP and WMO progranmes.

6. The evaluation work and its findings asppear in the reports of the

.Evaluation Branch of the Programme Flanning and Go-ordination Division. Eval-
uation of UNDP-assisted projects are financed from the overhead costs allceated
to ‘the organization by the UNDP. : '

7. Regular annusl evaluation reports are submitted to the WMO Executive
Committee while a guadrennial report is presented to the WMO Congress. These
reports help the legislative bodies of the WMO to provide guidance for future
activities, and headquarters staff take approprialte measures to improve tle
efficiency of their programmes.
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Sugmary - Asgegsament o . I
8. WMO- does not have a formal structure for evaluation other than that
connected with UNDP activities, Its "evaluation" efforts take place in the
normal course of thelr regular activities. Becsuse of the size of the
.organizgation, there may be little need for a format structure. -The organization
responds satisfactorily to the pressures of UNDP for-an svaluastion effart.



 Annex XTIV
STEPS TN EVALUATTON
PHASE ONE: -
Spgéiiicgyion of the F¥alugtion Topic
(1) What is the subject of the evaluation? .
(1i) What is the purpose of the evaluation? What is the objective? Does it

have the potential for providing new 1nformation? New bechnlques? New
procedures? New policles? . : :

(iii).  Is the evaluatlon being undertaken at the request of an organizaticon?
At the initiative of the JIU? At the request of an inter-govermmental
organ? : - ‘

(iv) What are the broad criteria for the evaluation? Some of these are obvious,
© but in any case, the study should be objective, timely, currenily applicable,
designed in form and language to be easily. understood. The design of the
study should adhere to principles that assure the reliability of the data
being gathered. It also should measure the programme or project in depth..

PHASE TWO:

Tdentification of Information Reguirements - : ' _ i

(i)‘ Formulation of initial questlons about the structure, process’.and
anticipated consequences of the programme. .

(ii) Critical assessment of these questlons by persons 1nvolved in the planning
and execution of the programme.

(iii} Reformulation of questiohs.

(iv) Determination of priorities for the ovaluation proéess.

PHASE THREE:

- Selection of Information-ggthering Procedures and Design of Study or Survey

(1} Selection of techniques, instruments or modes of enquiry appropriste to
' the study design. Are the procedures for the statistical review of
the data gtated clearly? Is there a clearly-conceived plan for the
analysis that will be done once the data have been collected? Are ile
analytical procedurses likely te produce meaningful statements? Does ihe
logic or design of the study permit clearly-stated generalizations?

(i1} Determination of sampling procedures.

(i1} Definition of prqésdures generally. Are the costs for the evaluabion
: © gtudy reasonable in light of anticipated results? Are there any
unanticipated results? - ,
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. {iv) Determination of procedure for analysis.

(v) - Determination of reporting stages and formats,
(vi) 7Trial for procedures.

PHASE FOUR:

. Implementation of‘Stqu or Sufvey

(i) Application of procedures.
(i1) Periodic .reports incorporating feedback from persons involved in programme.

[
b

PHASE FIVE:

Summary of Programme Features

(1) Description of'$rogramme structure, process and oubcomes.
(ii) Comments by all staff or participants invelved in the evaluaﬁicn process.

PHASE SIX:

Judgements
(1} Review and final selection of criteria for judgement..
(i1} Outline of alternative strategies. -
(1ii) Assessment of programme in relation. to criteria andjalternaﬁives.

(iv) Pinal recommendations.



