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SUMMARY

This Report presents a glossary of twenty-four basic terms used in
evaluation activities within the United Nations system. It is recognized
that complete agreement on the meaning of each term is not possible and
that further understandings will graduially evolve as “experience is gained.
Nevertheless, this glossary, which builds on past and present definitional
attempts, is intended to encourage such wmovement toward common understan-
dings of the nature, meanlngh and usefulness of evaluation in the United

Nations system.

Section I provides a brief review of the long-standing efforts and
problems of moving toward common evaluation terminology.

Section II states the purposes of this glossary effort and presents an
informal overview of the evaluation terms.

l . __section III gives a specific definition of each of the twenty-four
terms, together with concrete examples of their meaning and use.

The Annex provides a partial compilation of various definitions which
"have been developed and used by United Nations organizations, inter-agency
groups, and working groups during the past decade.

f Recommendations for the adoption of this glossary as the general
framework for United Nations evaluation terms and for its future revision
are made in Section IV.




‘ 1. BACKGROUND

1. Attempts to define evaluation and evaluation-related concepts in the
United Nationg system are not new. Before presenting the evaluation terms
L contained in this glossary, it is useful to place them briefly in perspec-
w h ' tive against the efforts of the past. - - : : e s

| 2. As far back as the early 1950s, evaluation was viewed as a useful-
management tool and learning process to: o

\

“(a) improve existing TUnited Nations programmes and activities;

(b} draw lessons from existing projects to reshape them and
improve the selection and operation of future projects;

{c) measure the success of projects in terms' of tangible or
intangible accomplishments; and :

[ : . (d) - assess the impact of programmes oq/overail economic and
social progress of the recipient countries=..

. ..__ .. Although the various United Nations organizations used differing methods of
\ evaluation, there was a growing awareness of the need to develop a common
approach to the problems of evaluation within the diversity of methods
\ being followed. A variety of efforts were begun to develop. common cohn-
cepts, processes, techniques, and methods which would be ugeful in carrying
i -7 777 out evaluations in-the United Nations systen. : :

3.  Enthusiasm for evaluation subsequently dwindled in the late 19508, but
the rapid growth of evaluation activities at both agency and inter-agency
levels during the mid-1960s again highlighted the need for co-ordination
and :larification of evaluation concepts and activities. The Administ-
rative -Committee on Co-ordination '(ACC) and other bodies emphasized the
\ importance of common definitions of evaluation and its various processes,
1 not in order to suggest a single process for all organizatigys, but to
H_m“ facilitate exchanges of experience and ideas, and co-ordination~ .

! : : -

4. In response to a reguest by the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC),
e —-—-the Secretary-General made an assessment in 1969 of the main policy issues
and practical problems of evaluation; in order to develop a more coherent
o programme for the evaluation of technical co-operation . projects and pro-
grammes within the United Natiocns systef. "~ The assessment "included-a first
| ——- —-glossary-of-terms —for- -the--evaluation of projects, discussion of evaluation

17 Techmical—Assistance—Board; npeport ~on Techniques of Evaluation
of the Expanded Programme of Technical Assistance®, document
TAB/R. 255 of 29 May 13%54.

2/ For example, ECOSOC document, Thirty-Fifth Report of _the. ACC, E/46687
Add.l/Annex IV of 16 May 1969, paragraph 5. e e
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procedures, and an analysm3 /of the basic phases of a project in which
i elements of evaluation occur-= : .

” 5. The ACC's Inter-Agency Study Group on Evaluation, which became a focal

f point for consideration of evaluation activities in the United -Nationg-=:—=

\§ system during -the 1966-1972 period, agreed that each agency ‘and programme

g should develop its own evaluation technigques and procedures for assessing -

i its programmes and. projects. But in 1969 it also urged the need for a .

) variety of co-ordination and inter-agency functions, including ‘the need to

555 developp further the new-glosiary of - evaluation -terms. and to elaborate a
common. framework of reference-~ In the early 1970s, however, there was

again a slow1ng of - evaluation act1v1tjiﬁ1thiﬁﬁthe United Nations system.

!; 6. The mid-1970s have been marked by a strongly renewed interest in
1 evaluation of the quality, timeliness and impact of United: Nations system
| activities, particularly becavuse of the widespread adoption of programme
}- : budgeting and medium-term planning and a tightening of available resources.

Not only the United Nations system, but member countries as well, have
sought improved managerial and evaluation techniques. In accordance with
these trends, governing bodies, Member Governments, functional and regional .
_commlsSLOns, intergovernmental bodies, setanding committees, and expert
groupg have been reviewing United Nations system  programmes and mak1ng
recommendations for cB?nges in them, including a stress on better and more-
systematic evaluation~’, : :

P e e

7. At pfeéeﬁf;”ﬁéW'évalﬁations of projects and- programmes are being made
or planned throughout/the United Nations system, both on a broader scale
and with much more comprehensive coverage than in the past.w United
Nations -organizations  are reviewing, restructuring, or creating internal

evaluation  systems. . And. new responsibilities for -evaluation have. been

3/ ECOSOC document, Secretary General s Note and UNITAR Report,
"Criteria and Methods of Evaluation; Problems and Approaches
E/4649 of 2 May 1969; - - e
ECOs0C document, Report qﬁi_the_dseg;etary-General, Evaluatlon. of
Programmes of Technical Cooperatlon, E/4669 of 13 May 1969.

.4/ ACC document, Notes on the Inter-Agency Study Group on Evaluatlon,
Co-ordination/R.765/A4d.4 of 4 October 1969, pp.6-7.- - -+ - e

‘ ACC document, Report on the Sixth Session of the Inter—Agency Study

— —-w . - Group -on Evaluation, Co-ordination/R.925 of 29 February 1972.

5/ For example, General Assembly document, Report of the WorKing Group
—on—United—Nations— Programme-—-and. Budget Machinery, A/10117 of 17
June 1975. i
FAO document, “Regular Programme Evaluatlon“, CL 70/29 of September
1976,
ECOSOC document, Secretary-General‘s Report: “Programme Evaluation
| for the Biennium 1974-1975", E/AC.51/80 of 12 April 1977.., [
“ UNESCO document, "Preliminary Report of the Director~General on
O S Studies Carried OQut Concerning Evaluation of Programme Activities,
103 EX/10 of 11 August 1977 and ECOSOC document E/1978/1l1 of 3

July 1978, Annex IIT.
LN WHO document, “Development ©of Health Programme Evaluation®, Report
A ' by the Director-General, A3;(;0 of 29 March 1978.
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given to inter-governmental -bodies, working parties, and to the Joint
Ingpection Unit {JIU).

‘ 8. Despite this revival of interest in evaluation and evaluation systems
\ among -the -United Nations organizations, the problem of achieving commonly-: - - S
1 accepted understandings of evaluation concepts and- technigques continues; as- -
| dlscussg? in the 1977 JIU "Report on Evaluation in the United Nations-.....
J System"— " There is still a distinct tendency to label any .judgement
I effort or review applied to projects and programmes as "evaluation". Such
’ terms as "appraisal®, "reporting", "monitoring", "auditing" and "inspec-
i tion™ are grouped together as "evaluation", without consideration of an
1 acceptable common definition or common principles as to what constitutes
! the term. Most of thesge activities would not gqualify as evaluation under
l a more precise definition focusing on those activities which systematically
i and objectively compare the results and impacts of an activity against its
‘ initial objectives as a basis for improving activities still in progress or
to be planned in the. future.

! ) 9, Since the JIU issued its report on the status of evaluation activi-
ties, however, a  number of United Nations agencies have been nmking a
L substantial effort to better design, clarify and elaborate the nature of
""" their internal evaluation systems. Generally, these efforts have been
compatible with the past efforts at developing common evaluation concepts
| of the 1950s and 1960s, even though most of the activity has concentrated:
| on the development of concepts relating to the internal organlzatlonal
~—--needs and  processes -of the various agencies. These present and past-
! design and deflnltlonal ‘efforts prove a useful foundation for a renewed:
attempt to work toward common definitions of evaluation and its key ele-

t ments on a system-w1de ba51s. : -

10. "In its 1977 report, the JIU concluded that despite the increasing
interest .in evaluation there was no accepted definition of the term which
could be used throughout the United Nations system. The report recommended
that the United Nations organizations and the JIU should attempt to develop
a glossary of terms, 1nc1ud1ng an agreed deflnltlon of evaluatlon for use :

by Unlted Nations agenc1es.

Wfll.ﬂhThe ACC, in .its. seventy—flrst session. in 1977, endorsed- the JIU's idea

for the development of a glossary contalnlng ‘a few key evaluation terms.

The ACC expressged the hope that such a document would take note of existing

definitioiis of "terms’ related to evaluation-and“would be “designed: as a

practical guide, providing not only technical terms and concepts but also

= nees concrete - examples illustrating -the—varioys—stages—of -evaluation and its
‘appllcatlon to various types of act1v1t1es+ -

12. This Report provides the glossary of evaluatlon terms recommended in
the JIU and ACC reports. It is based on consultations and discussions
with United Nations organizations during both 1977 and 1978, as well as oi
the substantial amount of definitional™ work "that  “hag been dohe —in the
TUnited Nations system in the past (as presented in the Annex). ‘ e

6/ ECOSOC document E/6003, (JIU/REP/77/1, March 1977).

7/ ECOSOC document, Comments of the ACC, E/1978/12 of 21 January 1978, ..
paragraph 16.
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II. GLOSSARY PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

reement on

the

13..

The effort

s of the past 25 years to move toward .ag

meaning of the key evaluat
jllustrate again how difficu

jon terms within the United

Nations system

1t thé achievement of “common“understandingsf

can be.

In this context, the JIU noted in its 1977 report the beliefs
that: ‘ o . .

(a) evaluation must be viewed as-a -constructive and a partici-
patory process; ' '

varying organizational needs, sizes and resources dictate a

(b)
f common concepts and processes of

relatively flexible set ©
evaluation;

(c) present limitations of information, reporting_sygtems,
well-defined techniques and procedures'(such'as formulation and
use of objectives, indicators and criteria), and qualified staff.
-suggest that a gradual approach will be necessary for the intro-
duction and effective operation of evaluation systems in United
Nations organizations. . o

14.
_ation terminology.

This glossary does. not seek to create rigid new definitions of evalu-
Instead, as illustrated by the Annex, which is- a -
‘representative definitions of evaluation terms

partial compilation of 7
developed by various United Nations organ;zations,,inte:agency groups, and ..
nteqt”is.Eo‘identify*current,qnd

study groups over the past decade, the i

* past definitions which have achieved some degree of consensus at various .

1 levels within the United Nations system, and to work toward further con-

' sensus as to common system-wide meanings. :

: 15. It is clear that it will not be possible to obtain total agreement
on each and every term in such a glossary,. and that further common under- )
standings will probably evolve ng;_timgnthough'continued practical
application. ‘Therefore,~thishRepQLL“§§§E§hgélgﬁaaﬁréééwﬁﬁCh'movement

 toward better understandings of the meaning and usefulness of evaluation in

the United Nations system and to help attain the following purposes:
{a). _to f;gi}itate,communication on basic evaluation_concepts and
varying evaluation approacheg among 'the organizations of the

“United“Nations“system, and between member governments and the

“organizations; T : = -

i . ; . .
P (by to better cléiify‘and*delineate~the field of endeavour known
as evaluation, in order to diminish confusion, disagreements,
overlaps, and gaps in the United Nations system;

(¢) to improve the éaiakaiﬁéfidﬁ”6??EﬁﬁIﬁEﬁTﬁﬁ‘Wffﬁ‘ﬁfhér%teview
and appraisal efforts throughout the United Nations system
through an increased understanding of their basic characteristics.




16. With these purposes and considerations in mind, the remainder of this
Report provides a glossary of twenty-four basic evaluation terms in three
steps:

\ Flrst, in. the follow1ng three paragraphs (17- 19), a brief narratlve
i which informally summarizes the glossary terms and thelr relatlonshlps.
| .

i Second, in Section III, separate specific definitions of the
~ terms which are CAPITALIZED in the narrative text, togethex with
| ‘concrete examples of their meaning. -

Third, in the Annex, a partiéi compilation of definitions
and e explanatlons of these evaluation terms, as used by
| various United Nations organizations.

|NOTE: In the remainder of this report, the word "activity”
is used as a broad term which encompasses all types of
. |organizational . undertakings. The term is used in this
- —  ww—-|general way to avoid enumerating "project, process, and
! programme™ throughout the definitions. It is recognized,
however, that some organizations also use the term "acti-
| : vity" to refer to a specific task or job which is carriedl
‘ out within a pro;ect, as part of the process of transformlng '
=i lproject inputs into outputs. B

17. EVALUATION is a learning and action-oriented management tool and
process for determining as systematically and objectively as possible the
relevance, effectiveness and impact of activities in the light of their
objectives, in order to improve both current activities and future plan-
ning, programming, and decision-making. :

- _Although characterlstlcs of evaluation occur throughout all
Cossmese——em st the U stages in the life of an-activity, most evaluations are
either

ON-GOING EVALUATION, whlch occurs durlng the 1mp1ementat10n stages
: of an act1v1ty, ‘or
“EX-POST“EVALUATION, whlch is performed after an act1v1ty is

) Two other major divisions of the evaluation field are
important.
_INTERNAL EVALUATION is conducted by members of the Secretariat of

the organlzatlon which conducts the activity,-while
EXTERNAL EVALUATION is conducted by bodies outside the Secretariat
of the organization.
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In addition, evaluation may also be classified by the type
of activity evaluated. Most often, evaluations are made
of a ' : ‘ .

PROJECT, which is an activity designed to achieve certain objec-
tives within a given budget and within a-specified period
of time. Although not often done, evaluation may. also.be
made of a

PROCESS, which is a continuing, supportive organizational opera-
tion. Finally, more complex efforts are required for
evaluation of a :

PROGRAMME, which is an organized set of projects or undertakings
seeking to attain specific objectives.

Evaluation is not a' decision-making process, but rather serves as
an input to provide decision-makers with a full knowledge of
problems,_circumstances-and opportunities. Therefore, it is
decision-oriented. E :
Evaluation is not basically concerned with routine administra-
tive or financial aspects oOr operational problems of an activity,
but rather goes beyond these areas to a concern with critically
assessing the objectives, design and results of the activity.
EV&IuatiOﬁ'SHGUId not -be concerned with justifying past activities
or merely identifying their inadequacies, but rather with serving
as a decision-oriented participative learning process to assist in
the positive improvement: of present and future activities. -

Evaluation efforts should also not be ‘excessively ambitious
or glaborate, but rather be as rigorous, systematic and objective
as is possible under existing constraints, in keeping with the basic
evaluation purpose of providing useful analytical information to-
decision~makers. ' '

Evaluation also differs from other forms of organizational review.

- rhere are many types of. such reviews. They may vary considerably

in purpose and level of analysis, and may overlap to some extent.
It is ‘important, ‘however, to differentiate evaluation from the

" following major specific types of reviews: —- .=

'-*#ﬁ-*A?PRAISAETfoconcetne&rwith"a"ﬁribiealrassessmentuof the
potential value of an activity before a decision is made

+0 undertake—it,;-rather than with evaluation during
activity implementation or after its completion.,

—— MONITORING is the continuous oversight of an activity
' ~auring its implementation to EASUre that operations—are
proceeding correctly, rather than than an evaluation-of —

the activity's overall objectives, design, and results.

—-- An INSPECTION is a special on-the-spot investigation of an
activity which seeks to resolve particular problems,
rather than a systematic overall evaluation.




-~ An AUDIT is an examination or review of a financial or
management activity's conformity to pre-determined
standards or criteria, which reports on the extent of
conformity. :

1s. Every evaluation requires the selection of a METHODOLOGY, which is a
set of analyt1ca1 methods and techniques appropriate for evaluation of the
particular activity. In designing and  performing. the . evaluatlon, the
relationship of certain basic concepts is very 1mportant.

fThe conceptual flow begins with the activity's
OBJECTIVES, involving both the specific, imme-|
diate, desired state which the activity.is expected
to achieve, as well as the broader, higher~level
purposes and aims to which the activity is ex-
bpected to contribute.

-

-§Underlying these 6E§éctives are certain ASSUMP-
TIONS, statements dJdescribing certain anticipated

external factors which influence the activity's
W .. Phenocess; but the effects of which must be assumed
to occur because they are largely outside the
control of the acthigz_s managers.

' TNDUTS are the goods, services and other resources R
\ 5 supplied for the activity with the expectation

that they will lead to outputs and to achlevement
of the act1v1ty 5 objectlves.

INDICATORS are objective and specific measures of
the degree to which the activity -is-producing its
outputs and achiéviﬁg”it$“ﬁbj§ttiv€sr*=“*““*~uwzmww

The implementation of the activity produces - QUTPUTS,
) which are the final products of the activity and are
N _ . fexpected to lead to achievement of its objectives.

The activity should also have an IMPACT, a positive
! change which occurs as a result of the activity, both|
Nmp|in terms of the specific or. immediate situation which
the activity's objectives address and of the broader,
higher-level objectives to which the activity is
expected to contribute.
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] In addition to the assessment of impact, the evaluation process
ig centrally concerned with assessment of the

RELEVANCE of an activity--whether the objectives and rationale

of the activity are or remain valid or significant in relation to

long-range objectives and priority needs and concerns--as well as

the activity's - .
EFFECTIVENESS, a measure of the relat ive degree to whlch it is

successful in achieving its objectives, and its

EFFICIENCY, the extent to which implementation of the act1v1ty

produces the greahest product at a given cost or a specified
level of production at the lowest cost.

° Flnally, and although they are primarily planning tools for
comparing alternative courses of action, an evaluation of an
activity should consider the difficult task of applying the
basic analytical concepts of a

COST—EFFECTIVENESS analysis--assessing the extent to which the
activity provides maximum benefits at. minimal cost. and whether
other forms of activity could provide similar benefits at lower
cost--or a

COST-BENEFIT analysis, an even more difficult and specialized analysis
which converts all costs and benefits to common monetary terms
and then assesses the activity's ratio of benefits to costs

against other altérnatives or aga1nst some established—criteria -

-of -cost-benefit performance.

/-oa
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I : IIT. GLOSSARY AND EXAMPLES

! A. EVALUATION

20. .EViLUA%iON is:é_process which attémpts,toﬁdgtggmigg”angysggmatically
‘ . and objecfiveiy as pﬁssible'the releve- -, effectiveness and.impaC£"of”
[ acfivitiés in the light_of.their objectives.

(It is a learning and action-oriented  management tool and organ-
izational process for improving activities still in progress and
future planning, programming and decision-making.) '

Example:

1 : : * - Bvaluation of a forestries management programme. The
analysis would gquestion all aspects of the programme's
design, measure progress made toward stated objectives, and

j R S RS ; assess overall relevance, effectiveness and .impact. The

\ ‘ findings would serve as a basis for suggesting changes in

' programme implementation and design, the design of future
programmes, or  te provide other action-oriented—information. -
for decision-makers.

21. ON-GOING EVALUATION is the analysis during the implementation phase of

an activity of its continuing relevance and present and likely out-
puts, effectiveness and impact.

L (As either an interim or a continuing activity, on-going evaluation
e can assist decision-makers by providing--information for -any needed
' adjustment of objectives, policies; —implementation—strategies, or
_ other elements of the activity, as well as for future planning.)

EX-POST EVALUATION is the analysis after completion of an activity of

its relevance, effectiveness and impéct}
B (ffncan'éséiéf_deéisibn—makers by aéséssindmfhe results of the acti-
vity and summarizing lessons learned as - input for future. planning.)

Examples:

* On-going evaluation of a rural health clinic project. The
: analysis would seek to determine whether progress to date
suggests that the original objectives, targets and impact will
be achieved; whether key circumstances or policies have
changed and require action; and . whether &dlternative or
additional actions are necessary and feasible to help achieve
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the activity's objecfives. such findings would be considered -

by decision-makers and those who implement the project as a
pbasis for re-planning, re—-programming, or other adjustments to
better achieve the results desired.

i Ex-post evaluation of a series of compleéted management training -
courses. The analysis would consider their relevance, impact,--

and effectiveness; unanticipated changes or results which
occurred; the ocosts relative to the benefits achieved;
and the quality of the courses' design as implemented. Such
findings would be reported to decision-makers and activity
designers as lessons learned for use in planning and programme
design efforts for similar activities in the future.

INTERNAL EVALUATION is pefformed by members of the Secretariat of

the:organization which conducts the activity being evaluated.

(It is thus a direct or indirect form of self-evaluation by those

familiar with the activity. TIf the evaluation is conducted by those:

~directly responsible for the activity, the-exercise is a ngelf-

evaluation”. if the evaluation is made by people from elsewhere

in -the organization, 4t -has relatively more of an_figggpendent“

character.)

EXTERNAL EVALUATION is pefformed by bodies outside the Segretariat of

" the organization which ‘conducts the activity.

Examples:
Internal evaluation performed by:

‘g oo The team“impLementing‘the“activity_(sel£:§Y§LPatiQQ’in terms
' of the team's pre-determined-objectives).. ... . . ..

% Chief of the unit - of the organization responsible for the
activity. T T
* Planning and programming staff.
. % Staff from other parts of the organization. -
ok A central internal evaluation unit.
* gtaff meémbers of the organization in collaboration with

representativéé of the countries involved. .

External evaluation performed by:™

* Legislative or governing bodies.

* Individual GovernmentS. . ... ...

* The Joint Inspection Unit. - : -

Combinations of these various groups as evaluation teams, including
"both internal and external “evaluators, are of course possible.
Consultants and experts might also be used to. assist many of the
above groups. ' :

i
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23. A PROJECT is an undertaking which is designed to achieve certain
specific’ objectives within a given budget and within a specified

- -u-nperiod-of-timern-7~¢¢
{(Projects are generally part of a sub-programme Or programme. They -ALe--
i also referred to as programme elements".)

. Examples: )

‘Establishment of a technical”training'inSEituEe.’”T“
Technical advisory services for poultry ralslng.

Conducting a seminar.
‘Expanding a water and sewer system.

- A gurvey of. forestry resources. ‘ :
Preparing a manual on safety in the utlllzatlon of’ chaln
saws.

* Designing a new inventory system.

* % % X * ¥

24, A PROCESS, 1n evaluatlon ‘terms, is an organizational operation
of a continuous and supporting nature.

(A process cannot really be viewed as a "project" or @ Tprogramme"
s s - because 1ts- ob]ectlves may be more generalized and less clear, and its
completion dates more 1ndeterm1pate or non-existent. - "However, -a
process might include specific projects if it is 1largeée é&nocugh.)

Examples:

A personnel operation.

A conference function. ‘

Administrative support for technlcal co-operatlon projects.
A distribution process. :

A management ‘systens function.

Recruitment and. placement of experts for. technical ‘co~opera-
e eiee . _tion o projects. - - -

* lerary services. ' ' '

* ok * ¥ %

i 25. K PROGRAMME is an- Drganlzed set-of- act1v1t1es, prOJects, processes, or

SE - ~~-serv1ces"which;isfdarectedmtoward—thefaxtaanment—of.spec1f1c objec

S . _i-fi_v,ee_ R

(A programme may be concerned with a geographical region, a function,:
or an area of actiwity. ...United NWations organizations consider-
programmes in a four—levelnh1erarchy”’*‘majbr=1xtgranmEf::prUgramme,
'sub-programme, and programme element (usually a pro;ect) ) ' - e en




12—

Examples:

* . The Health Services Development programme.of WHO.

* The Occupational Safety and Health programme of ILO.

* The Ocean FEconomics and Technology programme of.the Unlted
Nations. g

* The Fishery Resources and Productlon Programme of FAO. e

* The

Industrial Development programme of the Egonomic Com-
m1551on for Afrlca. . : .

EVALUATION-RELATED FUNCTIONS

(Evaluation is only one of many types of organlzatlonal reviews.
Such reviews may vary congiderably in their purpose, nature, and level
of analytical sophistication, and may overlap with each other to some
extent. It is important,  however, to: differentiate evaluation from
the following major spec1flc types of reviews. )

APPRAISAL is the critical assessment of the relevance, fea51b111ty and

“potential effectiveness of an activity before a dec;s;on iz made to

undertake that activity, or to approve assistance for it,

(It may-—lead to—the- preparation and implementation. of a prOJect,
programme, Oor pProcess. )

Example:

* The critical assessment of a rural water supply project
proposal at the developmental stage before assistance for it
is approved, to determine if it is "worth doing" and, as
designed, provides. a reasonable assurance of its effective-
ness. - The assessment considers such factors as the signi-
ficance and prlorlty of the problem ’addressed “the clarity of

stated objectives, the ‘potential impact of the project, the

i oo - adequacy of inputs to be provided to produce desired outputs,’

‘the feasibility and logic of the overall project design
and implementation strategy, the relationship with other
activities, -comparison—with--other -alternative  projects.
_ in_terms of costs and benefits, whether assumptions made are’

reasonable, -and-whether-alternative -actions. have.been or
should be considered.

27.

MONITORING is the c¢ontinuous over51ght of the 1mplementat10n of an

&ractivity which seeks to ensure that. input deliveries, work schedules,

targeted outputs, and other required actions are proceeding according

to plan.
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Example:

* Overseeing a programme for preservation of the environ-
mental quality of coastal marshlands during implementation to
ensure that the procurement, delivery, and installation of
inputs is proceeding as planned,-that required standards and

A= procedures are being observed, that overall work schedules

' are being met, and that progress is being made .toward produc-
tion of outputs and utilization of results as planned, = If
implementation is. not proceeding according to plan, approp-
riate corrective gctions may be proposed. '

28. An INSPECTION is a special on-the-spot investigation, either scheduled
or unexpected, made of an activity and directéd_toward the resolu-

tion of problems which may or may not have been previously identified.

: Exanmples:
* A study of the way in which field offices utilize egquipment
made available to them, such as motor vehicles.
* A study of United Nations system health insurance schemes.

* A study on aspects of the strike at the United Nations
office at Geneva in 1976. _

* ‘A study of the effectiveness of operational management of
public information offices. : o e

29, An AUDIT is an examination or review whiéh establishes to what

extent a condition, process or output ‘(performance) coﬁ%brms to
pre-determined standards or criteria and reports on the extent of
cbnformity. |

" (An audit may be made by an independent auditor appointed by a legis~

e lative body (external audit) or by members of the Secretariat of an
organization (internal audit).} e

Examples:

oo - financial - audit - reports- .whether. the . financial  ‘statements

} _ present fairly the results of operations and the financial

R : - position -in.- accordance -with_ _generally ' accepted accounting

. " principles appropriate for the organization. '

- x A managementaaaudit,m:eports;_yhgghex,fthe, management process

conforms to generally accepted management practices; the .
minimum criteria being those practices which a reasonable

person would expect management to follow in particular circum-

stances. S e T e :
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KEY EVALUATION TERMS

METHODOLOGY is the particular set ‘of selected analytical methods
" and techniques used to perform the evaluation of an activity.

Examples of various analytiéal methods, which--might--be -chosen- and
combined to form a methodology for a particular evaluation or .type.
of evaluation .include the following, in a rough progression from
less to more complex and elaborate methods:

* Content analysis of documents and reports.
* Comparative analysis of: R e
- planned results (objectives) with actual results
- standards or criteria with actual results
- T"paseline" data (the original gsituation) with actual
results
- the activity with similar activities
- legislative guidance with actual operations.
Physical inspections. = = e e :
Inventory taking.
Questionnaires.
Interviews. : . S
Synthesis of other relevant evaluations and reports.
Cost analysis. '
Productivity analysis. ~
~“Selection an@/or-application of progress indicators.
Statistical ‘sampling and inference.
Operations research techniques.
Economic or econometric analysis..
Cost-effectiveness or cost-benefit analysis.
Modelling and simulation. o
Control group/treatment group compar isens,

% % % 4 % W O % X % F % %

OBJECTIVES are the purposes "anq_;gims”_of an activity, representing

the desired state which the activity is expected to achieve.

(Objectives are usually conceived of in terﬁs of hierarchical levels:
achievement of the specific or immediate objectives cof an activity
(Iéﬁélled'aS“Lével”I“beiow)'shoukdfcontfibute_tomthe“fulfilment.of
broader.,-long-range_objectives at a higher level which are beyond the

'”fangefwhich*the;aetivity:couid:aehiene:byfitself_JLgygl:II_bglgglg
Clearly-stated objectives” can greatly facilitate evaluation, while

‘“”?ﬁgﬁﬁ#tr&nﬁn%epefﬁ%&Onalmobjectives.make evaluation difficult.)

Examples:

* Level I:  Train- farmefs“ﬁhf“ﬁeﬂ”%gticuitufqiféeehniquesm

Level II: Expand agricultural exports and foreign .

exchange earnings.
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* Level I: Reduce levels of chemical pollutants in a river.
Level II: (several objectives at the same level).,
Expand and improve health, fishery, and recreaticnal and
tourism conditions and opportunities in a river basin.

* Level I: Reduce deaths, additional complications and
disability of people with acute injuries_by providing
emergency medical care.

Level II: Improve the quality of urban life.

*  Level I: Prepare oCcupational employment surveys.
Level II: Increase employment opportunities in a
country. e e -

* Level 1I: Design and implement a programme budgeting

structure throughout an organization.

Level II: Design and apply an integrated planning,
. programming, budgeting and evaluation system to achieve
| _ more coherent and orderly programme declszon—maklng.

32. ASSUMPTIONS are statements describing certain anticipated

i external considerations, events, or factors which influence the

success of an activity, but the effects of which must be assﬁmed—tO“mm

exzst or to occur because they are largely outside the control of

those responsible for the activity.

Examgles:

* ' "For an agricultural project, price, market and weather
. conditions will remain relatively stable.

* A family planning programme will be socially and culturally
acceptable in the areain which it is to~be ~implemented.
Where more than one CUrréney i€ to beutilized for an

__activity, or where multi-country procurementg are involved,
there will be no sharp or drastic changes in foreign ex-

. change rates which would affect the overall resources

Key prOJect or programme personnel will be available

- with no major disruptions in work schedules, such as might
be caused by major illness, accidents, or other lncapacxty.

*

: l

-

33. INPUTS are the goods, services, personnel and other rescurces provided

for an activity with the expectatioﬁ.o£»prodUGingfeutputs—and—achiev-

ing the activity's objectives.
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.y f -
Examples:

* Building materials.

* Technical advisor services.

ok New varieties of seeds. ‘
* Textbooks. _ '

Tk oCredityt o T

Feasibility studies.

Machinery.

Research or training fellowships.

Raw statistical and economic data.

Budgeted funds. o

Expert consultant services.

The subject matter and preliminary agenda for a conference.

* % & * % * *

INDICATORS are objective and specific measures of changes or results

expected from an activity.

{(They are designed to provide a scale against which to measure
and show the activity's progress toward producing its outputs and
achieving its objectives. A given activity mlght well use
several carefully chosen indicators, or indirect "proxy" indicators
where direct measurement is not feasible. The indicators can also bhe
stated as specific targets to be achieved at specific pointg in time

during the implementation of the activity, or categorized by type--

such as output indicators or impact indicators.)

- Examples:
* Percentage of childten in a target group recelvlng supplied
food.
* Number of hectares surveyed. ‘
* The number of loan appllcatlons received (or processed,
. or approved).
*  Number of persons employed after completlng a special-
e ized skills tralnlng course.__mm"mbﬁx_“___ )
* Unemployment rates. : _
* Sales of a publication series.
w-——-% - - -Utilization rate of a computer centre.

'”ggzgggg are the SPECific products “which an activity is expected

'tO‘produce from 1ts 1nputs—lnforder~t0fach1eve -its-objectives. —

(b;nee—act1v1t1e3~may-appeaPuiﬂ—sequence or in stages or at different
levels, it is important to note that one activity's output may serve
as another activity's input, i,e., a training manual produced as an
output of project A may be an input to _project B. An activity might

also have intermediate outputs and inputs,j = B
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Examples:

Trained manpower.

A laboratory. o
A classification of accounts.
Training manuals. ' _

A research work programme.

Producer marketing co-operatives.
.An irrigation network. =
Library services.:

A report.

A meeting. o
An information system.

* % ok k% ¥ ok F * W

36. IMPACT is an expression of the changes produced in a situation

as the result of an activity which has been undertaken.

(Thls .1mpact should be 1dent1flable at~ ‘the level "of the specific

or. . immediate objectives to. which the ‘activity is directed
- ... -{labelled as Level I below), as well as at the higher level of

broader, long-range objectives to which the activity is expected

to contribute {(Level II below).}

~ Examples:

* Level I: Inte:est shown. in_ and use made of an actlon—
oriented report on air pcllut1on following a research
study or conference.

Level II: Passage and successful implementation
of a new law to eliminate certain air pollutants
as part of a broed—scale environmental protection

programme,

R : .. % Level I: Institution .of-new_tax collection procedures.
and utilization of- new«vtra1nang-—ccurseu=know1edge by ‘tax
collectors.

Level II-W‘A’substantlal‘lncrease in governmental

tax revenues from these and other act1v1t1es de51gned to

increase revenue flows. o N

————— -~ * - Level—TI: Succeszul utilization of w1nd-powered enexgy
' techniques from a rural water-supply project.

Level II: Adoption of similar applications of alter-

“native tecﬁﬁalﬁﬁ?“iﬁmﬁmfﬁféTYHevelopment programme .

_f_  Level I: Successful and productlve utilization of new
office word-processing equipment,..

Level II: Ability to respond. much more rapidly-and
efficiently to requests for information and a reduction
in staff increases.
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* Level I: Diversification‘of:exports.of_pximary;andumanu—
factured products. e S . o
Level II: Stabilization of export income as -
a result of the diversification programme in
-« combination with other fiscal; currency, and - d
~trade agreement efforts. R

TR

* Negative impacts can also occur; as.-ins

Level I: A successful;tiﬁber'hérVestihg programmerwhich
raises employment and incomes, but also creates

Level I1: Serioug land erosion and river sedimen-~
tation problems. o T

* and impacts may also be unexpected, as in:

TLevel I: A flood -control project which sharply reduces
flooding and thereby contributes to ' o L
 Level II: Improved agricultural production in a rural
area (but also provides the unanticipated positive
impacts of creating a new recreation area, which in turn
creates new tourism opportunities,  which in turn re-
vitalizes small-scale handicrafts activities and pro-
vides new sources of income for .a previously-isolated

‘rural population).

RELEVANCE concerns _the degree to which the rationale, “objectives,

and expected impact of an activity are, or remain, pertinent, valid,
and significant with regard to long-range objectives or other identi-
fied priority needs and concerns.

(An. activity. might be both effegtivg;§p¢mefficient, in that it was

both successful in’ achievingf;its__gbjggtiiégzgﬂﬁiiﬁeliaﬁsﬁagéﬂ" (see

definitions below), but still not be . .relevant because it makes little
or "ho contribution to meeting long-range objectives and priority

needs. . An activity might’' even have substantial impact but not be
particularly relevant, if the changes produced. do not relate to

priority concerns.) T e

'—;__E:xamﬁlééi E LT TR 7 b T T T T

* A p‘rdj‘e‘cf“té“cdnvert--'—wa-'ste- materials into an energy source
may have lost its relevance if a newer-cpnversion-technology
has been discovered elsewhere and found to be highly effec-

. tive-. D e L e+ ez ozl . . .. L e

x A major-ihdustrial management training programme mhy-havem
lost its relevance if the host Government has revised its

--developmental priorities to concentrate on rural development
as the essential priority. ' ' :
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. % A project may lose relevance even though it was successfully
executed, if its results prove to be so unique that it
cannot be applied or used anywhere else.

~* A project to improve information and reporting systems

through the purchase of sophisticated communications equip-_

‘ment may have lost its relevance if. the organization 1s

.confronted with a new era of budgetary .austerity. . R

"% . An activity may be determined to have been irrelevant
in its basic conception, if its results and impact have no
noticeable effect on the prlorlty problems it sought to
address.

EFFECTIVENESS is a measure of the extent to which an activity achieves

its objectives.

- Examples:
% " Tf the ob]ectlve of both projects is to 1ncrease industrial

of its graduates in jobs may be considered more effective

than a comparable one that places only 40 per cent of its

émployment, a tralnlng prOJect that placed 90 per cent

graduates.

ok '”If'the‘objective'of'both‘programmes is to increase fertile

land and thereby agricultural production;- an—-irrigation-

programme providing a stable water supply may be considered
_more effective than a comparable one prov1d1ng an erratlc
water supply.

* If the objective of both administrative processes  is to
resolve medical claims, a group which correctly processes
claims 95 per cent of the time may be more. effective than
one that “has an 80 per cent correct processmg ‘rate, even
though the second group processes a greater ‘number of claims

bt overall._:,,m :

EFFICIENCY is the product1v1ty of an act1v1ty s 1mp1ementat10n

process - how well 1nputs were ccnverted 1nto outputs.

Eff1c1ency analy51s usually compazes alternative ways of

c0nduct1ng an act1v1ty to f1nd that alternatlve Whlch requlres

minimum 1nputs to achleve some fixed goal or produces maximum outputs__m.

from a fixed quamtity of inputs.
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. tivity. _An. activity-mig

=20

‘is concerned with the broader QUestion

of whether an activity has achieved its objectives, efficiency is more
narrowly concerned with aspects of managerial performance and produc-
ht be effective but not efficient, if it
achieves its objectives . even though it _was _ not gglLfimplemented.
Conversely, the activity might.be.efficient_butrnobweffective,_if it
was highly productive but - still failed to achieve its objectives.)

{Thus, while effectiveness

Examples:

* A project producing 200 trainedﬂworkers foz $1,000 apiece is
much more efficient than a comparable project producing 100
trained workers for $1,800 apiece.

* A programme costing $5 million is more efficient than a
comparable one costing $8 million, if the result of each
project is 3,000 hectares of newly-irrigated land.

* An administrative group which processes 25,000 medical
claims a year 1is more efficient than a comparable group
which processes 16,000 medical claims a year, if each group
has an annual budget of $100,000. B

TTWd”otth*térmS'which~often are referred to in connection with
evaluation are "cost-effectiveness” and "cost-benefit" analysis. These
analyses are usually applied before an activity is undertaken, in
order to help choose among alternative possible courses of action.
However ,..the basic. concepts of costs relative to effectiveness, and
costs versus benefits, may also be useful (if often quite difficult to

* apply) in evaluating an on~going or completed activity.)

eks to determine the costs and the

COST-EFFECTIVENESS analysis se
effectiveness. of an activity, or to compare similar-alternative

activities to determine the relative degreé to which they will obtain

thé desired objectives. The preferred action or alternative is that

which ;equires theu;east}éestftofprbduce_a_gixeg.level of effective-

£ effectiveness for a given ‘level of

- ews—or—provides—the .greatest e

cost.

alysis*cbmbines—both-efficigncv and

(Thus, cost-effectiveness—an
effectiveness considerations,

and expense of the activity's implementation and its success in
__achieving its objectives.) '

attempting to assess both the quality




Examples:

*

The choice between two or more alternative projects to
improve reading performance based on either: (a) the alter-
native which requires the least cost to produce a given

lével of .performance on a standard reading test; _or (b) the _

alternative which produces--the highest level of performance
on a standard reading test at a given cost.

The determination that a programme is "highly cost-effec-
tive", "cost-effective", or "not very cost-effective" when
measured against some spec1f1ed and approprlate crlterlon of
effectlveness.

42. COST~-BENEFPIT analysis is a more specialized form of cost-

effectiveness analysis which allows the comparison of widely differing

activities through the expression of all costs and benefits in common

monetary terms.

vt (IN theory; it is a far more powerful analytical tool than cost-effec-

tiveness.

In practice, however, such analysis is very difficult to

perform satisfactorily.)

eieiiiieei e .. . Examples:

*

The choice between a project to build a dam for fiood

control and irrigation purposes or a project to reduce the
incidence of a disease. If the flood control project is
expected to produce $20 million in benefits at a caqst of $10
million, while the disease prevention project is expected to
produce $16 million in benefits at a cost of $4 million,

then the disease prevention project is considered more
"cost-beneficial”. This is because its benefit-cost

ratio is 4:1, Whlle that "of " the” flood control progect is
only 2:1. o ) T

The determination that a programme is cost-beneficial in

that the ratio of benefits to costs is relatively high in

terms of & commonly-understood “acceptable cost-benefit
ratic. If a teacher-training programme is expected to

provide %3 million in benefits at a cost of $2 million, it

probably should not be undertakemn as 1n1tlally planned if
comparable programmes in_the past have had a benefit-

cost ratio of 3:1.

If a new agdministrative process is expected to produce $1

million in benefits-at-a- eest—ef=$iﬂs“mr&&rew——rt—prebau;x

should not be undertaken because the cost*beneflt ratlo is. ..

negative.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

t the .Administrative Committee on
glogsary and that it be adopted as the

43.. It is recommended tha
related terms for use by the United

co-ordination review the foregoing
general framework for evaluation-
Nations system.

jzations of the United

with the collaboragion of the organ
£ this glossary with the

44. JIU, h
Nations system, should ¢onduct a periodic review ©
expectation +hat changes and additions will b8 made in the light of evalu-

ation experience in the United Nations system.




PARTIAL COMPILATION OF DEFINITIONS USED WITHIN THE UNITED
NATIONS SYSTEM

A- EvaluatiOn— - e eimt ee———— i e e s o ey, e s o

"Evaluation is the critical examination of an ongoing or completed
project’'s design, -experience, results and -actual or potential effective-
ness, "

---UNDP/PPM, 3470, 1 Deécember 1975, Section 1,0,

"Evaluation may be broadly defined as a systematic examination
of the objectives, design, implementation and i:esults‘of a proegramme,
project or process in order to provide a basis for improving the planning

and 1mp1ementatlon of policy and of current and future activities."”

--~-UNIDO, ID/B/C.3/48/R43d.2, 6 Aprll 1976, paragraph-
6.

"Evaluation: The analysis of project/programme results against
objectives in order to assess the extent to which the latter have been, or

are being realized as well as to explaln any discrepancy between results =
- -and-objectives.™ - -

--—ILO, PROG/MAB 77/M 1/1, 10 March 1977, Appendix.

"Evaluation is a systematic way of learning from experience and
using the lessons learned to improve current activities and promote
better planning by careful selection of alternatives for future action.
This involves an analysis of different phases of a programme: its rele~
vance, its formulation, its efficiency and effectlveness and its acceptance
by all partles 1nvolved v

--~WHO, A31/10, Annex 3, 29 March 1978, Section
2.1.%,

-"In the abstract, programme evaluatlon consists of passxng an informed-
Judgementuon- e S — n . _
(a) _The gquality and timeliness of the outputs de11vered=

'f;mij -The__impact. of these:.cutputs, . especially -the extent to-
which the stated objectives have been attained.®
~~-ﬂN+iSecneta:y_Genera1,.A/lOOBSXAdd. 1, 4 November

‘1975, page 5,

"Bvaluation  in the context of thig™ note’*refers o a__ simultaneous
assessment of all aspects (social, economic, technlcal, institutional and -
managerial) of an on-going or completed technical assistance project or

Programme. It is the process by which at any point of time the direct
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and indirect results of a project or programme are determined and criti-
cally reviewed to assess the rate of progress towards attaining the im-
mediate project objectives and the developient action which the project is
expected to assist." - o : .
---FAO, DDDE:INF/74/1, February 1974; paragraph
6. - . A

"gyaluation aim$ at measuring, whenever _possible in quantitative
terms, and according to well-defined criteria, the major direct and in-
direct effects of a certain activity, taking into account its objectives as
established before its inception.™ ‘

~=-UNESCO, Manual, Item 560, 1 September 1966,
Section B.Z2. ’ : ‘

. ", ..the evaluation function consists in the continucus ‘measuring,
monitoring and reporting of programmes and activities on a selective
basis to determine the degree of effectiveness, efficiency and economy

_achieved in relation to established goals and objectives. This evaluation
process, serving as "feed-back", provides a basis for the next cycle of
planning and programming." . . . . _ -

---Working Group on United Nations Programme and
Budgetary Machinery, A/10117,” 17 June "1975,
‘paragraph 67. . - e

"mEvaluation is the analysis of project results against project
objectives in order to assess the extent to which the latter are being, or
have been, realised by the project as well as to explain any discrepancy-
between:. project results and the objectives. Both the development and
re—assessment of objecdtives may also be part of evaluation.," 3
‘ ——-World Bank, Workshop on Monitoring and Evaluation

of Rural Development Projects and Programmes,
Decémberw1976- Lt e R X

~ ®phe ACC considers that the concept of evaluation would be more
clearly understood if it were related .to four. distinct phases in develop-
ment assistance activities, in each of which elements of evaluation entered.
to -a-greater—.or . lesser. extent. = These phases were: identification of
néeds;-appraisa};oferquests;:opexat#enalrcentgolT”and,evaluatiqn of
results, The evaluation of results, if perhaps the most important in -this
“tohtéﬁfT“was=0nTy=one~phaseminathempﬁocessi?—fn :
-=-ACC, E/4486/Add.l, 19 april 1968, paragraph
4. :

“fgvaluatioﬁ7... should not be used to justify past actions .or..——..
merely identify their inadequacies. It is essential to perceive evaluation
as a decision-oriented tool, and to 1link the evaluation process closely
with decision-making, whether at the operational or the policy level. The
very process of carrying out evaluation can be just as important as the
conclusions drawn, since involvement in the process itself often induces
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a better understanding of the activities being evaluated, and a more
c0nstruct1ve approach to their implementation and future action required.”
-=--WHO, A31/10, 29 March 1978, Annex 3, Sectlon

2.1.1. - ‘ : :

"Nature of Evaluation: It is necessary to avoid too ambitious
or elaborate objectives and methodology of evaluation. The approach in
FACO should therefore he gragmatic and flexible. In the process of formu-~
“lation, implementation and built-in evaluation, there should be emphasis as
far "as feasible. and reasonable.on quantlflcatlon and the use of at least
objectively verifiable intermediate indicators or, failing that, on the
measurement of actual inputs compared to estimted requirements. The
programme management system should, as envisaged, intensify efforts to:
define objectives more clearly and concretely, produce more specific
workplans, monitor resources planned and consumed and activities planned
and accomplished, and correct deviations at the earliest possible stage.”

--~FAOQ, CL70/29, September 1976, paragraphs 12 and
17. ‘

ON-GOING VERSUS EX-POST EVALUATION

"On-going Evaluation is the continual analysis during project imple-
" mentation of préject-outputs, effects and developmental impact.
Ex-post Evaluation is an analysis after completion of a project (or of
a dlst1nct phase of it} of its effects and 1mpact.
---World Bank, Workshop on Monitoring and Evaluation
of Rural Development Projects and Programmes,
December 1976, page 2.

"... it should he possible to conduct:
... .{i).  _On-going evaluations, the analysis during implementation of
project outputs, likely effects. and .impact _in_order to provide manage-
ment and decision-makers on a regular basis with any analytical support
———-—that might be necessary to enable them to assess, and if necessary adjust,
policies, objectives, institutional arrangements and resources affecting
- i the activity during implementation. On~going evaluation studles may also
. feed into the- preparation of projects in other areassy
— (ii)......ex-post evaluations, an ana1y51s after completion of the acti-
o E—— -4~vityis—effect—and—iikeiy “impact—on the immediate and higher level objec-
' _ tives, in order to prov;de de0131on—makers and planne:s w1th 1nformat10n
e fop~future-planning+t—— e
-=-=ILO, PROG/MAB 77/M l/l, 1o March 1977, page
2. ’

"The work of ex post facto evaluation should concern itself basically™
with results planned and achieved. It should be directed not only to the
- value of the programme per se, but alse to providing a useful feedback to

‘programme managers to assist them in defining future objectives, analyzing
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alternative ways of achieving them, making the.prefé:red selection among
 the alternatives, choosing quantifying factors and intermediate indicators,
and assessing results. This feedback is indeed a most important benefit of
ex post facto evaluation, cince lessons can be learned only for future, not

past_activities."

_--FAO, CL70/29, September 1976, paragraph 18.

§

. PROJECT, PROGRAMME, AND PROCESS

Project

“Projéct= VAn under taking intended to achieve certain qpecific
) quectiveé:with specified'respurces, usually within an overall programme
and within a specified period of time." ' B S

- _CCAQ/SEC/118(FB) /Rev.1l, May 1977, page 13.

‘ UNDP is a set of inter-related activities
amenable to unified management which are aimed at'achieving;specific

objectives within a given budget and a given period.”
--~UNDP/PPM, 3410, 1 December 1975, Section, 1.0.

i Wp project assisted:_by

B T — . -
‘ "project: A planned undertaking, a unit of management that'clearly
specifies what is to bé'accOmplisheaf"over'whétTestimated,peziodgof time,
and at what estimated cost.” : : : . o Twmro

' T - =-=-ILO, PROG/MAB.77/M.1/1, 10 March 1977, Appendix.

| ‘ "pevelopment Project: An aggregate of activities that have a definite

time limitation and 2 pre-determined amount of resources and that are

directed towards the attainmeqt,qffprecisely defined gquantified objectives.”
| : ——-(ﬁﬁdfﬂgcﬁgysﬂcygjg(EB}?f?2"Marchw1976,_Annex.

e e o

Programme . ..

nprogramme: R ki R e
m:ff:;;ff““{ir_mhmset—of activities directed towards the attainment of one
or more defined objectives.™ = e e

(ii) In the programme structure, the next lower sub-division of a
r ibutingﬂtoéthe—objective or objectives of that major

major programme contr

program.”
: : _——CCAQ/SEC/199(FB) /Rev.l, May 1977, page 12.
¥ (a) Level I : a major programmé consists of all activities in a B
For example,

- sector in both headquarters and the regional commissions.
211 work on natural resources in the United Nations.
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: {b) . Level 2 : a programme consists of the activities in a sector
_under the . respon51b111ty of an office head or division director. For

example; work on natural resources -in the Economic and Soc1a1 COmm1551on
for Asia and the. Paclflc. - '

(c) Level 3 : a subprogramme con51sts of all act1v1t1es that are
aimed at accompllsh1ng one med1um—term cbjective," "For example, work
directed towards the appralsal of the availability and use of water—re-
sources. in the ESCAP region.

{(d) Level 4 : a programme element is the smallest programme unit, a
project or iES'equlvalent. ~ In most instances. the output of work at the
level of the programme element is a meeting, a publlcatlon or a field
action, For example, a meeting on the aevelopment of deltaic areas 1n the
ESCAP region."

——-United Nations, General Assembly (Medlum~Term
'Plan,  1978-1981, Vol.I), Official Records:
Thlrty-Flrst Session, Supp. No. 6A(A/31/6/Add.1,
paragraph 113. . -

~_ "Programme: An organized aggregate of services, activities and
development proyects directed towards the attalnment of defined objectlves.
A programme, should ideally ‘include the precise objectlves, targets,
_methods, manpower, phy51cal fac111t1es, financial resources, time and their
‘1nter—re1at10nshlps requlred for the implementation of each service,
act1v1ty and development project and for the aggregate of thesé services,
——r.-activities and projects--of. which the programme is. constituted, as well as.
L output 1ndlcators for the evaluation of eff1C1ency and effectlvenss. For
example, programmes for maternal and Chlld health the promotlon “of mental
health and cancer. control.”
——={WHO) CCAQ/SEC/372(FB), 22 March 1976, Annex.

“iétogramme: A cluster of projects which are similar in nature
\ or coveér a well-defined arrangement and have related objectives, such as
pro;ects in the same field of act1v1ty (but in dlfferent countries),

- projects having the same ba51c functlon such as 1nst1tutlon-bulldlng,

' pro;ects in ‘a partlcular area or country, ‘etc.”
: : . .===ILO, . PROG/MAB 77/M.1/1, 10 March .'17977,__7App__endix.‘

_ Process_lll,"

- -"Process Evaluatlon- Process evaluatlon is the evaluatlon of one or
mnn=_ull,m01e=aspects_of_avprocess._-_In ‘the case-of UNIDO, it could be the ‘process
of technical co-operation, or that. congcerned with its supporting activities
or with its organization and management. . The specific purpose of process
evaluation is to provide gu1dance for improving, or for helping to overcome
problems with respect to,- process- aspects —that—Have been—identified—as
needing improvement on the basis of prel1m1nary data." L
---UNIDO, ID/B/C.3/48/Add.2, 6 April 1976, '

‘page 5.
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B. Evaluation-Related Functions

wpvaluation is not to ‘be - confused with . routine monitoring, audit or
inspection activities which are concerned 1argely~withm§Qministrative or
financial matters or operational problems that might arise periodically in
the lifetime of a project. o oo T
... It is ' in this examination of the development assumptions that
evaluation goes beyond monitoring, inspection or -audit."” o
' .—-FAO, DDDE:INF/74/1, February 1974, paragraphs
6, 15. e - ' .

“

vgyaluation is different from monitoring - and this cannot be empha-

sized too strongly. - It is under taken separately and is distinct in nature

* and scope from monitoring. while monitoring is the review of the progress

- .. .. of a project in the light of parameters established in the Project Docu=

ment, evaluation requires that a project be examined de novo by persons not

‘ closely associated with its formulation and implementat ion (including
oo ... .. monitoring). 1t calls for a fresh and independent assessment of the
project's design, implementation, results and effectiveness, aimed ﬁot-bﬁly

at determining the progress made and identifying the causative factors, but

also verifying whether the project was properly conceived and designed

... in the first place and whether it is so at the time of the—evaluation. ...

! - mealuation i& also different from appraisal essentially in its timing.
While the appraisal of a project is undertaken prior to approval by UNDP of
the assistance requested for it, évaluationiiSﬂundertakenmafterwthg ap-
proval, at any time during the project's implemehtation,or'aftér'its_
completion.” ’ '

H

—--UND?/?Pﬁ;'3470,_i December 1975, Section 1.0.

e  APPRAISAL . e

- "appraisal...is peing increasingly dsed to refer to the process
; “eeeeo L of assessment of requests for technical assistance prior to their endorse-—

ment or approval by the donors.”
o -—-FAO, DDDE:INF/74/1, February 1974, Part I, Eoot-

‘note, page l. -

“3 ' "Appraisal: The processes the result of which provides a basis for
} 'mmdec1sionﬁ“bﬁ*ttquestSaﬁor«assistancefinqtne light of established criteria,
H such as: relevance to the development objectives to be attained; pro-
i  priety in terms of legislative and other requirements of the international
system of ‘development assistance; operational feasibility; and _COsté
I . penefit studies.” =~ 7T O e e — ' Z o

——-Inter-Agency Study Group on Evaluation, as_g%ﬁgd
L ' in ECOSOC, (UNITAR), E/4649, 2 May 1963, page
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"Appraisal: The scrutiny to which a pro;ect is subjected prlor
to maklng a decision whether to approve it. "
: " ~—-ILO, PROG/MAB 77/M. 1/1 10 March 1977, Appendix.

"Appraisal is the critical examination of the design and potential ~
effectiveness of a project for which. UNDP assistance is reguested, based on
the prescribed documentation and other available information and undertaken
by UNDP at the designated levels... The purpose of appraisal is to
determine whether a project for which UNDP assistance is requested, pro-
vides ~ as designed - a reasonable assurance of its effectiveness."

—---UNDP,PFM, 3441, 1 December 1975, Sections 1.0 and
2.0. - :

_MONITORING

"Monitoring: Overseeing the physical. 1mp1ementat10n process to ensure
that actions and decisions are as actually agreed upon, 1nputs are made
avallable on time and are properly utlllzed and actions are occurring
w1th1n the planned time-frame.”

~—-ILO, PROG/MAB.”I?/M.l/l: 10 March 1977,  Appendix.

“Monltorlng is overseeing the progress of a project to ensure that the
progect is being implemented as set forth in the Project Document. - The
purpose of monitoring is to identify and bring about those actions neces-.
sary to utilize opportunities for improving, or to correct problems re-
lating to, the implementation of a project and the effective utilization of
its results.”

~——UNDP,PPM, 3466, 1 December 1975, Sections 1.0 and
2.0. :

"Monitoring is the contlnuous gatherlng of 1nformat10n on pro;ect
- ——inputs.—and objectives, -and -on conditions and complementary activities

that are cr1t1ca1 to the success of the project."
NESES : . =—-World Bank, Workshop on Monitoring and Evaluation
— - of Rural Development Projects and Programmes,
S ..December 1976, page 2.

INSPECTION

"Inspection: An extraordinary outside intervention taking place in
.the cdurde of the life of a project in order o check on particular aspects
or preoblems that ordinary procedures may be unable to discern or correct.
Inspection is likely to involve making recommendations for the resolution
of any problems which may have been detected.™

-——-ILO, PROG/MAB.77/M.1/1, 10 March 1977, Appendix.
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"Inspection is the examination of the execution of field activities
with a view to improving and strengthening the action undertaken by the
Secretariat at the request of, and in co-operation with, Member States,
in particular through checking the extent to which projects are fulfilling B
their stated objectives, providing advice-and'orientation~for}5taf£jamay
from headquarters and detecting shortcomings in the managemgntfgf_én_;“

activity by headquarters or field staff." B R o
: : ~~=UNESCO, Manual, Item 560, 1 September 1966,

Section B.

AUDIT

- "audit, External: An examination and review aimed at verification and
certification of an organization's accounts by an independent auditor
appointed and given terms of reference by the appropr iate authority of the

organization (hence ngxternal Auditor").
"audit, Internal: An audit made by persons on the staff of the

A grganigation whose accounts are being audited, primarily for the purpose of

internal control {hence "rnternal Auditor").” :
-—-CCAQ/SEC/119(FB)/Rev.l, May 1977, page 4.

i . :
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C. Key Bvaluation Terms

METHODOLOGY

"Methodology may be defined as the application of d concept- through
the use of appropriate methods and techniques. As regards .evaluation, the
basic concept remains essentially the same, but the methods and techniques
vary according to the characteristics and requirements of each case. It
is. clear therefore that no one standard methodology will apply to all
evaluations,.”

---UNIDO, ID/B/C.3/48/Add.2, 6 April 1976, paragraph
26.

OBJECTIVES

"Objective: A desired state to beé reached or maintained through
one or more activities."
: ~~~CCAQ/SEC/119(FB)/REV 1 May 1977, page 12.

"Immediate Objective: The developmental change which is to be created
or accompllshed with a v1ew toward influencing the solution of a country or
4 -7 sector problem.

' Development Objectives: 'The term characterising a programming
level beyond the immediate objective; it provides the reason for the
project or programme and articulates a desired end towards which the
project efforts of the specialized agency, the financing agency and the
benef1c1ary country or countries are directed.”

: - ---ILO, PROG/MAB.77/M.1/1, 10 March 1977, Appendix.

N , . "Objectives: . The objectives..of _ the United Nations in each economic
and social sector are to.do such-things—as: ey e
(a) Assist Member States
T e in the formulation 6f policies.,..
- in the creation or strengthenlng of 1nst1tut10ns...
- in the tralnlng of cadres...
"{b) Promote regional or international co-operation in...
‘c)mereate“an -awareness of..."

= ' . TTULELUnited” Natidns, Geéheral ASsembly, (MediumuTerm
‘ ' Plan, 1978-198L, vol.I), Official Records: Thirty-

First—Seggion,; Supp. No. 6A(A/31/6/Add.l), para-
graph 117,

"Objective: A desired aim or .end, for- example-“the improvement
of child health." o

Detailed Objectives: The breakdown of an objective into subsid-'
iary objectives: — for example, for the objective "improvement of child
health" some detailed objectives might be the reduction of perinatal
mortality, the reduction of infant mortality, the 1mprovement of chlld
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growth and development, the prevention of childhood infections and the
preventlon of accidents among children.
—~— (WHO) CCAQ/SEC/372(FB), 22 March 1976, Annex.

"Immediatée objective: The immediate objective of a project is defined
as what the project itself is expected to achiébé?'”fﬁfﬁfﬁﬁéé%”ébuld have
more than one immediate objective.

Development objective: In the.context of a UNDP-assisted pIOJECt the
development objective is the broader sectoral or multi-sectoral develcpment
objective which the project is expected to help. attain through the achieve-
ment of its immediate objective. It is usually beyond the range of the
project to achieve by itself. A project could have more than one “one develop-
ment objective."

-—-UNDP, PPM, 34ll, 1 December 1975, Sections
4.1 and 4.2.

ST "project objectives: The stated purposes and aims of a particu-

o lar project; to be distinguished from broadly defined development objec~
tives."

-~~ECOSOC (UNITAR), E/4649, 2 May 1969, page 26.

~ ASSUMPTIONS

“Assumptlons reflect those condltlons (or 11nkages) Whlch must

: k be satisfied if the hypotheses of /the prOJect/ are to be met. ~-Many
- of . these conditions (policy 1nputs, coordination between government'

d; outside agencies, natural factors, assured supply of material or
financial inputs for follow-up, etc.) have a very close bearing on the
effectiveness -of the technical assistance project but are not within
its direct purview."
---FAO, DDDE:INF/74/1, February 1974, paragraph
1A, B R

e e e 2 e o R N s = o K

place, or a condition which must exist, if a project is to succeed, but
over which the project team has little or no control.”
-==ILO, PROG/MAB 77/M.1/1, 10 March 1977, Appendix.

“INPUTS

"Inputs: Inputs are the resources fequired for darrying out the
project's act1v1t1es, produ01ng its outputs and achieving its immmediate

wpreréquisité C(assumptions) s An--event or action which must take

objective, While they may be prov1ded either by -the Government or the
UNDP, they should, in the first instance, be conceived in terms of the
totality of resources needed for the project, before the sources of supply

*5“~———444v~ﬂ—of~particU1arfinputsrare decided on."

-~--UNDP, PPM, 3411, 1 ’December 1975, Section 4.5.
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"Inputs are whatever the donors or the host country provide - whether
it be commodities, equipment, buildings, personnel, services, fellowships,
etc,” ' ' _ _ _

' --=-FAO, DDDE:INF/TA/l,mFébruaLyleJ4, paragraph
14.

"Inputs: Actions taken'or goods and services {perscnnel, commodities,
tralnlng, etc.) provided by donors or beneficiary with the expectation of
producing certain definable outputs.”

--~ILO, PROG/MAB.77/M.l/1, 10 Ma:ch 1977, Appendix.

INDICATORS

"Indicator: - An explicit and objectively verifiable measure--either
direct or indirect {proxy)--of results expected."”, _
-—-ILO; PROG/MAB.77/M.1/1, 10 March 1977, Appendix.

! "Output Indicator: variable for estimating the outcomes of progr amme
.0r project activities. For example, the percentage of births—attended by"
. o _physicians, nurses, midwives or aux111ary nurse midwives as an indicator of
v the outcome of a programme for improving obstetric care. Ideally, rele-
vant base line information should exist-or--be created at the- ‘beginning of
the determined period in order to measure differences at the end of the
period. However, the measurement of indicators requires an effort in
itself and is often costly; therefore the cost/behefit of the measurement
has to be considered Wherever possible at a reasonable cost, ways
of arriving at the indicators should form an integral part of the pro-
gramme.

Impact Indicator: Variable for estimating the change in health
- or - socio-economic- situation brought —about by —the~programme or project
activities. - For example, the mMaternal —and perifiatal mortality rates
) ‘as indicators of the effectiveness of a scheme for improving obstetric
" care or the diminution of absenteeism rate as the ~consequence of a pro-

gramme of occupatlonal health." o N ) S o
~~~WHO, CCAQ/SE.C./_S.?Z{FB), 22 March 1976, Annex.

"“Indlcators and crlterla are used as alds throughout the evalu—
ation process ... Indicators are variables which help to measure. changes.
Criteria are standards against which actions can be compared.”

-=-WHO, A31/10, 29 March 1978, Annex 3, Section
2.2.3.
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IMPACT

OUTPUT ‘.

"The output of an activity is its final product - a report in the case
of research activities, a meetlng 1n the case of 1ts preparatory act1v1-
ties, and so on." T

~wwInited Nations General Assembly, (Medlum—Term
Plan, 1978-1981, Vol.l), Official Records: Thirty-
First Session, Supp. No. 6A(A/31/6/add.l), para-
graph 124. -

"outputs: Outputs are what the project itself should produce in order
to achieve its immediate objective. They are the products of the activi-
tiegs of the project. Taken together, and combined as appropriate, they
reflect the degree and quality of achievement of the project's immediate
objective."

---UNDP, PPM, 3411, 1 December 1975, Section 4.3.

_FProject“0utputs:““These'aré the outcome of project activities.

mﬁiamples of outputs of a rural development project are: acreages irri-

gated, farmers trained, co-operatives established, credit provided, kilo-

meters of road constructedl_heal;h facilities constructed, schools con-
structed, and so on. ’

';-Sﬁorld'Bank Workshop on Monitoring and Evaluation
of Rural Development Projects and Programmes,
December 1976, page 1. -

"Outputs are the expressly 1ntended and objectlvely verlflable
results-directly expected from providing the 1nputs.
~--FAQ, DDDE:INF/74/1, February 1974, paragraph 14.

"project Impact: This is the change in the standard of living and the
increased capac1ty for elf—sustalned development of a group of bene-
ficiaries or communltles, resulting from project effects. These changes can
be—measured—by—increased- income and consumption, improved diets, reduced
iricidence of diseases, imcreased- lIteracy, T ificteased Tocal participation in
plannlng and dec1510n-mak1ng, and so on,"

——planned activities.”

h—‘Wbrid“Bank——WOrkshop on Monltorlng ‘and Evaluation
of Rural Development Projects and Programmes,
December 1976, page 1.

"Expected impact: The expected 1mpact must be some change in Membef
States or in relationships between them, not the mere completion of the

~---United Nations, General Assembly, (Medium-Term
Plan, 1978-1981, Vol.I}, Official Records: Thirty-

First Session, Supp. No. 6A(A/31/6/Add:L)—para-—-

graph 125.
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"Impact is an expression of the positive effect of a programme,
service or institution on overall health development and on related,
social and economic development. While a programme may. be effective
in that it has attained its objectlves, the attainment of these objectives
may, in fact, make little or no contribution to overall_health and related
socic-economic development. The assessment of impact is thus almed at
identifying any necessary change in the direction of health programmes so
as to increase their contribution to overall health and socioc-economic
development.” e

' ---WHO, 2431/10, 29 March 1978, Annex 3, Section
2.2.5. . e

RELEVANCE, EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY

"Relevance relates to the rationale for having programmes, or activi-
ties, or services and institutions, in terms of their response to essential
human needs and social and health policies and priorities...

Efficiency is an expression of the relationships between the results

_obtained from -a -health programme or activity and the efforts expended in
terms of human, financial and other resources, health processes and tech-
nclogies, and time. The assessment of efficiency is aimed at improving
implementation, and adds to the review of progress by taking account—of the

. results,.. |

- Effectiveness is an expre551on of the desired effect of a programme,

service or institution in reducing a ‘health problem or improving an un-
satisfactory health situation. Thus, effectiveness measures the degree of

! attainment of the predetermined objectives and targets of the programme,

' service or institution. The assessment of effectiveness is aimed at

improving programme formulation or the functions and structure of health
services and institutions through analysis of the extent of attainment of
their objectives... The evaluation of effectiveness should also include an
assessment of the satisfaction or otherwise expressed by the community
S - concerned with the effects - of-‘the- programme,—service--or institution.”
-—=WHO, A31/10;
2.2,5,

"In order to elicit the information necessary to make meaningful
evaluations, it is necessary to seek the answer to three basic questions
'“‘____—_wh1ch‘shou1d*be‘hske “of” all klnds of activities at all levels.
o "TT TEffectiveness: {a) Are the objectives being achieved? and (b) what
‘are the reasons for success or failure?-
Efficiency: (a} At whatf cost are the effects being ach1eved9 Do the
benefits justify the cost? Are there less expensive means of achieving the
same objectives? (b) In the event benefits no longer justify the cost,
what changes have transpired sinege_the. prepaxat;Qn4Qi_;he_mLAg;nal_dﬁs;gn___mﬁ_AWkﬁ_
to bring this about? T
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Significance: Will the achievement of the targets contribute to the
economic development or other higher level objectives beyond the immediate
cbjective? Has there been a change of circumstances which causes the
act1v1ty to have greater or lesser significance (relevance)?"

: -—=IL0O, PROG/MAB. 77/M l/l lO March 1977,
page 4.

"Evaluation of technical assistance consists essentlally of two
intedgral eléments - effectlveness and efficiency - which must be studied
together., Effectiveness of a technical assistance project is determined
by the extent to which the project output is (or is likely to be) used for
development follow-up. Effectiveness is thus concerned with an evaluation
of the relevance, adequacy and timing of project objectives or output for a
specified development follow-up irrespective of the means employed to
achieve this output.

Efficiency, on the other hand, refers to the cost and speed of project
operations and the quality of the work done. = There is no evaluative
element in eff1c1ency analysis with regard to the nature or relevance of
the stated project objectives or output (in relation to development follow-

.up). Efficiency in this sense is synonymous with cost-effectiveness

inasmuch as it implies consideration of alternative approaches to the
achievement of outputs or objectives already determined or assumed to be
worth achieving.

While effectiveness is a value judgement on the usefulness ‘of the

“outputs of technical assistance, efficiency is concerned with the utili-~

zation of inputs made available to achieve these outputs. A technical

assistance project can thus be eff1c1ent without belng effective or v1ce
versa."
-~=}A0Q, DDDE:INF/74/1, February 1974, pages l-2.

®*,.. a project is considered effective when (a) it has achieved

its immediate objective and (b) the results of that achievement are uti-

lized appropriately. as. part of a wider programme of c¢oordinated. and inter-
dependent efforts aimed at- attaining..the_broader .development objective.”
———UNDP, PPM, 3411, 1 December 1975, Section 3.0.

COST—EFFECTIVENESS AND COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS

. 'Nérﬁéll?}'Eﬁ§t=béﬁéf1t“ana1y515“1mp11e5'meéﬁﬁtihg both the cost and
the benefits of an action in .comparable terms, usually monetary, so as to

determine whether the benefits “exceed the costs or to assess which of
several alternatives is likely to vield the best ratio of benefit to cost.
Cost-effectiveness analysis assumes that the benefit is worthwhile and
attempts to identify the least costly of two or more ways of attaining
it."

—-—-WHO, EBS?/WP/z, 27 November 1975, Section 6.5.4.
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