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SUMMARY

These guidelines, based on experience and consultations with the
organizations, provide an initial common framework of principles and
choices to assist United Nations organizations in developing and improving
internal evaluation systems. Because United Nations system activities are
so diverse and evaluation practide is still evolving, the guidelines are
intended as a flexible framework and a stimulus to thinking, to be revised
over time as experience is gained.

Chapter I briefly reviews the background of this guidelines effort,
while Chapter II outlines the basic purposes and characteristics of evalu-
ation systems on which there appears to be general agreement.

Chapter III discusses three major aspects of the effective integration
of internal evaluation systems with the organizational decision-making
process. Evaluation efforts should be well-integrated with organizational
planning and programming processes and with current system-~wide efforts to
improve those processes. They should also be concerned with improving
broad organizational strategies for attaining programme objectives, and
they can better assist decision-making when conducted under an orderly

_ pattern. of evaluation .coverage and an approved overall evaluation plan.

Methodological concerns are discussed in Chapter IV. Clearer state-
ments of objectives are needed, good indicators should be develcped, and
there is a need to consider the various levels of sophistication of evalu-
ation {and associated technigques) which United Nations organizations can
actually use. Each of these areas requlres ‘much work and a long-term
development process, but they will be 1mportant factors 1n'1mprov1ng
internal evaluation and overall decision-making in the United WNations
system.

Organizational considerations are also important, as discussed in
Chapter V. An operating approach or combined approach must be chosen from

among self-evaluation, "task-force™ or "peer-group" evaluation, a central

evaluation unit, or outside evaluation options. In addition, the com-
position, location, .and. respensibilities of an_evaluation unit must be
established, policies and procedures for evaluation reporting and follow-up

—-~developed, -and—evaluationtraining requirements determined.

The Annexes provide a list of key questions which might be asked
during an evaluatiocin, and a partial bibliography of evaluation guidelines

which- have been developed within the United Nations system.

In Chapter VI these general guidelines are proposed as the initial

rom—— girideines—for—internal-evaluation activities in the United Nations system.

It is recommended that they be considered by the Administrative Committee
on Coordination and the appropriate intergovernmental bodies,and that each
United Nations organization report to its executive or governing body on

Tits adtivitiés witrH régard to_ the internal evaluation system topics dls— o
cussed in this Report.




I. BACKGROUND

1.  In its 1977 report on the histo nature, and status of evaluation
efforts in the United Nations syste_!r_!:ﬁ. the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU)
described the various organizations' current efforts to develop new or
revised internal evaluation systems. It concluded that this large volume
of new evaluation activities and initiatives indicated strong new interest
in and support for evaluation by executive heads and inter-governmental
‘ bodies. At the same time, however, the diversity of approaches reflected
not only the particular requirements of each organization but also a lack
of common agreement as to the purposes and functions of evaluation. The JIU
l recommended, among other things, that an attémpt be made to develop broad
guidelines for internal evaluation systems which could be used flexibly by
each United Nations organizatioq.

2. .Similarly, the Committee for Programme and Co-ordination (CPC) recom-
mended in 1977 that efforts should be intensified to define a methodology
for evaluation based on a maximum degree of common principles and guide-
lines, as degﬁloped through co-operation among United Nations organizations
..and_the JIU-". - The Administrative Committee on Co-ordination (ACC), in
~ its comments on the 1977 JIU report, agreed that evaluation guidelines
would be most useful, provided that they be flexible and that the United
Nations organizations participate in their development~ . e

3. ' This report is an initial attempt at a broad common framework for
internal evaluation in the United Nations system. It is based on the
1977 JIU report, on a synthesis of past and present internal evaluation
guidance utilized by various United Nations organizations (see Annex II),
and on consultations with the organizations during 1977 and 1978.

4. Widely-differing structures, subject matter, and activities have
| led United Nations corganizations to develop a variety of internal evalu-
ation approaches, structures, and techniques. Consegquently, it does not
seem pogsible, .at . least. at present,. .to.formulate a standard approach for
.the creation. and operation.of_United.Nations-internal-evaluation systems.

y 1/ "Report on Evaluation in the United Nations System”, JIU/REP/77/1, March
— e 1977 (ECOSOC document E/6003).

S 2/ Committee for Programme and Co-ordination, Report on the work of its
seventeenth -session, Official Records of the General Assembly, Thirty-
Second Session, Supplement No. 38 (A/32/78), paragraph 6. :

3/ ECOSOC document, Comments of ACC, E/1978/12 of 31 January 1978, para-
graph 18.
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5. Nevertheless, it is useful to establish an initial basic framework of
agreed principles and alternative choices which each United Nations inter-
nal evaluation system should take into account. Such a common framework
can be useful to: assist United Nations organizations in creating or
revising internal evaluation systems; facilitate further common under-
standings of United Nations evaluation activities; develop insights into
the effectiveness of various evaluation techniques and strategies; and to
achieve more compatible evaluation systems and better co-ordination "of
inter-agency evaluation activities.

6. Moreover, the development of a common frame of reference for internal
evaluation within the United Nations system is the natural and timely
complement of the system—w1de efforts - to which the JIU has contributed
over the years - to develop and implement effective planning and program-
ming systems. As will be seen, the inter-relationships between planning,

programming and evaluation are one of the main themes that runs through
this report. :

7. The consultations between the JIU and the various agencies of the
UN system have shown that a general agreement seems to exist on the basic
purposes and.characteristics of evaluation systems. However, each organi-

e zation also needs to consider a number of major issues or choices in
order to establish, revise, or clearly specify its internal evaluation
system. Conseguently, this report will deal with four main topics:

{a) the purposes and de51rable characterlstlcs of Unlted Natlons
"’ internal evaluation systems, on which there already appears to be
substantial agreement (Chaptex 11}: )
(b) three broad areas of concern - integration with the pro-
gramming system, improvement of policies, and coverage and work
plans - which, when well developed, can help the internal evalua-
tion system to achieve its proper role within the organizational
decision-making process (Chapter III); .

ey major“meLhoﬁologicalwponsidexatigns.which each United
Nations organization should.address..(Chapter IV};.and . ..

ve—ees— e - gy Organizational alternatives pertaining to the location and
operation of an internal evaluation system ({Chapter V).
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8. These guidelines are therefore not intended as a rigid set of instruc-
tions. Their purpose is to stimulate thinking, rather than to serve as a
substitute for it, by providing a broad common guidance framework to be
applied flexibly and pragmatically to the many diverse evaluation situ-
ations which United Nations organizations face. It is proposed in Chapter
VI that these general guidelines serve as the initial guidelines for
internal evaluation activities within the United Nations system, that they
be considered by the Administrative Committee on Coordination and the
appropriate intergovernmental bodies, and that each United HNations
organization report to its executive or governing body on its activities
concerning the internal evaluation aspects discussed in this Report. Over
time and after more experience is gained, the guidelines can be revised and
might be made more specific for certain areas of evaluation as well. The
JIU plans to review in 1980 the progress being made by the organizations in
specifying and implementing their evaluation systems.




II. PURPOSES AND DESIRABLE CHARACTERISTICS
OF EVALUATION

a. Purposes of evaluation

9. Evaluation, broadly stated, is an ofganizational process which uses
past experience to improve current and future decision-making -and -planning.
Since the activities of any organization almost never turn out precisely as
planned, and in fact proceed . from considerable initial uncertainty, evalua-
tion provides an analysis of lessons learned from both successes and
failures as feedback information for decision-makers.

| © 10. More specifically, evaluation may be defined as a process which

attempts to determine as systematically and objectively as possible the

relevance, effectiveness and impact of organizational activities in light

of their objectives. It serves as a learning and action-oriented manage-

" ment tool and organizational process for improving both activities still in

! progress and future planning, programming, and decision-making. Evaluation

' thus differs from appraisal (the critical assessment of an activity before

deciding to undertake it), monitoring (continuous oversight of activity

_implementation to ensure that it is proceeding as planned), inspection

{a special on-the-spot investigation of activity problems), and audit

(review and reporting .on an activity's conformance with pre-determined
(| standards or criteria).~

I © IYX. Evdliuation involves a series of simple but basic guestions, such
‘ as: )
|

{(2) Where did we want to go and why?

{(b) How did we plan to get there?

{(c) What criteria did we use to determine whether we got there?

Where are W,e,,ac;ually,,QQi,nﬂZ@_iw@_._@__ actually go?

What factors are assoc1ated with or have caused success or failure?

How much change has been/was produced and for whose benefit?

How much have/did our efforts cost ourselves and others?

“What decisions-about—current -and future objectives, resources -
policies, planning and programming should be made in llght of
the—answers—to—-the-above gquestions?

s 4/ Definitions of key evaluation terms together with concrete
| exampIEe of their meaning, as presently used within the United -Nations
.k; system, are included in the JIU Report on "Glossary of Evaluation Terms"
e (J1U//REP/78/5 of November 1978).




12. The primary purposes of United Nations system internal evaluation
processes are to help maximize the effectiveness of activities by:

(a) providing analytic information on results to Secretariats
and intergovernmental bodies in order to improve the selection,

. " adjustment, design, programming, and implementation of new
or continuing projects, processes and Programmesy-- .- ... oo

(b) providing accountability to intergovernmental bodies for thé
effective use of resources;; '

\

(¢) stimulating overall organizational interest in assessing
operational experience--and applying the lessons learned to future
operations on a continuing basis.

B. Desirable Characteristics of an Evaluation System

13. In accordance with the above purposes and scope, an internal evaluation
system should possess certain basic desirable qualities or characteristics.

There are many such gqualities and their importance may vary from organiza-

tion to organization, but the following concepts appear to have achieved

general acceptance within the United Nations system:

(a) an evaluation system needs strong and continuing direction
and support from intergovernmental bodies and executive heads;
_ ~___(b) the system should be participative and collaborative inso-
far as possible, to develop self-evaluation processes and con-
structive understanding of and support for evaluation -throughout
the organization;

{c) evaluation should be an integral part of the decision-making
cycle, tied to the planning and programme budgeting system and to
the implementation process;

i (d) evaluation should be closely linked with management infor-
s : ~~-mation systems -and-other-—basic—-information and reporting pro-
- geEseE; e R .

""""""" “{e) the evaluation system should be co-ordinated and systematic in
approach and as objective as possible, and it should also be
e flexible enough to meet diverse situations, respond to changing
conditions and new decision-maker needs, and keep evaluations
v focused on priority areas;
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(f} the evaluation system should contribute to constructive
change, and should strive to 1dent1fy programme successes and
failures and approprlately apply the lessons learned rather than )
dwelling on operatlonal short-comzngs w1thout offerlng p051t1vef'
solutions; -~ S -

(g) there should be careful advance plannlng of the purposef*“7

scope, and resources available for individual evaluations;

{h} the evaluation process should emphasize tlmely communlcatlon
of findings, both oral and written, in clear, concise reports
which highlight matters of current concern and interest rather
than providing stale historical data;

(i) the evaluation system should include an orderiy follow-up
process, in order to deterniine how reports were used;

(j) evaluation system policy should encourage cooperative evalu-
ation efforts and information exchange with other United Nations
organizations and bodies, Member Governments and their develop-

_ment assistance agencies, and other organizations, both to expand

and strengthen evaluation activities in general and to foster the
exchange of successful evaluation technigques and approaches.




I1¥. ISSUES INVOLVED IN INTEGRATING THE EVALUATION SYSTEM
WITH THE ORGANIZATIONAL DECISION—MAKING PROCESS

l4. No 1nterna1 evaluatlon system can be effectlve if it operates in
isolation. Instead, it is extremely 1mportant that the evaluatlon system

be an integral part of the organizational dec151on—mak1ng process, ful-

fllllng its proper role in . the . largerA_plannlng~programm1ng~budgeting-
implementation-evaluation cycle. Three issues deserve partlcular con51dera-
tion as part of thlS process of integration:

. (a) - the relationghip between evaluation and the planning and
programming system; :

(b) the use of evaluation to imprové policies cﬁ strategies;

(c} evaluation coverage and evaluation plans.

A. Relatlonshlg between Evaluatlon and the Plannlng and Programming
System

15. As stated in the preceding section, the main objective of evaluation
is to improve current and future decision-making and planning through the

' provision of analytical information on results. Since feedback of lessons

learned is so critically important in effectively linking evaluation with
declslon-maklng, organizations should devote considerable attention to
specific ways and means of ensurlng this cont1nu1ng process (as dlscussed

“further “in Sections III.C. and V.C. of this Report).

16. At the same time the quality of planning and programming systems is
itself an important factor in improving the effectiveness of the evaluation
system. Good planning and activity design can greatly facilitate good
evaluation, while poor planning and design make a proper evaluation very
difficult. Activities should be designed with evaluation in mind -
with clear and measurable objectives, specification of ‘appropriate
indicators, statements. .of assumptions made, a clear and logical implemen-

“tation sequence, ' and 1dent1fLQaLAQnMQ£_£LEggted pacts and relationships
with hlgherwlevel objectlves.

17. Evaluation should also be flrmly linked with programming, budgeting
and - implementation processes, so that corrective .actions indicated by

‘évaluation can” be promptly considéred and taken. The overall programming
- system-should -provide sufficiently explicit objectives, targets and indica-

tors" as” benchmarks so that it can serve as a "built=in" component of the
programming cycle. Programming, budgeting and monitoring systems should

also—provide—sufficient—details--on inputs, costs, and outputs to allow
evaluation of the quality and productivity of the implementation process.
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18. The relationship between evaluation systems and planning and program-
ming systems, therefore, is and should be a mutually beneficial:.one.

Although evaluation and planning, programming,budgeting and implementatiof

have not often been well-integrated in United Nations crganizations in the

past,-recent efforts and recommendations to improve the overall :quality of

such processes within and among organizations may. Improve their coordlnatlon
in the future.

-19. In 1977,'the General gssembly.adopted resolution: 32/197 on the re-

structuring of the economic and social sectors of the United Nations

system. Among its concerns, the resolution cited the need to enhance the

effectiveness of planning, programming, budgeting, and evaluation procedures
within the United Nations system. It recommended thematic approaches to

programming and budgeting to ensure implementation of the overall priorities
established by the General Assembly, further harmonization of medium-term

plans and programmes and consideration of their basic concepts, and better

harmonization of budget presentations, classification and content. The

resolution also called for prior consultation on work programmes and joint

programming, improved coordination of activities at the intergovernmental

level, and measures to improve the effect1vene%§ of internal evaluation

procedures in respect of programme 1mp1ementat10n—

20. As recently summarized by the Admlnlstratlve Committée-on'Coofdina-
tion, progress has been made in efforts to harmonize programme budgets
and medium-term plans, although sérious obstacles still remain. A series

—of proposals has been made  for the further harmonization of programme

budget presgentations, including a common structure with improved programme
narratives and tables and informatioh annexés. In particular, d four-level
programme hierarchy (major programme, programme, sub-programme and pro-
gramme element) has been identified for the subdivision of the organi-
zations' overall programmes. :

21. With regard to medium-term planning, most of the larger organizations
now have such plans. The common principles established for the plans
stress the need for them to be problem— and issue-oriented; to include
statements of objectives with targets, implementation approaches; and
strategies and related objectives; and to identify cooperative, coordi-
native, or joint planning objectives. The principles also emphasize that
objectives in medium-term plans should be directed toward external impact;
contain . indicators. to . verify. . their progress; .establish..explicit . links
between successive levels of objectives -and related programme activities;

_and be reviewed and approved by policy—?aklng organs who also partlclpate

5/ General Assembly resolution A/RES/32/197

6/ Administrative Committee -on- Coordlnatlon Tﬁﬁﬁff“képﬁff‘TiT‘fr97771978“

Part III, E/1978/43/Add.2 of 20 April 1978.




22. It is also clear, however, that much remains to be done to make
gsuch principles and reforms fully operational and effective throughout the
United Nations system, and to realize the potential for improving internal
evaluation systems and the other management system components to which they

SR are -intimately linked. - For instance, a recent JIU report on Programming  -——
and Evaluation in the United Nations cohcluded “that six gaps remain to be
filled in the United Natlons programming system: o e

"ié) sub-progfammés in the medium-term plan lack identifiable and
precise objectives and target dates; ‘ :

(b} outputs in the programme budget are not defined in full or
sufficient detail; .

' {c) supplementary information on the work programme is unreliable
and is not monitored, and there are no methods for determining
actual costs; .

(d) there is. no sufficiently detailed plann{ng for programme
- implementation at division and section levels, and programmes are
never fully implemented within prescribed target periods;

(e) a performance report exists, but it monitors programme
performance only from the budgetary aspect;

- -+ (£f) the -present evaluation system provides no systematic or
regular evaluation of overall results, there is no means of using
the evaluation exercises as a guide to the Future, and objectives
lack built-in indicators. .

The JIU report makes specific recommendations for filling these gaps, and
urges action to translate the existing programme budgeting procedures d
documents into an effective and fully operational programming system~ .

231“'If 1nterna1 ‘evaluation ‘systems are to ‘be developed and improved, the

process must occur not oniy through direct efforts by 1ntergovernmenta1
__bodies .and Secretariats to improve evaluation itself, but as part of their
cont inuing efforts’ to improve the quality of policy and programming pro-
e cesses in the United Nations system. As the above report suggests, many
A problems must still- be solved,and the establishment of fully operational
- internal evaluation systems will be intimately related t¢ the achievement

soe e o—of- more -effeetive management—systems-overall. -

7/ JIU/REP/78/1, March 1978
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B. The Improvement of Strategies or Policies through Evaluation

24. One of the key features of a good planning and programming, system
should be the definition and formulation of a strategy or policy for
attaining programme objectives. In practice, however, it appears that too
often such strategies are poorly defined or are even absent from the pro-
grammes of United Nations organizations. .

25. Since the objective of evaluation is to provide analytical information
on. results,the assessment > of programme strategies will be an important
component of internal evaluation system activities, whether developed
through the direct evaluation of a programme, an evaluation of activities
in a functional field, or the evaluation of a set of projects.  The quality
of a programme strategy should even be of some concern in the evaluation of
a single project, since one of the major purposes of project evaluation is
to assess the way in which achievement of project objectives contributes to
the achievement of higher-level objectives. : :

26. A well-developed programme strategy should include:

(a) a clear statement of the existing situation in the field of
the programme, the problems to be solved, and the extent to which
a solution is considered feasible;

(b) a statement of the objective or objectives to _be reached.

~ (the objective is the converse of the problem), the time-span

“required, and the intérmediate objectives or targets which

- can be reached in a medium-term period; . _ R

{c) jdentification, if possible, of the various alternative

strategies which might be used to achieve the objectives, and

the rationale for the strategy chosen, taking into account

the means of action at the disposal of the organization (man-—
power, money, etc.):

(d) a discussion of the resources, processes, and activities
which are needed to carry-oeut.the-programme;. ... '

" (e} identification of the specific role of the organization and
the roles of the governments of Member States and of other
organizations concerned. LTI
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27. If such a programme strategy is described in a medium~term plan or
other document approved by intergovernmental bodies, it provides an impor-
tant source which evaluators can use to much more effectively assess the
successes and problems of programme conduct, understand and evaluate the
strategy applled, and attempt to determine the effectiveness, relevancef
and impact of the programmes or projects being. evaluated. If there is no
guiding strateqgy, the evaluation process is made much more difficult, and
theé evalvators will have to devote much time and effort to identifying and
developing the information which a good strategy' statement should have
provided.

28. Executive heads and intergovernmental bodies are interested in evalu-
ation only if its findings provide useful information for improved plan-
ning, programming, and strategy or policy decisions. It is therefore
important that evaluations, particularly those dealing with broader pro-
gramme issues, provide an objective guestioning and assessment of programme
strategies and of the translation of these strategies into projects,
processes and activities. However, the serious risk always exists that
evaluation might become merely an instrument for justifying the existing
state of affairs. To overcome any. tendency toward self-serving evaluation,

-------- ieeo ... reports to executive heads and intergovernmental bodies should carefully
consider and explain the methodological and organizational technigues and
pclicies used.

c. Evaluation Coverage and Evaluation Plans

29. To best meet decision-making and programming needs, internal evalua-

tion system efforts should also be guided by a well-thought out plan of

organizational coverage which effectively applies limited evaluation

resources. This reguires consideration of the types of activities to be

evaluated, and the determination of which, how many and how often acti-

vities should be evaluated in an organization in a given period of time.
: One of the f0110w1ng basic patterns or a combination of them might be
U . : adopted. i e e e i e P e el e

~(a) T"built-in" evaluation, in which evaluation procedures are
made a standard element of the de51gn and.. 1mplementat10n of
organizational activities;

(b) periodic evaluation, in which evaluation is conducted on a

" regularly-scheduled basis for selected activities (perhaps at the
mid-point of implementation, before a decision is made to begin
a new phase, upon completion, or in a "rolling” pattern of
coverage in which a certain number of activities are selected for
evaluation each vyear);

(¢) _ad _hoc evaluations, more_flexibly scheduled f e
evaluations of activities as the need arises. T
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'30. Built=in evaluation can provide the broadest and most orderly coverage
of organizational activities, but it can require considerable resources
o when conducted organization-wide and may provide evaluations in less depth.
D To be fully effective it requires the use of achievement indicators, and
some time will be necessary for it to produce positive results.  Built-in -
evaluation can be supplemented or replaced by periodically scheduled
evaluations, which have the potential for somewhat more detailed analysis,
I pr,by"ad_hoc,evaluatioﬁ coverage, which potentially can provide the most
careful and detailed studies. The critical determinants are the degree and
L depth of evaluation coverage that is deemed necessary for effective
decision-making and the overall organizational resources available.

31. Because resources for evaluation are inevitably limited, organizations
should atempt to identify and concentrate on priority areas, with parti-
cular awareness of changing situations or new decision-makers' interests,
gso that evaluations address today's and tomorrow's problems rather than
yesterday's. The choice of the activities to be evaluated should also be
governed by: ‘

{a) a "cut-off" concept which recognizes the fact that because

of their small size or other factors, certain types of activities
R - .wonoc+ . need not be evaluated, or should be evaluated only wvery infre-
‘ quently; '

{(b) some regular pattern or cycle whereby all--areas-of an-
i .. ... organization receive at least some evaluation coverage over a

h period of several years;

v {c). sufficient flexibility to respond to unanticipated, ad hoc,

prior ity evaluation needs of decision-makers;

" (d) sufficient flexibility to permit co-operative evaluation
L éxercises with other evaluation or review groups inside or
Ti outgide the organization.

32, - In determining-how best to-apply-scarce-evaluation resources to
specific activities, certain -criteria—coutd—be-developed to help select
evaluations which might be of most assistance to decision-makers. The
" following considerations might provide. some of the criteria for choice:

(a) activities entering a2 second phase or being considered
for substantial expansion or reorganization;

. . (b) activities for which evaluation could provide guidance
(o 3 for other similar activities, e.g., institution-building pro-
: Sects; sEern
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(c) activities which may be of marginal interest in view of
changing pr10r1t1es,

(d) activities which may be encountering difficulties;

- (e) activities whose cost—effectlveness is uncertaln. o

33. The criteria for choice, however, might egually well be based on
a concept of orderly and expanding evaluation coverage. Certain cate-
gories of activities (defired in terms of subject matter content, financing

" arrangements, or size) could be selected for evaluation coverage. The

number of such categories could gradually be increased as the evaluation
capacity of the organization increases, with the ultimate goal of subject-
ing all types of activities to evaluation.

34. A final consideration is the appropriate mix of evaluation coverage.
United Nations system evaluation efforts in the past have concentrated
heavily on the evaluation of projects, with much less activity in the area
of programme evaluation, and only limited attention 'given te the evaluation
of administrative and support processes. Each of the three types, however,
represents an important component of overall operations of the organiza-

=——tion, and accordingly each should receive some form of evaluation coverage.

Programme and administrative and support process evaluations may well

increase in the future as the organizations further develop and refine

their programme budgeting systems.
35. Each 1nterna1 evaluatlon system should be guided by an "evaluation
plan®. Such plans would be prepared by the Secretariats and-might -set out
alternative possibilities concerning the types and magnitude of activities
to be evaluated in a given period and the degree of flexibility to be
maintained. Secretariats, executive heads and intergovernmental bodies
could then make a final ch01ce of the appropriate evaluation pattern and
coverage.

36. In time, as medium~term planning and programme budgeting procedures

- are further 1mproved, it -should-alsoc -be possible-to 1ntegrate these evalua~

tion plars irto the ‘regular planning process:
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IV. METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR
INTERNAL EVALUATION SYSTEMS

37. Methodology is the particular set of analytical methods and techniques

used to- perform-the-evaluation of-an activity. The methods-which can be——

used for evaluation are drawn from a number of Fields and have developed a
variety of forms. They may involve different data—-collection instruments
{statjstics, interviews, questionnaires, on-site observations, etc.). They
may involve various analytical approaches (from empirical case studies, the
most common ty¥pé, to highly sophisticated experimental studies using
control groups)., They may use relatively simple techniques, such as
interviews or analysis of reports, or very complex ones, such as econo-
metric analysis, simulation, or cost-benefit analysis.

38. The possibility of using the more sophisticated instruments,
approaches, and techniques hardly exists at present in the United Nations

- system, for obvious reasons such as the limited staff, the limitations of

" Ideally, they should:

A ] A programme- T

the current planning, programming, budgeting, management information and

accounting systems, and the difficulty of applying elaborate analytical
methods to programs as complex and diverse as those of the United Nations

_organizations. In the selection and use of more modest evaluation method-
ologies for United Nations internal evaluation systems, the following

considerations seem particularly important: the use of objectives and
indicators in evaluation: the concept of differing levels of evaluation;
and the problems and challenges of improving United Nations systems evalu-
ation-methodologies -in -the future.

A, The Use of Objectives in Evaluation

39. Objectives, i.e. the pu;posés and aims of an activity, representing

the desired state which the activity is expected to achieve, are highly
important in evaluation efforts because they establish the intended pur-
poses against which the relevance, effectiveness, and impact of the acti-
vity will be assessed. Well-structured statements of objectives, including
the necessary back-up documentatlon, should meet a number of crlterla.

‘(a) clearly state the specific situation in which the objective
is to be obtained (baseline condition);

(b) clearly 1dent1fy the prlorlty needs to be met by the project

(c) provide an understanding of the intended beneficiaries and

benefits, the expectéd level "O0f attainment, and the time period
or periods in which specific degrees of attainment are expec-~
ted;
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(d) be specific enough, with respect to the nature and direction
of intended change, so that progress can be measured whenever
possible by carefully chosen and objectively verlflable
quantitative indicators which are included in the objectives
documentatlon, ' :

_ (e) take account of multlple object1ves, -which- mlght be either
complementary or conflicting (while attempting to keep statementsngmm
of objectives as clear and 51mp1e as possible), and indicate the
relationship of the Speclflc objectives to the higher-level
objectives or p011c1es to which the activity is expected to
contribute;

(£) identify, to the extent possible, the key assumptions
(external factors which influence activity success but are
largely uncontrollable), qualitative aspects, and indirect
costs and benefits which may be involved in the activity.

40. In actual practice, of course, it is not easy to achieve such clarity
of objectives. Within the United Nations system, progress has occured

__over the -years in formulating definitions of projects, although further

1mprovements can be made. For administrative and support processes,
objectives, productivity standards, proposed work levels, and unit-cost
redictions have not often been well-developed. They tend to be rather

vague and general, with completion dates and accomplishment goals which dare’

Targely indéterminate . This obscures accountability and makes it difficult
for executive heads and governing bodies to assess budgetary requirements.
The most difficult problems, however, have arisen in efforts to develop
clear and precise objectives for programmes.

41. A variety of factors make it dlfflcult to develop good statements
of .objectives:. .- .

{a) the broader the scope and size' of the project. or programme;
_the more likely it is that the objectives will tend to be multi-

_ple, vague .in Language, dlfflcult to measure clearly,amblguous
as to their inter-relationship and priority, and over-ambitious

e :=oip- their purpose relative to the. results that will actually be

achieved.

{b) " many -United Nations. act1v1t1es, espe01ally in- the area of-
- technical cooperatlon, are expe:lmental and exploratory in
‘nature; = = - :

"1t§=%H?=may=beadiiiichltwto"state objectives in such a way.that
precise and reliable indicators of progress may be used;

(d) measurable objectlves m'ght prove to be so narrow that they
are actually misleading
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(e} objectives might be vaguely stated as a political technigque
to build support for an activity or- to weaken accountablllty by .-
keeplng its purposes unclear, - ‘

!; S (f) vague objectlves may reflect - disagreements among dec151on-”
v makers about the intended costs, benefits, and results of 'an

i : act1v1ty, S
| _

i- {g) unclear objectives may simply mean that objectives were not
i _ ... well-thought out at the design stage;

|

]

(h) it may be difficult to formulate objectives with precision
because they often change over timej;

(i) while project objectives are more definite, relatively
short-term, and non-recurring, programme and administrative.
process objectives are more often continuing and long-term
~in nature.

42, Nevertheless, objectives should be stated as clearly, as simply but
systematically, and in as objectively verifiable terms as is possible, in
"7 order to facilitate management, accountability, and evaluation. The
i difficulty posed for evaluators by poorly-stated objectives is not simply
' that they make it difficult to apply a proper methodology. It is also that
they may lead the evaluators to address the wrong problems; may produce
e s————— - —jinformation that -is-too - limited, too imprecise, and‘not,relevant.to,the
| information needs of decision-makers; or may subject the evaluators to the

charge that the resulting evaluation was itself too abstract or imprecise.

. 43. To avoid these problems four positive steps can be taken. First,
. activities should be carefully considered during the design stage to assess
i the.  clarity and. logical relationship of the objectives, targets,
A ' indicators, and implementation sequence involved. Second, evaluators
|, should closely and critically examine stated objectives in the evaluation
' design stage, in order to determlne the "evaluability" of the programme or
project and ant1c1pate serlous problems of definition_ or measurement, and
to attempt to either qualify evaluation work plans accordlngly, or discuss
——— -evaluation - problems with -appropriate decision-makers, or both. Third,
evaluators should discuss the stated objectives with decision-makers and
planners at an early stage in the evaluation process in order to determine
whether there is a commonunderstanding of the actual project or programme
objectives. . _ . . .
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44. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, intergovernmental bodies
and Secretariats should continually encourage and support further develop=
ment of co-ordinated management processes. Such processes should emphasize
the integration of planning, programming, implementation, evaluation and
reportlng, and the 1ncorporat10n of clear and specific objective statements

in all project, process and. programme planning. _ Through such actlons, T
specific and precise statements of objectives can be developed not’ only to
facilitate specific internal evaluation efforts, but to make'an important
contribution  to  improved plannlng, programming ,implementation, and
accountablllty as well. _°

B. - The Use of Indicators in Evaluation

45. Another  important consideration in developing evaluation methodology
is that of indicators - the objective and specific measures of changes or
results expected from an activity. Indicators have received only limited
attention in the United Natlons system and their application is difficult,
but there is increasing interest in indicators as an important element of
sound management of activities.  Indicators can also form a critical
evaluation element, which relates the results achieved to the original
objectives set odt for a project, process or programme.

46. Ideally, the programming system of 'an organlzatlon should provide
sufficiently explicit objectlves and targets which make use of guantitative
and qualitative progress indicators as benchmarks for evaluation. During.
the design stage planners should facilitate subsequent evaluation by
establishing, as precisely as p0551b1e, the baseline data (i.e., starting
conditions) which the project ‘or programme is intended to.  change; the’
project cobjectives, ‘in finite verifiable terms and targeted toward specific
magnitudes of change at specific times; and the planning assumptions or
external factors which lie  outside the scope of the design but are impor-
tant- to its success. In this design process of ‘definition and logical
linkage of  baseline :conditions, 1nputs, outputs, targets, and objectives,
progress indicators would serve to measure progress from the baseline
conditions to the planned objectives. It is important that thé indicators
S be -established at the design stage .so.-that. .change_can be. systematlcally

observed and necessary data routlnely—collected.h_;_"_“““um_ﬁ,e,

47” "If carefully formulated and applled, -indicators can help fulfil the
ba51c objectlves of evaluatlon by. ‘

i (a) clarifying the fa-::t,r nature and rate of change that has
ez T _.”;_occun:ed or is_expected-f0o-0OCCUrjf = o oo o -

(L) permitting compaiison oE "the ‘change with that olanned, and
its impact on higher-level objectives as well;

(¢y assisiing i the exanlnat1od“bﬂ’1nont=5ufﬁ1t—wﬁT7ﬂyﬁrﬁnﬂﬁﬂhﬁ~""'44*~”m
telationships. R
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48. Various types of indicators might be used to measure such thiﬁgs
as volume, output, progress, performance, user satisfaction and impact.
Where possible, indicators should be quantitative. When it is not possible
to measure change directly, indirect or "proxy" indicators may be found,
P although care must be taken to determine that such measures are relevant to
the activity being evaluated. But hqwever they are selected; the
indicators should be plausible, independent, objectively verifiable; -and
i capable- of being .translated into targets set at a specified time when the
results or changes should be.v1slble.

49, Despite their merits, indicators can cause many problems if they
are poorly constructed or wrongly applied. Initially, there is a very
real challenge inherent in establishing good indicators to measure the
complex types of changes which United Nations activities so often address.
Indicators might lead to overemphasis on a quantitative measurement process
rather than to.discussion of the egually important questions of how and why
such change did or did not occur. Planners might select too many
indicators, which would require excessive data collection efforts and costs
for both managers and evaluators. Finally, indicator usage might lead to
concentration on short-term, easily- -achievable results, ignoring the

. possibility that truly significant achievements may take a.longer time to
emerge. :

ation work is the effort to measure results against objectlves, it is
, “clear that  indicators are & vital part of the. .evaluation process. .. As
i with objectives, good indicators rely strongly on _good plannlng and design

of a project or programme. Objectlves and measurements ‘of results are
1nterdependent- the gquality of each depends on the other. Appropriate
progress. -indicators .not only allow. the. examination of progress toward
objectives 1f progress is not being achieved, they can help lead back to
the alternative causal factors, such as project or programme design,
strategy, inputs, or performance: '

51. . .In_this regard,. it may also be p0551b1e to define better achievement
1ndlcators for United Nations system_ﬁctlv;tles if objectlves and indi-
cators are linked with the idea of "clientele"--the users or "audience" of
- -~ a project Oor programme. The objectives of an activity envisage certain

clienteles or target groups to whom the activity is directed. If these

should be possible to build indicators intc the objectives to measure
oo ————the - -degree-+to--which--the-activity is meeting the needs of its users. The
i ' obj@btivesécliente1e=inﬂicatbr““Teiatibnship—‘would“Trequire‘"considerable
research to develop a truly satisfactory method, and might focus more on
T CUtPUEE than on impactsi—But-the-use of indicators ‘integrated with
L objectives and directed toward measurement of fulfilment of ¢lientele needs
! might prove to be a fundam ?tal component of a good evaluation of a

project, process Or programme— .

50. - Nevertheless, since the most essential characterlstlc of evalu-

clienteles, both actual and potential, can be identified clearly,it--

B] The nature of this relationship is more fully discussed in Chapter VI of
L : the JIU Keport orn Programming and kvaluation in tne Unltea Nations
i e A JIU/REP/ 78 /) 0F - Mérch-1978) .
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52. Thus, while indicators have received only limited attention in the
United Nations system in the past, the challenging task of developing good
indicators provides the opportunity to greatly improve £future internal
evaluation efforts and overall project, process, and programme design and
performance. ) ‘ e : )

C. Levels of Evaluation

53. Although evaluation is defined as the attempt to determine as sys-—
tematically and objectively as possible the relevance, effectiveness, and
impact of activities in light of their objectives, it is clear that even
within this definition some types of evaluations are more difficult to
perform than others, and that the various methods and techniques which
might be used vary considerably in their degree of sophistication. 'One of
the major problems in developing common concepts of "evaluation" has been
that some people view it pragmatically as the use of a "best-possible" set
of modest techniques, while others insist that it must be .a hlghly precise
-and- rlgorous exercise using sophisticated techniques.

"54.  There is nErit'iﬁfthe'afgﬁﬁéﬁts of thie EValuation "realists", who
maintain that evaluation should not promise more than it can deliver, and
in the arguments of the evaluation "scientists"”, who urge that evaluation
‘must be highly objective and systematic to differentiate it from more
‘casual .and less reliable types of review. The improvement of evaluation
‘activities in the United Nations system will probably require a balancing
of both views (as noted in section D. following). At the same time,
““however, "United Waticns "system evaluation activities -could benefit: from
efforts to more carefully consider and determine the various levels of
sophlstlcatlon of evaluation and evaluatlon techniques which are currently
belng used or could be used.

55. & varlety of factors affect the ambitions of a partlcular evaluation
-exercise and the methods and technlques chosen to carry it out. In
addition to the very basic considerations of the amount of resources and
t1me avallable, these factors would include: )

(a) the type of activity.ewvaluated (project..evaluation . method-
ologies have already been fairly well developed in the United
= - Nations system, but programme evaluations may be evén more
demanding because of their breadth, complexity and diversity, and
A administrative process evaluation methodeclogies- have generally
o mnot been fully utilized;
Seommase e - -{bByi~the type:-ofFevaluwators involved —(full=time :evaluators and
experts and consultants may be able to utilize sophisticated
s - methodologiess—while—staff-members participating only occasion-
ally in a self-evaluation may have to rely on simpler and more
standardized methods) ;

- T R g —— -
= _..L.:‘._.__. S e
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(c) the various users of an evaluation (the nature of the methods

_ and techniques chosen might vary considerably depending on

i : whether the major users of the evaluation request an emphasis on

K the activity's results and impact, implementation, planning and
design, or special problems, oOr whether the evaluation. is being
done for programme managers, technical specialists, executive _

| heads, or intergovernmental bodies);

(d) the various timingg of the evaluation (the mix of methods
chosen may vary according to whether the evaluation will be one
of a periodic series, per formed -dur ing implementation while
results are still emerging, or performed after the activity has
been completed}.

56. The quality of the planning and programming system, however, may be
, more important than any of the other factors listed above in facilitating
i : or restricting the methods chosen. when the activity evaluated is not
' well-designed and objectives, indicators, and other basic data are lacking
or are of poor guality, the evaluation methods will probably be limited to
: o ——.-analysis of documents and reports, physical inspections, interviews,
| guestionnaires, analysis of compliance, and expert opinions. But when .an
. activity is well designed with well-formulated objectives and indicators
o and other basic data available, evaluation methods can includg_gomparative
__analysis, measurement of results, cost and productivity analysis, opinion
‘surveys, statistical sampling and inference - techniques, and. other indices,
measures, and criteria. ' - -

57. In view of these various factors influencing the nature and sophis~
oy tication of various evaluations undertaken, and in light of the developing
:; nature of evaluation activities in the United Nations system, it is pre-
- mature to establish any orderly set of levels of sophistication of evalu-
ation and to determine the techniques associated with them. However, an
initial and very tentative list of levels, moving progressively and cumu-
latively from the simpler to the more complex, might include the following:

(a) determining the nature and extent of inputs provided and
outputs produced in 1light of the objectives (for eganple, pro-
cessing and sales of a publication or instruction and number of
students trained); S -

fjb)”qbtaining“themviews of intended users of the activity (as to
'EHéir,sati@féétion*with“fhé:quaIityfothheTpubiication produced
or the students trained);

(c) assessing the direct impact of the activity (the ways in
o which the publication or training activity has actually produced
i _ changes in the problem”situationxﬂhicﬁzixzﬁggght to__address):
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{d) assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of the activity
{the extent to which the publication or training activities
have achieved their objectives and the productivity of their
implementation processes);
(e} critically examining the overall design and relevance of the
activity (reassessing the rationale, objectives and strategy of
the publication or training activities and their importance
relative to. long-range objectives or other priority needs and
_concerns) ; N

{(f) assessing the broadetr impact of the activity (the ways in
which the publication or training activity has produced changes
which contribute to achievement of the broader, long-range
objectives of which it is a component part).

58. The concept of various levels of sophistication of evaluation method-
ologies is one which those who are involved with United Nations system
evaluationi activitiés are well aware of, but alsc one which has received,
only limited attention. In developing and revising their internal
evaluation systems, United Nations organizations could benefit their own
.-evaluation efforts and those of the United Nations system as a whole by
carefully analyzing the various levels and types of evaluation and method-
ologies which they use or might use. Such efforts could serve as indic-
ators of progress and .possibilities in the further development of. .evalu-.. .
ation activities, and to facilitate clearer system-wide understandings of
- what methods, techniques, and levels of evaluation may prove most useful
within the United Nations system.

D. Further Development of Evaluation Methodeclogies

59, In light of the considerations discussed in the preceeding three
subsections~-the complexity involved in improving. objectives, developing
appropriate indicators, and evolving a concept of levels of evaluation--it
.is .clear that much.work remains to.be..done.before evaluation methodologies
will be well~-developed in.the.United. Nations.system... A.number of organiza-
tions have already undertaken extensive efforts to develop or revise their

——internal evaluation systems and to establish useful and effective

methodologies for evaluation. As the iﬁp noted in its 1977 report on
evaluation in the United Nations system™ however, further development
of evaluation systems and methodologies will be a gradual and long-term
_.__.Pr_ecess... . ._.._7..._.. . hem e e P -

9/ JIU/REP/77/1 of March 1877
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60. Ideally, evaluation methods provide a set of tools with which to
carry out objective, systematic, and reascned evaluations of many different
types of activities. In practice, however, a multitude of operatlonal
problems and constraints prevent full use of more sophisticated
methodologies 1n the Unlted ‘Nations system. In these circumstances, some
key con51derat10ns in the choicé and use of methodologles are: . .

(a) the particular mix of methods chosen should be the most
appropriate for the particular activity under evaluation;

(b) the methods ‘chosen .shéuld be as objective, rigorous, and
systematic as is pragmatically possible;

(¢c) analysis and measurement should be quantified where possible,
but good quantitative data might not be availablej;

(d) many activities simply may not be evaluable at present in
terms of anv degree of rigorous scientific methodology;

{e) because of the many opetational constraints, the evaluation
methodology chosen is. almost inevitably much less precise than
- the &vadaluator would like;

{f) whatever the method chosen for a particular evaluation, it
should be clearly noted and- briefly discussed in any evaluation._..

7”report1ng, 50 that those rece1v1ng evaluation reports can under-
stand the rationale for the methodology used.

61. Despite the difficulties noted in these considerations, all evéluation
methods and techniques used should be viewed in light of the follow1ng

basic questions.

(a) reliability - how dependable and consistent is the analytical
information being gathered? -

(b) walidity how much confldence 4£~there»{hat~the flndlngs
measure what they purport to measure?

{¢} relevance - will the findings in fact be used to answer
“GEClslon—makers' c_{uestlons‘i1

{d) significance- —-will the findings go beyond what is apparent
from direct dbservatlon and tell the decision=makers something
new and important?

(e} efficiency - does the value of the insights gained exceed the
cost of using the approach?

{f) timeliness —'wili'EﬁémEﬁéi&ﬁiééif&ﬁformation'be available in
time to meet decision-maker's schedules?
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62. The complexity involved in applying evaluation methodologies should

be viewed as a challenge rather than as an unavoidable situation. Over
time, continuing efforts to identify, improve, and steadily develop more
useful evaluation methodologies can and should make a substantial
contribution -teo -improved -United- Nations  decision-making,; -planning; -
programming, and performance. Particularly at present, those who design
and develop evaluation methodologies need alse to be imaginative arnd
creative. To be effective, evaluation methodologies must be carefully
considered, appropriately chosen, and intelligently applied, using the most
essential evaluation rescurce of all - scound human judgement.




V. ORGANIZATIONAL CONSTDERATIONS FOR;1
' INTERNAL EVALUATION SYSTEMSV‘

63.  The major organlzatlonal con51derat10ns for internal evaluation
systems include the choice among various operatlng approaches to evalu-
ation, ‘décisions as to the lécation of the 1nterna1 evaluatlon functlon and
its responsibilities, policies and procedures for evaluation reportlng “and
follow-up, and tralnlng in evaluatlon, :

o Al

A. Oberating Approaches to Internal Evaluation.

64. Perhaps the most important. operational question for the conduct of
. an internal evaluation system has to do with choosing an operating approach
Lo or combined approach from among the four following major options.

65. Self-evaluation is evaluatlon made by those conducting the activity.
Self—evaluatlon can be useful because:

(a) it is a part1c1pat1ve process whlch can spread evaluation
_ ' coverage w1de1y throughout the organization; ‘

! ‘ {b) by 1nv01v1ng staff dlrectly in settlng cbjectives and
evaluatlng progress made, it can increase their cogmitpent
to an act1v1ty and their sense of respon51b111ty for it; T

(c) it prov1des evaluations performed by those most familiar with
the activity,and allows immediate and direct feedback of findings
into redesign and improved execution.

R The drawbacks of gself-evaluation are that it requires simplified evaluation
T methods ‘afid raises the guestion of whether staff can objectlvely evaluate

their own work.

, 66. "pask force"™ or "peer—group" -evaluation -is--evaluation made by a team
o of staff members chosen from various parts—of--the-organization to perform
e evaluations on an ad hoc or part—tlme basis. Such evaluations can be
" useful because:

(a) they also provide a participative process which spreads
e evaluation coverage and experience throughout the organlzatlon at
o .__n'[anage r]_al ]_eve 15_, v iAo e s ST

o NN— {b%={%ey=a&iowastaffufromevardous parts of the organization
i : not only to improve their analytical and problem-solving skills

‘ but also to become familiar with operations and problems of

other parts of the organization;

(¢} they increase the potential for "cross-fertilization® o
of successful ideas, technigques and 0perat10na1 strategles
among various parts of the organization.
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The drawbacks of task-force or peer-group evaluations are that such dual
work responsibilities may disrupt both the regular work of those chosen for
the evaluation team and their evaluation work as well, and that they may
participate so sporadically that they have difficulty learning and
retalnlng evaluatlon skllls.

67. Evaluation by a central evaluation unit, ~ Central ~evaluation dcan
be useful because: '

(a) it allows evaluations to be made by specialists, who have
expertise and continually-expanding experience in evaluation
work and are not directly 1nvolved 1n the activities being
evaluated-

{(b) it allows a more cohes1ve and controlled programme of
evaluation coverage;

(c) because of their specialized skills and higher-level per-
spective, central evaluators can make more sophisticated evalu=-
ations and evaluate more complex and broad—scope. activities.

The drawbacks of central evaluation are that central evaluators might be

~ viewed as distant, control-oriented "policemen® by other staff members, and
that a central evaluation unit may be too small to effectlvely cover all
areas of an organization's activities. B e

T 68. Outside evaluation is performed by consultants or" experts “hired on ‘anm
ad hoc basis from outside the organization, normally under the organiza-
tion's supervision and often as a part of one of the preceding approaches.
Outside evaluation can be useful because: -

(a) out51de evaluators can br1ng a fresh perspective to their
evaluation work and are relatively "independent" with regard to
personal 1nvolvement in the activity being evaluated;

(b) outsiders can bring to an_evaluation. ‘highly specialized

skills or knowledge which may -not-be—available- wlthln the -organ-
1zatlon-

{c) out51ders, by virtue of thelr temporary, ‘ad hoc employment,
e can -add- considerable flexlblllty to evaluation act1v1t1es to
— ‘cover peak work ' perlods or perform” spec1allzed ﬁork

T The drawbacks of u31ng outs1de evaluatoxs'are that thelr lack of
: familiarity with the organization's operation, and perhaps with technical

ce~operation-and—the-operationsof “the United Naticns system as a whole,

may slow their work, and that their detached status may weaken the

cred1b111ty of thelr flndlngs and suggestlons among organlzatlon staff.
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69. Most internal evaluation systems will probably have some combination
_of each of .these approaches. The particular mix which is chosen will
reflect basic decisions of the organization on centralization or
de-centralization, the scope of evaluation coverage, the time and resources
to be devoted to evaluation, and the extent to which such work will be a

participative process.

70. Determination of an operating strategy for an organization's internal
evaluation system must also involve decisions about the timing of
evaluation activities. The basic patterns of "built-in" evaluation,
periodic evaluation, and ad hoc evaluation have already been discussed in
Chapter III.C. concerning evaluation coverage. 1In addition, however, the

organization must make a choice or choose some mix of:

(a) "On-going" evaluatibn of activities during their imple-
mentation; or '

* (b) "Ex-post" evaluation after completion of an activity.

71. "On-going" evaluation allows timely information feedback for
corrective actions, but it can also mean that outputs and impacts have not
had a real chance to becomé vigible.  "Ex-post" evaluations-—allow—-more
Lo ——careful assessment of results achieved, but may provide the "lessons

learned" too late to be of much use in current planning and programming.
In addition, because of the uncertainty - of whether intended results will
actually occur (and how to measure them accurately)., and because the
timespan needed for results to occur varies tremendously among various
s projects and programmes, determining the appropriate time to conduct either
“on-going™ or "ex-post™ evaluations is itself a difficult problem. The mix
of these two types of evaluation and the patterns in which they are
scheduled is another important choice to be made in designing an internal

evaluation system. _

B. Location and Nature of Responsibilities fof Internal Evaluation

L 72. Each of the possible operating approaches to internal evaluation
discussed - in the preceeding section (self-evaluation, task-force or peer-
group evaluation;~evaluation by a central unit, or outside evaluation) also
implies the existence of a focal-point "gpvaluation Unit" responsible for

guiding or coordinating_internalfgyalua;;gnfggziyigiggl_“Inﬁpgited Nations
' organizations such units are normally small, but they vary in composition.
| e Oheunit—might—be_comprised of a single individual or a group of evalu-~
w ‘ators. The organization might also choose to have the unit members par-
. ticipate on a full-time, part-time, or ad hoc basis, or to supplement these
;‘L, ‘staffing patterns with additional evaluation policy or advisory committees.
T The particular form," size,—activities, —and—funding—arrangements..of an.

organization's evaluation unit, of course, would also be governed by

general financial and staffing con siderations, the overall organizational
~ structure, and the extent of the evaluation activities undertaken.
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73. Whatever the size and compogition of the evaluation "unit", however, a
decision must be made on its place w1th1n the organlzatlon. It might
be: - : '

(a) attached to “top decision-makers (for .example, - wlthln the
Cabinet of the Secretary-General or Director General); T

(b) integrated with, planning and programming activities (for
- example, as part of a Division of Planning and Budgeting);

(¢) combined with administrative and financial services (for
example, as part of a Controller s offlce or Management Serv1ces
branch) ;

{d8) and, for each of the three above options, either centralized
as a distinct unit, decentralized with full- or part-time
members located in other parts of the organization, or some
“combination of the two (for example, a full-time evaluation
coordinator in a Division of Planning and Budgeting, with part-
time evaluation coordinators also located in each of the major
' operatlng d1v151ons or reglonal bureaus of - the organlzatlon).

74. The" spec1flc responsibilities of those who gu1de"and_coordlnate the .
internal evaluation system will of courge vary depending on the location

~——and compositionmchoides made. - Bowever,- the responsibilities of ‘the
designated person or committee ‘or group should be clearly stated, with
commensurate authority, and should involve some combination of:

(2) Coordination and leadership of evaluation activities; - . =

. {b) _Participation with decision-makers in identifying and devel-~
oping evaluation priorities and work programmes-

{c) Establlshment ~and development. of. evaluatlon standards andg

e {@)-~ Monitoring --of-—evaluation- schedullng, implementation, and
follow-up, including perlodlc reports ‘on the results of the
S organlzatlon s evaluatlons- -

v (@) Ligison_with. other evaluation and review groups, 1nelde and
e mmmgme L - : out51de the organlzatlon,

e "4==Pfov&6%on==9£;=evaiﬂatien_mexpertise and assistance wheén re-
quired or reguested;

{g) Conduct of evaluatlon tra} 1ng and research:;

{hy Performance_of ad hoc evaluations as reguested.
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' C. Evaluatlon Report1ng and Follow-Up
; 75. The potentzal users of evaluatlons fall into several groups.

o (a) the various 1ntergovernmental bodies of the organ1zation,
' the inter-agency bodies of the United Nations system; the
organization's member governments and their representatives, -
,and host governments- : : :

'(b] the Secretar1at of the organlzatlon—-the executive head,
managers, Pplanners and programmers, and field and other staff;

{(¢) to a lesser degree} those outside the organization--other
organizations, the clientele or beneficiaries of the prOJect or .
b prOQramme, and the academlc and research communities.

76. Evaluators should attempt to determine which of these various groups
or sub—groups are most directly interested in a particular evaluation or
type of evaluation. If possible, ‘the evaluators should also consider what
particular purposes, time schedules, problem areas, or other facets of the
_evaluatlon the specific clientele is concerned with, and what evaluation
““strategy, . format, and reporting process might be best suited to meet the
information needs of these key groups. Through such discussions, the

. evaluators can work with managers, executive heads, and intergovernmental
o bodies to develop appropriate reporting formats which will facilitate the
o ——————nderstanding -and -use -of -the evaluation reports, with particular attention

to clear presentation -of conclusaons and recommendatlons.

e 77. Several other reporting considerations are also 1mportant to prov1de
N an effective internal evaluation process: :

|

“ : . {@).-Reporting polJ.c:Les should consider the need for consultation
‘J and discussion of draft reports with those involved, timely and
B appropriate distribution processes to. get reports to intended
users,_and the need forrcareful scheduling when an evaluation
report is to be. considered. by a_series of 1ntergovernmental and
expert meetings and conferences; .

(b) Evaluation reporting should be coordinated with other review,
reporting, and information processes, so that overlap and dupll—
cation are held to a minimum and evaluation reports can provide
timely and useful information not available from other channels;

,_ (c) Formal written reports are not the only way to convey
o "leéssons learned” - evaluators can also provide oral briefings,
: dlscu551ons, or interim reports to promote timely corrective
action;
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(d) Orderly processes also need to be establlshed to ensure
effective feedback and use of evaluation findings, provide
systematic storage, comparison and dissemination -of ‘evaluation
experience, and serve as a record for future reference and
- r.evi.ewi... T - . - ‘.7 - , .- - - ,

78. Flnally, evaluation reportlng is never complete without approprlate
follow-up. An orderly procedure should provide for periodic review of the
implementation of corrective actions, which have resulted from evaluation
conclusions and recommendations approved by managers, executive heads, or
intergovernmental bodies. If possible, such periodic reports should be
linked with performance reports, in-depth programme studies, or other
status reports which the organization produces on a periodic basis.

1

D. Training in Evaluation

79.. Since evaluation is still a relatively new and “developing field,
training is an important element in the development. of a viable internal
evaluation system. Training can be used both to train evaluators in
evaluation techniques and to expand management and staff understanding of
the potential of evaluation. Consequently, within its existing training
““programmes and policies, each organization should consider the possi~
bilities of training in evaluation at two broad levels:
‘(a) training in the purposes, technigues, and strategies of
oo r—eyaluation—for thogse who will be partlclpatxng directly’ 1n
evaluation; :

{b) more general training for organizational managérs and plan-
ning and programming staff on the purposes of evaluation, the -
relationship of evaluation to the organization's decision-making
and programming processes, the various types, techniques,and
methods of evaluation, and the ways in which evaluatlon and
evaluatlon reports can be most useful to them.




~30-

VI._CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

80. The present and potential contributi@ps of evaluation to improving
the planning.and.executign of programmes and a better utilization of
resources are now well recognized. However, pecause of the complexity of
the activities of the United Nations system, becéuse'fégources for
evaluation are not yet adequate, because staff trained in evaluation--
are few in number, and because there is still a lack of full understanding
of evaluation and therefore some resistance to it, results will continue to
be modest for some time. only after guidelines and principles are
established, more systematic methodologiesl introduced, necessary minimum
resources made available, and the internal evaluation systems of the,
organizations more fully developed can evaluation make its full contri-
bution. )

gl. ‘The initial guidelines presented in this report are intended as 2
flexible guiding framework for United Nations internal evaluation systems,
and as a series of important choices and considerations which must be
addressed in designing and operating such systems. Although an organi-
zation's own policies, situation and characteristics are the primary
" determinants of the particular initernal evaluation system that it adopts,
these guidelines have identified certain basic elements that every such
system should provide.

e e g2 -— - At-present,. .a number of United Nations agencies are making major
cfforts to revise their existing internal evaluation systems OI to develop
and implement new systems with evaluation policies which reflect many of
the matters discussed in this report. Other agencies'alréady“ﬁéVé”iﬁte:nal
evaluation systems which address many of the pasic evaluation system
elements. Some of the smaller United -Nations agencies have done little in
-k the way of developing internal evaluation sytems, but may have less need
| for formal systems. n ' . ' -

[ B3. United Nations evaluation efforts on a systeméwide basis coudld make
. substantial further progress'toward.their basic purpose of improving the
Ma quality of decision-making if- eachm=United_JiaLi9nﬁw;9Eﬂahiéaiifﬁf were to

‘ clearly specify the basic conditions and strategies of its own internal
| evaluation system. Without compromising the need for evaluation systems
adapted to unique organizational situations and without foreclosing future
improvement and innovation, such a policy-specification effort could:

{éiiéi;éﬁéfﬁéh"éﬁilpafion_@ngyts within each agency and through-
out the United Nations SYétéw'E§“QSE§bItShing"a—cemmon framework
. of basic evaluation qonsiderations;

_ (b} thereby facilitate cooperation among agencies on evaluation
L matters;
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(a) strengthen evaluvation efforts within each agency and through-
out the United Nations system by establishing a common framework
- of basic evaluation considerations;

(b) thereby fa0111tate cooperatlon among agencles on evaluatlon
matters; ‘ e

{c) also facilitate comparisons and the development and transfer
of successful evaluation methods and approaches:; and
{(d) make the nature, progress and utility of evaluation acti-
vities more visible to top decision-makers and governing bodies.

84. The Joint Inspection Unit proposes these general guidelines as the
initial guidelines for internal evaluation activities in the United Nations
system, and recommends that they be considered by the Administrative
Committee on Coordination and the appropriate intergovernmental bodies.
In this respect, the Joint Inspection Unit will also initiate periodic
reviews Of these quidelines with the expectatlon that changes will be made
in light of subsequent experience.

B85, It is also recommended that each United Nations organlzatlon report at
an early date to its executive or governing body, as appropriate, on its
policy, structure, and general operating procedures for each of the
internal evaluation system aspects identified in the table on the following

_page.

86. .The Joint Inspection Unit plans to make a report in 1980 _on the status
of evaluation activities in the United Nations system. The progress being
made by the organizations in specifying, developing and implementing their
evaluation systems would be one of the major subjects of this report.
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ANNEX I

STEPS AND POSSIBLE QUESTIONS IN THE
© EVALUATION PROCESS =~ "~ " "

This Annex attempts to collect -a representative l;st of the ‘wvarious
questions which United Natlons and other organizations have noted as

particularly important for. performing a good.evaluation.  The list forms a

progression through the five general steps  or stages of an evaluatlon
process: B e : ,

- evaluation design and,termseof+referenge;
' - re-appraisal of basic conception and desigh of the activity;
- analysis of implementation;:
- evaluation of results; and
- repprting andnféllow?up.~ﬂ>~"' -
While they might serve as an 1nformal checkllst, these questions are
intended only as a reference list to stimulate thlnklng‘abﬁﬁt_fhose con-
_cerns which might be important to evaluators in de51gn1ng and implement ing

‘an’ evaluation of a project, process, or programme of their organization.
Every gquestion would not apply to every evaluation; somewould be much

more important than others, depending on c1rcumstances- and the list,

although long, is by no means exhaustive.

. NOTE: In the following questions, as elsewhere in thlS report,
Tactivity"” is used throughout as a generic term for organi-
zational undertaklngs, rather than constantly: referring to
the. more precise but repetitive terms "project, process, or
programme”. - Some -organizations normally- use “activity® to refer
to a specific task or  jobcarried out—witHin & Pproject, as part
of the Process of transformlng .project inputs into outputs.

-A, Evaluatlon de51gn and terms—of—reference '~'-~“”¥'T*L"V~'r':

1. What is the subject of the evaluat10n° The purpose’ The objective?

2. DoES +hn=£naluataon—havewthempetent;al for prov1d1ng new information?

New techniques? New procedures? New policies? . Have a wide variety of
potential findings been considered to help determlne whether this evalu—
ation effort w111 be worthwh11e9

3. Who,if anyone, requested the study? Are there particular . aspects
which the requestor is concerned with? Special guldance of any type about
how, where and when the evaluation might be conducted? Is there a deadline
for its completion? Will interim reports be needed? Can these matters be
discusséd with the requestors? :




ANNEX I
page 2

4. . What are the legislative mandates and guidance for this activity and
how and by whom have they been interpreted? - Have any specific deadlines, '
strategies, outputs; ‘users. or targets been ‘prescribed -in this guidance? - .. .

5. What is the scope of the study? ~In-depth? Concerned with progress?
Efficiency? Effectiveness? Impact? Have constraints or restrictions been
placed on the scope of the study? If so, what is their nature and expected
impact? . ' : .

6. What are the major gquestions to be answered about the structure,
process and consegquences of the activity during the study? Have they been
critically assessed by people involved in the planning and execution of the
activity, and have these assessments been used to reformulate the evalu-
ation approach where necessary?

7. Is this evaluation a high priority relative to other evaluation
alternatives? Why?

. 8. Are there repprting and review documents or procedures for the acti-

'vity which provide "built-in evaluation", monitoring data, or other review
information which can serve ags a sound basis for the evaluation?

9. Have other relevant evaluaiions or reviews been conducted on  this ™ 7

— sdbject? What d4id they find?

10.  What are the information requirémehts for the 'study? ’ArEf;heyfreason}
able and achievable?

11. Does it appear that certain information will not be available because
it is too.hard to assemble? Does not exist in the desired format? - Is not
"official® data or is only a preliminary or working paper? Is confidential
or privileged? Can action be taken to overcome these obstacles to data
access; or can secondary data sources be found? N ’
12. What are the data collection strategy and procediires to be used?
Will they provide too little._or too much data? Will they be expensive
and/or time-consuming? Have alternative data sources or collection pro-
cedures been considered to assure. that the most appropriate process has
been picked? -~Will-the data be adequate to .perform the required-analysis?

13.. wWhat specific methods .and.technigues.-are best suited to this evalu-_
ation situation? How can they best be combined to form an appropriate
methodolegy?—Will standard. methods have .to be adapted to meet special

conditions of this study (i.e. different languages, etc.)?

14. 1Is there a clear and specific methodological strategy for the analysis
tc be peéerformed? Have Pprocedures for*'sampl%ng7~fsfa%istieaar—analySis,“wgﬂ_uﬁ___
and testing of the reliability and validity of the data been established?._ -
Will the analytical procedures produce meaningful statements leading to

_ clearly-stated generalizations?

..
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15. What resources are being made avallable for the study - money, calen-~
dar time, spec1allzed skills, staff time? Will these resources be suf-
ficient to fulfil study objectives, or must adjustments ‘be made’ :
16. - Has the composition .of the evaluatlon group been considered in oraer
to design a participative evaluation process which' involves various view-
points, klnds of experience, and skills to the extent possible?  Is the
evaluatlon seeking to create a collaborative effort rather than a judicial
review? Should special expertise from elsewhere in the’ orqanlzatlon or
outside the organization be enlisted for this evaluat10n°'

17. Has a systematic preliminary work plan been prepared for this evalu-
ation overall, covering such factors. as key questions to be answered,
methodology to be used, organizations involved, any expected constraints or
complications, resources required, an implementation schedule, and specific
responsibilities of the participants? ‘

18. Is the overall evaluation study logically designed? Timely? Well—
organlzed°_ Will antlclpated results justify the costs of the evaluation?

B. Re—appralsal of ba51c conceptlon ‘and design of the act1v1ty

1. Was the act1v1ty based on an adequate diagnosis of the problem 51tu—
ation which it sought to address? If not, what was its origin -and why?

2. - Dld the activity design provide a clear and reasonable overall justi-
fication of the purpose of the activity and a convincing rationale for
undertaking it? Were alternative approaches, technologies and operating
strategies considered before finalizing the activity de51gn°

3. Are the objectives of the activity sufficiently explicit, so that it

T '~ can be détermined whether they ﬁéfé achleved or not? Do they. contrlbute

to the solution of priority problems° Are they still relevant to priority
ﬂ_maconCﬁrnSE._.hl e T o :

- 4, Do statements of the activity's objectives permit an- understandlng
e of the intended benefits and level of attainment? "Identify recipients of
unavoidable adverse consequences or indirect benefits? Include important
qualitative aspeci:s,r even. though—they—will—be—very -difficult to measure?
Take account of multiple objectives which may be complementary or conf11c~
{-]n_q') e e g = e

5. Does this activity Fit 1oglcally in the context of the larger acti-
vities of which it is a sub-part and relate. meaningfully as a building=-
block for dealing with hlgher-level ‘objectives, isSues, and policies? Does
it clearly identify and relate to similar, Parallel, prior, or subseguent
activities? Is it an appropriate activity for the organlzatlon in terms of
goals, p011c1es, resolutions, and procedures?
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6. are there specified indicators against which the attainment of objec-
tives can be measured and impact Jetermined? Do they appear reasonable,
reliable, relevant, and valid? Were "haseline data" (original conditions
prior to beginﬁihgmthé'aCtivity)'adequately described? : '

7. What target group or clientele were Lo be affected by'the-éctivity?
How were benefits to be distributed? What costs were involved and for
whom? . Do these cost and penefit concepts seem reasonable and achievable?

8. Are the measures to be used comprehensive, in that they quantify the
extent of achievement of objectives ("e'ffectiveness" measures}? Capture
gualitative aspects of conseguences ("intangible" measures)? Quantify
unintended conseguences where possible (“spillover“ or ngide-effect”
measures)? And quantify differing impacts on beneficiaries and cost
bearers”(“distribution“ measures)?

T 9 what major assumptions were made in designing the activity? Have
these assumptions proved accurate? Were there other major considerations
or problems which could have been foreseen but were not?

10. To what extent did the activity design anticipate and make provision
for overcoming structural and environmental obstacles?

oo 11. _What other major changes - external, technological, potitical, insti-

tutional, economic - have occurred since the activity was conceived and
designed which have & substantial impact on its conduct and expected
results? . T e )

12. What kind and magnitude of outputs were to be produced with the
o inputs provided so that the objectives might be achieved?

13. {Were inputs adequately described and adequate? Was the process and
strategy for converting them into outputs plausible?

ﬁ; 14, How plausible and 1ogicéi“§§é:ﬁﬁe 6ﬁefa11“design“for~thewactivity,_in'

terms of linking inputs with outputs with inteﬁdgawﬁbjectiVESuwith expected
impact? Were statements of -causal relationships formulated and well—
thought—out?\ o

15. Were the various implementation actions. and their sequence clearly
'defing@fagd“appropriate?f-Were.various implementation strategies considered

and a justification prbvidedn£orutheraltexna&i¥%fwhigh_ﬂ?5,99953“?

16. Was there & cxedl“maﬂagementﬂplanhjgg the activity. which described
the work plan, budget, participation and support requirements; reporting
e requirements, review and evaluation procedures, time schedules, and com-
R pletion and phase~out procedures involved? o
1 . . . e mm e e -

l 17. Was the time lag between activity conpletion and achievement of
l activity purpose adequately identified? Were means of maintaining of T
' - gnhancing the results after activity completion discussed?
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18. What was the extent of consultation with and participation in activity
design by the potential users of the act1v1ty s results? With other
organizations involved in the activity?

19. Is the activity designed to §éimi£ the development of iﬁformation
for use in follow-up activities, institution-building, or for other pur -
poses?

c. Analysis of implementation

1. Were there any pre-conditions to be met before activity imple~
mentation? Any specific de51gn or testing phases? Was the activity to be
implemented in a stage-by-stage sequence? Did any such actions take place
as planned? If not; what were the consequences?

2. Have initial discussions been scheduled, if p6551b1e, with those
resp0n51ble for the activity to get their ideas on problem ‘areas or key
matters for con51derat10n in the -evaluation? Will subsequent meetings be
" "held to discuss findings of the evaluation with these people as the find-
ings emerge, and to suggest possibilities for on-the- -spot correctlons where

such opportunities exist? . ) .

T30 Have  inputs béen provided as planned and work schedules and time-
tables adhered to? What has been the nature and effect of problems in
providing resources (money, staff, and material) for the activity? ’

4. Have outputs been achieved as expected? How well have the outputs
been measured? What has been their quality? ' ‘

5. What was the adequacy, gquality, timeliness and utilization of such
factors as expert services, eguipment, sub-contractor services, or fellow-
ships? . .. .. J

6. If a host Government or Governments were involved, what was the

- —gdequacy’y” quallty, ‘and timeliness of governmental inputs, supervision, and
cooperating agency performance? Of "counterpart" provision of buildings

e and phy51cal plant- equ1pment and serv1ces- and technical, administrative

A 7.---- What monltorlng, control“and‘reportlng ‘systems are in place? What
data do they provide for analysis of the cperation.of .the activity? What
= r———edg—the—qual ity amd—usefriness—of—this—daty ?

8. Have appropriate policies, ptocedures, and standards been complied
with during the 1mplementat10n process? Has implementation suqqested any
need for re-censideration or revision of such guidance? . T

9. What were the problems causing delays in implementation and the
consequences of such delays, if any?
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10. Can operational problems be traced back to specific causal factors?
Can these factors be determined to be problems which have significant

negative impacts in other organizational activities as well?

11. Have any changes or corrections been made in the implementation
strategy as originally planned? Why and with what effect?

12. Are there other important considerations, such as shifts in public
opinion, communications processes, Or personnel charateristics, which are
not readily evident from normal activity data but may nevertheless be
significant causes of the activity's operational success OrL difficulties?

13. Have any of the managerial aspects of the activity been handled
particularly well or innovatively, SO that they might be applied more
widely to similar or other activities? .

14, Are other organizations (United Nations agencies, or other inter-
national, regional, bilateral, or national organizations) concerned with
the activity? Have they been consulted or directly involved in imple-
mentation? To what extent and with what effect?

be more efficiently carried out by another organization?

16. If implementation is still on-going, should objectives and/or targets
be re-gtated? Should progress indicators be made more precise? Should
resource inputs be increased, decreased, or ghifted? Are there alterna-
tive ways to operate the activity which require fewer or less expensive
inputs, take less time, produce less expensive outputs, Or produce greater
impact for the same level of effort or expenditure? Should any such

changes be made on an urgent basis or in the future?

17. Even though the results or impact“may~be-sma&ifuis;it possible that
larger impacts are not prought out in the available data or would be
achievable with considerable change in design or implementation of the
activity? - '

18. . Based on the results achieved,.hAGEUAIEange of alternative possible

decisions. been considered and compared, including continuing, modifying,

new—alternative_activities?

19. Could improved technical or cost efficiency have been achieved in

implementation'through a different choice or mix of such elements as =
organizational level, methods,_.manpower,. .finances, facilities, partici-

frooo 15, Does the activity overlap with other activities? Could.thewéctiviﬁy”"‘ww

expanding, reducing, or abandoning the activity, as well as entirely -

pation, or managerial controls?

20. Overall, what where the strengths and weaknesses of the activity's

implémentation?
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D. Evaluation of results
Ceem : 1. "~ Was the activity effective in that it achieved its_objectives? pid

production of outputs lead to achievement of immediate objectives? __Was
it effective both in achieving its immediate objectives and in contributing
to the achievement of higher-level, longer-range objectives? How can this
be determined and demonstrated?

2. How relevant are the activity's results to longer-range objectives and
priority needs? Do other activities which will utilize this activity's
results exist, or will they be created in a timely fashion? Are the
activity's results well-timed to help achieve the long-range objectives?

3. Did the objectives of the activity change over time? Did implicit
objectives exist or emerge?

4, Has implementation produced the desired impacf? How has this been
determined? Are there alternative measures or criteria for assessing the
impact achieved? '

5. Does analysis of change which has occurred because of the activity
consider not only its amount, but its nature, rate and direction - as well _
as unanticipated changes which have occutred?

6.  What factors were most important in causing the results which-
occurred? How did these key factors affect the Gutcome? =~~~ = '

7. To what extent have the changes which occurred been attributable to
this United Nations system effort? To other causal factors? To what
extent and how can these specific impacts be measured?

8. Does the Government or other beneficiary plan to use the United
Nations system contribution? Were they satisfieqmgizp the results? How
extensively did they cooperate with the activity?

9. Was the cost of achieving the objectives generally reasonable in light
of the priority attached to the activity and the share of the organi-
zation's resources used?

10. "Can an analysisipf.costs and benefits, whether precise or relatively
imprecise, be made? Can. any unintended costs—and benefits be identified —
and analyzed?

1i. Are there alternative ways of achieving the actiﬁity's objectives
that are less costly and/or more effective? Can relevant costs and bene-
fits be considered so that some ordering. or rankings of the alternatives

can be made, however rough-it-mighpibe?"**-;f**'
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12. If data on results is conflicting, can the conflicting interpretations
be reconciled? Are the differences due to data collection methodology’
Can the significance of the difference. itself _be_ analyzed,_ perhaps by
experts in the subject field?

13. Coiid additional information ‘about the activity significantly change
the evaluatlon of the results? How, when, and at what cost could such
information be obtained? Is it worthwhile to postpone decisions while new
evaluations, studies, or research .efforts are undertaken?

14. Although clear results may not be obtained, can the evaluation find-
ings be used to suggest a structure for further research and evaluation?
Can the findings also suggest new Or alternative strategies which should be
assessed?

" E. - Reporting and follow-up

‘ 1.  What are the key lessons which have been learned from this evaluation?
jisi - - - . How can these lessons be transferred in a timely fashion for the improve-
ment of this activity or the planning and design of future activities?

b T S

2. What factors have been identified as significantly--favourable.or ...
_innovative in the conduct of this activity? Can they be applied or uti-
llzed elsewhere? What factors have been adverse to conduct of the acti-
vity? What corrective actions have already been- taken, ..and._what specific
further actions are needed? Are these problems symptomatic of more wide-
spread and systemic problems? Might they be found in other activities?

3. Has this evaluation study identified any new, emerging problem areas
which “should be noted in reporting or considered for future evaluation?
Can it be approprlately llnked to current issues of major concern to
de0151on—makers° :

4. Do the findings of this evaluat1on“31gn1ficantiy—support,fstrengthen,
~or contradict past evaluation studies, or do they suggest new solutions for
problems which were identified in past evaluations?

5. Was the purpose of the evaluation found to be valid? _Was the original
scope, problem or issue 1nvolved re—deflned as part of the study or as a
result of the study? =~

6. Has full consideration been glven to the information, analytical,
and reporting needs of potentlal users of the evaluat10n° S

7. How can reporting be done in the simplest and most expeditious way
possible in order to feed information -back. toAﬁec;s19n4wﬂﬁumu_iﬂﬁnngnihm+ﬂmmwﬁ__
and programmers in a timely and direct fashion? T
8. Does the report contain an organized structure of findings, con-
o ———glusions; &afid recommendations?  Are the findings adequately supported? The
conclusions logical and justified? Is the reporting clear and concise?
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9. Does the reporting product clearly and succinctly state why the
study was made? Who did the study, and when and where? How the study was
conducted, what precedures were used, what 1nformat10n was - collected and

how was it analyzed? - ) A
10. Are there other ways in which the results of the evaluation can
usefully be disseminated, in addition to written or oral reporting, such

as publications, workshops.,and seminars or training sessions?

11. Are the findings significant and relevant? Do the findings and
conclusions agree with other studies or other evidence, and if not, why
not? Do they answer key questions posed at the beginning of the study?

12. Were any special problems (conceptual or practical) found in using
various measures? Was it necessary to employ alternative or "surrogate"
measures and if so, why were they chosen?

13. Are recommendations specific rather than truisms? Are they action-
oriented and fea51b1e rather than mere exhortations for improved perfor-
T mance?

14. If the evaluation results still leave a high degree of uncertainty
about the activity, has the uncertainty been clearly communicated and the

e ————-Frecommendations-appropriately qualified?

15. Can specific suggestions be made, based on the evaluation, to improve
the linkage and coordination between and among organizational evaluation,
planning, programming, budgeting, operational work plans, and information
and performance reporting systems?

16. .ﬁete?pattieipénts in the activity and other interested groups given-
the opportunity to review and comment on the evaluation findings? Are
their comments reflected in the report?

17. What is still left to be studied? What new gquestions were raised
wwe—.that. require. further .research or exploration? What research methods need
to be developed or improved in order to make future evaluations more

effective?

. i8. Will decision-makers need further assistance in interpreting the
e report? Getting answers—to- gquestions—raised but not answered in the
report?’ Undertaking further action? Is the evaluation staff prepared to
provide—such assistance,so_that. the full value of the evaluation may be
achieved?

l9. Have provisions been made for subseguent follow-up to determine
that appropriate corrective actiotis WavEbeen takenms .
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United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
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United Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR), "Criteria
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Aid: Criteria and Methods of Evaluation", New York, Arno Press, 1971)
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Development Projects", Agriculture and Rural Development Department, IBRD,
of January 1977.
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