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FOREWORD

This statement, tracing and commenting on the course of

evaluation thinking and practice in UNICEF, was suggested by

Mr. John Charnow; & an internal report under the auspices

of the History Project. It is based on a review of Board

and Staff documents, a number of interviews, and my

experience at UNICEF, as consultant, during the period 1962-

1983. The chronicle starts at UNICEF’s beginnings and ends

at 1985. I appreciate the cooperation of all who were

interviewed, and of the staff of the llNICEF libracy.

.
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CHAPTER I - EVALUATION

Evaluation and Evaluative Research

Defining terms at the beginning of a discussion is

frequently necessary, even at the risk of seeming pedantic.

To clarify how one is using terms such as “Development” or

“Community Participation’; when there is no single universal-

ly accepted usage is, for example, essential to avoid ambi-

guity and confusion in serious international discourse.

However, there is probably no technical term of social

science in popular currency that has been subjected to a

broader range of interpretation, and therefore, to more

definitional battering, than “Evaluation.”

The only common element in the various ways this term

is used is that it signifies judgment of merit or achieve-

ment. From this point on there is a basic: ep”lit.iri usa”ge,

between “evaluation as the general process of judging the

worthwhileness of some activity,

employed<’ and evaluation equated

as the specific use of scientific
1

making an evaluation” .

regardless of the method

with “evaluation research

method for the purpose of

In this discussion, “evaluative research” is smplayed
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not as synonymous with evaluation ~ut as a special form of

evaluation, usually more costly and more time-consuming than

othec forms , and would not include, foc example, those
2

cel Ying on expert opinion or intuitive judgement .

To make this distinction - between “Evaluation(’ as an

omnibus term for many methods of judging success or failure,

progress or decline, favorable or unfavorable results, as

against specifying “Evaluative Research” when referring to a

farm of evaluation requiring scientific rigor with all the

controls this implies - is to resolve a large pact of the

misunderstandings that arise. When social scientists write

about evaluation,

evaluative research,

administrators and

international :=cial

its more generic and

they almost always concentrate on

while laymen (including Board members),

practitioners in both domestic and

przgrzns t:nc? t~ :cfe: to evaluation in

amorphous sense.

Thus, Wholey, Rossi, and Freeman equate evaluation with

evaluation reeearch, while a training text on evaluating

village level programs expressly downplays the systematic
3

cesearch component . At the UNICEF Executive Board

discussions, it is likewise uncommon for the necessary

distinction to be made between evaluation in its generic

sense. and evaluative research as an approach to scientific

method and precision.
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Authorities on evaluative research do not typicalLy

proclaim that it is always the most appropriate appcaach.

Thus , Neiss

a) when

ness

b) when

c) when

suggests that it is not worth doing:

there are no questions about the worthwhile-

of the programme.

the programme has no clear orientation,

there is no agceement on what the programme is.

trying to achieve; and,

d) when there is not enough money or qualified staff to

conduct the evaluation.

To these one may add:

e) when field conditions or absence of data make it

unfeasible.

‘a But the rigor of evaluative research is justified, as

Weiss asserts:

a)

b)

c)

when outcomes to be evaluated ace complex and

to observe,

when the decisions to follow are important

expensive,

hard

and

when evidence is needed to convince other people

about the validity of the conclusions.

Evaluative Research in UNICEF

Formal evaluative research has in fact been very much

the exception for UNICEF , for reasons of expense,

practicality and a measure of sceoticism about utility.

4



Indeed, as a matter of policy, such research has been, with

care exceptions, ruled out as a legitimate investment for

the agency.

The first explicit statement found in a UNICEF document

regarding evaluative cesearch is in the Executive Director’s

“Note ‘to the Board,” 1963, where he recommended that it be

prohibited for UNICEF on two grounds. One was that it was

too expensive, and second, that it was the province of spe-

cialized agencies.

The next significant statement

(prepared by Heyward and Stein)

was in the 1974 preface

to the section on

“Assessment of Projectsr’ of the 1966

section has not yet been revised.

The preface, which provides the

expenditures on evaluation, discusses

planning, in monitoring inputs,

Field Nanual. This——

first guidelines to

purposes in pcogramme

assessing outputs,

evaluating outcomes and relating them to impact on. long-

range goals. It also considers in some detail ?c~spective

aPpraisal and retrospective evaluation, and differentiates

among experimental, pilot and demonstration projects, action

research, surveys and other assessment approaches. The

statement then indicates when evaluative research may be

warranted and where it may not be. It specifies that, if

undertaken, it should be the government which should ‘be the

5



aus?ice for such “effort, and even so, “UNICEF will not

necessarily contribute to the funding of evaluative reseazch

in evscy cass. “ The accent was ,nost cautious. Indeed

difect UI?ICEE’ investment in evaluative cssearch, in the

strict sense here used, has not taken place, except

peripherally (as in the current IMO project in Nigeria

referred to on pages 41 and 48).

Requirements for Evaluative Research

The literature on evaluative research in social pcO-

grams has become vast. Unlike other forms of evaluation, at

its core such reseacch requires:

a) an explicit definition of objectives, including

underlying assumptions,

b) measurable criteria to be developed related to tha

objectives,

c) determining the extent to which the objectives are

reached,

d) methods, including controlled situations where

possible, to determine how fac any observed changes

are due to the programme activity,

e) identifying negative side effects or other unantic-

ipated consequences.

Cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analyses, it may be
4

addad, are extensions of evaluative resaarch .

●“

o
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Some! of these .slem.?nts

in focns of evaluation other

not all. Moreover, other

are both aecessary and possible

than evaluative rssearch, ‘hut

focms of evaluation may judge

aspects of a programme such as efficiency, adherence to

regulations, administrative competence or morale. Evalua-

tive research, in the sense it is employed in this document

and by researchers in social programmed, is dedicated

the evaluation of outcomes and impact. Other elements

be treated, but essentially as they ace relevant

explaining outcomes and impact.

to

may

in

Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring is closely related to evaluation, but not

Monitoring is mainly *
identical with it. concerned with

inputs - e.~.; - checking-to see whether supplies arrived on

tim~, in correct quantity, at anticipated cost. Monitoring

includes spotting problems, reporting them, seeing they are

corrected.. Data acising from monitoring activities are

necessary for evaluation putp.oeesi .:”.

Monitoring and evaluation in the history of UNICEF have

been applied to a broad array of .ourposes with different

emphases at different times, different methods and vacying

auspices.

The purposes may be categorized as follows:

7



lYonitoring UNICEF programme inputs

Evaluating pzogramme outputs

[monitoring fiscal nangement at Headquarters and
Field

Monitoring Field Office pro.gramme management

Helping to strengthen national capacity for data
collection, monitoring and evaluation

Providing data collection and statistical analysis

Monitoring global themes

Those conducting the activities related to these puc-

poses have included various departments at UNICEF Headquar-

ters, regional and field offices, divisions of the United

Nations, specialized agencies, the UNDP, donor countries,

ministries of the national governments, universities in the

countries involved, and advisors. This distribution of

responsibilities has varied over time with changing policies

and practices.

8



CHAPTER II - TO 1964

Early App roaches

At the Executive Board Meeting in

of delegates emphasized the importance

Uation of projects assessed by UNICEF.

there had been evaluation activity but

5
June, 1963 , a number

of more regular eval-

They recognized that

wanted “a more syste-

matic procedure.” The Board was sufficiently concerned with

the subject to ask that a background paper be prepared by

the Executive Director and that the subject be placed on the

agenda of the 1964 session. This background paper, review- @

ing the evaluation history of UNICEF and the subsequent

discussions

progress of

of the Executive Board, is a bench-mark in the

UNICEF’s activity in evaluation.

The paper referred to the point at which the General

Assembly reconstituted the Board of UNICEF as from 1 January

1951, after the Emergency Relief phase, and broadened its

terms of reference to emphasize long-range needs of children

in developing countries. It “was in 1951 that the

Board first expressed the need to receive “evaluations of

the achievements of the projects in relation to their

objectives, “ while recognizing that most projects wece only

beginning and that it would take some time befo~e theic

●
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czquests

In

form of

members

could be fulfilled.

~

the 1951 document there is refersnce to “another

evaluation, “ that of “direct observation by Board

in the field,” a theme which has been picked up

intermittently in subsequent UNICEF history. Members of the

Executive Board had not only been engaged in observation

tours - an activity encouraged by John Cha.rnow, Secretary of

the Board - but key figures from donor countries often spent

extra days in the field for more intensive study. Members

of National Committees also frequently made field tours.

The notion of having prospective appraisals conducted

experts to determine what would be technically

~ ~ls intrOduceibY Dr.’

feasible

Ludwik Rajchman in the early days of

UNICEF history. As the specialized agencies of the United

Nations grew in their professional capacities and authority,

they became the technical arbiters of programs in their

respective fields in which UNICEF was engaged. In the

●

October, 1956, Board session, emphasis was given to the

necessity of close collaboration with the specialized

agencies, which would be responsible for evaluation of the

“practical aspects” of the projects. Specialized agencies

were indeed heavily involved in technical assessment of

UNICEF-assisted projects in the 1950’s and 1960’s. The 1959
7

summary of major trends in UNICEF Progcamme Aid makes

repeated r*fecence to standard-setting by the specialized
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agencies and their responsibility for technic~l

Evaluation does not appear as a category of UNICEF

UNICZ? res~onsibility.

rsview.
@

aid or

The emphasis, at the 1963 Executive Board session, was

on project evaluation or appraisal. Three main approaches

had been taken up to this time. One consisted

retrospective appraisals by the specialized agencies,

UNICEF-assisted projects that fell in their domaina

health, nutrition, sducation, social welfare.

A second was what the Executive Director rsferzed to

“informal evaluation” at field level. Representatives

field offices wers counted on to observe the progress

of

of

as

in

of

.@projects, and ’prepare written ceports. Headquarters staff

would assist and participate in such rzviews. Since the

culture of the organization emphasized practicality and

pcagmatismt and UNICEF staff had a weil-deserved reputation

for integrity, hard work, and being conscientious, these

reports, whether written or verbal, were reIied on. When

necessacy to achieve a more thorough appraisal, individual

consultants were brought in to help.

A third approach was “prospective

c~mmonly cefscred to as “prospective

objective was ta assess the future ‘Jalue

evaluation. “ More

appraisals, “ the

of certain Lypes of

?rograms. This +.fiitiativeled to a ‘bzoad-quagad zeview of

the needs of children, which involved t.denty-four @’
11



governments and five technical agencies.

The Execucive Director emphasized that evaluation in

the field by UNICEF stafg had to

personal judgment”, in the main,

simply were not available.

‘oe based on “infocned,

because quantitative data

Moreover, such retrospective appraisal of individual

projects was most difficult because the agency was

essentially a “junior partner.” Administration of projects

was, after all, the responsibility of national authorities.

Draft evaluation reports conducted under UNICEF auspices had

indeed been modified in order not to cause embarrassment to

governments. “UNICEF cannot go to countries to help them

with projects and then later publicly criticize the

execution of the projects.” That is why UNICEF published

only

than

with

regional assessments of given types of projects, rather

specifying assessment of distinct projects.

The Executive Director’s report therefore recommended,

the subsequent strong endorsement of the Executive

Board, that effort be put into assisting the countries

themselves to evaluate their own programs - an effort which

was slow to take off but became built in almost everywhere

that UNICEF operated by the mid-seventies.

He also proposed that ona or two special reports evalu-

12



atinq a type of program assistance be considered at sach

Boacti sessian, with a view to covecing the main types of

gc~qcam assistance about every sevsn yeacs. FurtJher, it was

recommend.sd that each project have a built-in *valuation

specified in the plan of operations.

Perhaps most important, the report recognized that

further emphasis on evaluation required more expenditure for

this purpose, including support for strengthening evaluative

capacity within governments.

With cespect to evaluation research, however, the offi-

cial position taken remained this should be outside the

province of UNICEF, but, where needed, should be carried out

by the technical agencies. “It is not appropriate for UNICEF

.*
to engage in evaluative research in order to determine the

soundness of a progcamme in a specialized field. To pursue

the example given [whether BCG vaccination prevents T.~.],

it has been on the basis of an affirmative opinion from the

specialized agency concerned (WHO) that UNICEF has assisted

BCG vaccination campaign in developing countries.”

Responsibilities for Evaluation Reports

The Executive Director noted that evaluations of

many kinds had been undertaken during tha pceceding ?eriod.

In the 1963 statement they are characterized as:

13



a) Efficiency of management

.
b) Technical soundness of programs

c) Training

d) Impact on development (retrospective)

e) Prospective evaluations (oc appraisals).

Efficiency of Management - These ceviews were conducted—

mainly thsough the Board’s Committee on Administrative Bud-

get, the reports of the Board of Auditors and the adminis-

trative and operations services budget

Executive Director. Foc example, the

“latter proposals began to analyze work

staffing each year,since 1953.

In September 1959, the

Budget agreed that it would

?roposal made by the

introduction to the

load in relation to

Committee on Administrative

be desirable to examine in

detail the total administrative structure of UNICEF and tile

use of staff, even though they did not feel that any spe-

cial problem necessarily existed. They were generally

impressed with the efficiency of the UNICEF Secretariat but

they wanted to have an independent administrative review of

UNICEF. At that time the Secretary-General appointed a

deputy director of the UN Office of Personnel, Mr. Laurence

Michelmore, to conduct the survey which was begun early in

1960 and completed in October of 1960.

Technical Soundness ~ P:oqcams - In many casas this

14
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subject

FAO and

agceed

was approached

WHO . In 1958,

that periodic

?cessnted to the JCHP

by the Joint Committee of UNICSF with

this Joint Committee on Health Policy

ass.ess,ment and reviews should be

and the UNICEF Executive Board, with

WHO preparing the technical aspects of these reports. Thus ,

there have been reviews by WHO in the field of malaria in

1952, in 1959, and in 1961. A number of reports assesseti

progress in BCG anti-tuberc’ulous vaccination campaigns over

.,. :..:-,:‘..,,:,
the yeazs as well as progress reports on yawst l=prosy and

trachoma.

The use of special consultants was illustrated by the

report on Maternal and Child Health by WHO which was pre-

pared with the help of a special consultant, Dr. Jesse

Berman. This report resulted in the request that a study be

made of FICH centers in each region with particular attention

to the extent in which both child care and nutrition educa-

tion was incorporated in the programs.

Additional surveys of progress were

fields of environmental sanitation, in

milk conservation. The latter two were

made by ;iHO in the

child feeding, and

made by FAO and the

FAO-WHO-UNICEF Protsin Advisory Group. PAG was continuously

involved with the technical problsms of nutritional safety

and suitability.

Tcainin~ - Trsining uas the subject of a speciai csvis.w

15



in 1961, and referred

the co-operation of

gersonne:., ,nutzition

principally to aucvefs undertaken with

WHO and FAO with respect to health

training, milk cansarvation and in the

area of family and child welfare the Bureau of Social Af-

faics prepared a special repoct.

Imoact on Development—. - Because of the difficulties in

obtaining base-line information for retrospective

evaluation, the UNT.CZF Board h“ad not requested reports.

However, the issue of impact on development in particular

countries was refarred to whsn Board members visite~ a

number of countries. The reports were to ‘De under the

general auspices of the Program Committee of the Board.

Under this cubric would fall evaluation of different types

of programs within a country and also the evaluation by

countries themselves of projects for which they received

international assistance. But, very little informatiofi uf- -

this kind, if any at all, had been presented to the

Executive Board, and in no instance was evaluative research

proposed for inpact assessment.

Prospective

reports had been

Evaluation (or Appraisd~) - A number of—

prepared in the pr.sc~ding decade indicating

how UNICEF assistance might fit into a countzy’s economic

and social development program. For example{ in 1952, a

rsport on milk conservation in underdeveloped areas (upper

and sastern Mediterranean, by an FAO consultant) and another

on “Iapcove:hlentof Infant anti Child Nutzition an th.a Basis

16



of Local Foods.” In 1959 the Boacd cansidsced
@.

“Possibilities of UNICEF hid for SOcia.L Secviczs for

Childcen. “ on the basis of a report by a Bureau foc Social

Affairs consultant. Similarly, a resort on a “Study of

Possible UNICEF Aid to Primary Education” was prepared by

UNICEF in consultation with UNESCO. And, in 1961 itself a

“Survey of the Needs of Children” was conducted with the co-

operation of the BSA, ILO, FAO, UNESCO , and tiHO, for

purposes of prospective appraisal of individual projects.

The objectives of evaluation as discussed in the 1963

paper were defined as “accountability” on the one hand arid

“planning” on the other. The paper indicated that more

had apparently been done about the planning objective than

in providing evidence for accountability. One reason for

this had been the difficulty of getting objective data which

“proved results”, in

the effectiveness of

paigns - Q malariaf

ma. Flaking

been helped

on maternal

empirical

contrast to criteria for determining

assistance for disease control cam-

tuberculosis, yaws, leprosy, tracho-

judgments as co whether countries had

to strengthen their permanent services ‘bearing

and child health was much more elusive. “Ap-

plied nutrition” as a program was more difficult to assess

than whether school meals were provided. iMOceOver, separat-

ing out the particular impact by sucti programs of the small

amount of assistance from UNICEF, given the overall govern-

ment budget and other external assistance, was extremely

●
17



. . .

difficult.

Board Reactions

Reactions fcom the

Director’s 1963 report

but insistent

Nevertheless,

that it Was

about the

Board in discussion of the Executive

were positive about previous efforts

need for a more systematic approach.

there was no disposition to alter the premise

outside the scope of UNICEF to engage in

evaluative research. The most that could be encouraged was

for UNICEF to join with the technical agencies in making

program reviews.

The theme

tries themselves

was repeatedly

which encouraged

identifying the

of support for project evaluation by coun-

received strong endorsement, and reference

made to Resolution 991 (XXXVI) of ECOSOC,

this approach. The Board was sgecific in

various bodies and mechanisms that could be

involved in evaluation by governments, and which could ,1OW

be directly assisted; and also specified the various nation-

al institutions outside of Government which could be

involved.



CHAPTER III - 1964-1984

Resistance and Movement

While there were more pragcam reviews and individual

project assessments produced following the 1964 Board

meeting, progress by field offices to help strengthen

evaluative capacity within national gova.rnments was

sluggish. The subject of evaluation generally cemained a

low priority in practice for some yeacs, despite formal

acceptance of Board policy and executive statements.

In a memorandum on policy developments from Adelaide

Sinclair, Deputy
8

1964 , she states

of assessments.

Executive Dicector (Programme) in Na.rch,

that there will henceforth be two levels

One - assessments of aid categories on a

global basis, which would

cooperation with the celevant

second -

offices..

“of

this kind

project assessments

have to be organized in

specialized agencies. The

to be undertaken by field

She states:

course there

of assessment,

has always been a certain amotint of

but in the future we must taka this

much more seriously bot,h in the planning and i.n the im?lz-

mentation of projects. Plans of operation in ,the futurs

o
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should always provide some specific assessment of each pco-

ject, designating the national authority which will make the .

assessment, where appropriate, indicating the time when this

will be done, and always indicating the criteria which are

expected to be used and for which a base line may need to be

established. “

.. These instructions were elaborated in considerable

detail in

slow.

This

was the

9
May, 1964 . Nevertheless, implementation was very

lack of movement was due to several factors. One

mystification surrounding the term “evaluation, “

particularly on the part of those staff whose academic

background did not include experience with systematic

evaluation activities. A second was the lack of consistent

sugport and specific requirements from Headquarters.

Despite genuine conviction about the importance of mors

systematic evaluative activity in connection with projects,

so many other pressures intervened at Headquarters and even

more in the field, that the subject remained on the back

burner, coming to light principally in the form of

individual retrospective project assessments.

Monitoring deiivecy of pcogram inputs and examination

af operational metho&s, the latter often with the participa-

tion of the technical agencies, were given attention. ilQw-

20



ever, the:= was little affort to promote a statistical base
g“

within countries, or training for planning groups in the

celevant ministries on evaluation methodology.

Third, field staff, including most regional directors,

were skeptical about the utility of systematic evaluation of

projects. The pragmatic quality of UNICEF, which stood it

in good stead with a “can do” approach, and laid the ground-

work for an

ness, also

approaches,

was “do it

enviable reputation for hard-headed effective-

carried with it a skepticism about “acadsmic’i

including theorizing and measuring. The motif

first and think about it later - if you have

time, “ virtually an emergency orientation. This pragmatic

and adrenalin-charged mind-set has indeed served the agency *

well at many stages of its history, and no one wanted this

organizational charactac tzait lost;buc someciiny more was

needed.

In this connection, Banner, et al, comment: “Evalua-

tion and ’vperati’ons “are mutually e:[.elusiveorientations in a

practical sense. It would be difficult to find an aggres-

sive, effective administrator who placed a high priority on
10

quality evaluation” . (This observation clearly pertains

ta evaluation, not to monitoring, which is entiraly

consistent with aggressive administration. )

Fourth, there was still a lingering reliance on the

*
21



specialized agencies todo what was necessary technically in

evaluations. Since the Bellagid Round-Table Conference in

1963, thece was less dependence on the agencies for program

guidance and authorization t although their advice was

solicited. With respect to progcamme evaluation, however,

the agencies were heavily relied on.

Fifth, thece was

responsibility was to

no Headquarters section whose sole .

stimulate and oversee the groject

evaluation function, providing. guidance ditectlY oc through

consultation for field offices where needed. SUC!Y an office

was not created until 1976, with the establishment of a

Programme Analysis and Evaluation Section (PAES).

Proponents of something more by way of UNICEF responsi-

bility in evaluation at Headquarters included Newton Bowl=s

‘and E. J. R. Heywardi who took eacly initiatives, and later

Charles Egger who helped implement the approaches. I was

actively involved in these issues, as a consultant since

1962, since my background included. evaluation- of social
11”

pcagrams and reviewing evaluation research .

The Regional Directors Programme Conference of June,

1968, testifies to the state of evaluation priority in the

context of life in the field. It became clear that -while

thecs were a few reasonably adequate project evaluations,

this was hardly the nora, and very little had ‘bezn c?ane

22



about strengthening national capacity.

At this con fere,lce I was asked to intcoauce the sub-

ject, and attempted to “de-complzxify” the subject by dis-

tinguishing between evaluating the means and ends of a pro-
12

ject , and by indicating the merits and limitations of

expert views as a primacy means of judgment. There was a

positive response from the Regional Directors, ‘out emphasis

once again on the difficulties of any evaluation without

data.

The conference report states:

“Newton Bowles said that in placing this item before

the Directars* Conference, Headquarters wanted to try once

more to break through the impasse in implementing the Execu-
a

tive Board’s policy which pIacss first priority on helping

countries evaluate their own projects.”

This conference both recognized and seemed to ;have

helped break the impasse.

13
In July, 1968, Dr. Egger issued a directive to

concentrate on new action with respect to evaluation. He

stated that while thece was some 9rogress in carrying out

global pr~gran assessments, “There has ‘been relatively lit-

tle success in assisting gaveraments to undeztake system-

atic, ‘built-in projact avaiuation. :Je must ask .cuzselves

23



why this is so and what we can do to stimulate sscious

* projact evaluation by the government. ”

Emphasis was now put on applying project evaluation to

a relatively few selected projects, rather than attempting

to apply it to all projects- Greater emphasis was given to

the importance of pragmatism) relating evaluation to the

means at hand as well as to the importance of the activity.

A classification was prepared of targets for evaluation and

approaches to evaluation. Targets included technique,

programme project and piogramme organization. Approaches

included effectiveness evaluation, empicical research,

expert judgment, and organizational evaluation. There was

also a discussion of traps to avoid in engaging in each of

the evaluation approaches. This Exgro was intended to

clarify and reassure. Th”e effect was not great, perhaps

because there was still an overly intellectual tone to the

text, and perhaps because it was still painlass for field

personnel to ignore such Expros.

Considerable thought went into this Expro, but I doubt

that it held

field staff,

subject. The

mors than academic intersst

even though it was intended

organizational commitment,

for most of

to demystify

while present

the

the

in

principle at Headquarters, simply was not visible to much of

the field in reality. There were neither rewards if t;he

message of the directive was followed, nor sanctiOns/ if the

effort was not made. ~Not.hingmuch would change until thera

24



,

w.2ce direct instructions to specific field offices wit;?

enough consultation to help them move to evaluation efforts e

with govecnineat offices vith res9ect :~ 2NICE?-assist?d

?rojects. There would have also to be a location at Head-

quarters which

such activity.

During the

was dedicated to oversight specifically for

first few years of the 1970’s, emphasis was

placed” on preparing Boacd presentations for Country Planning

covering a period of several yeazs rather than a year at a

time. In a message on programme evaluation to field offices
14

in April, 1973 , Dr. Egger stated “The result is that ouc

assistance to a particular country may not be evaluated for

some tiine.” Again the Expro asks “What is “evaluation

anyway? For what purpose, covering what inPuts a9ainse what

targets or goals?” In order to help, the Ex?ro provides

information from AID doc=zent.e .izd ?2zG= & <isc=ssi~fi h=ld

with AID staff.

Statistics

A Statistics presence

what was to have been a

began in December, 1973, with

ten month assignment for Leo

Goldstone, who then wae heading the Divisian of Statistics

on Education for UNESCO. iiewas seconded to the UN Statis-

tics Office to design a statistics pcsgcam for UNICEF and to

help the UN Statistics Office strengthen

social statistics. At that time, Ta:lok

25

its own ?rogram ~~

Singh was heading a



“.*

Planning Division in UNICEF, and Golds tone worked with him.

The initial “tempo cacy” assignment to help with developing a

statistics program has continued to the present day.

what

There was no clear understanding at Headquarters about

a statistics program should be, and only scattered

interest except from Heyward and Tarlok Singh. Goldstone

was encouraged by Heyward to visit Country Offices in al-l

regions before Goldstone himself could recommend what should

be done. These visits resulted in a meeting with the

Regional Directors and eventually the decision to set up a

Statistics assistance programme in selected countries and

Regional Offices, with the use of Regional and Country

Advisors, rather than

unit in Headquarters,

to establish a full-fledged statistics

akin to those in other agencies of the

United Nations.

Statistics still retains a marginal presence at Head-

quarters although it is more fully acceptsd than in the

past. The Statistics Advisor continues to be paid

the United Nations, and the Statistics budget comes

through

from the

IFP.

Statistics received strong reaffirmation as a result of
15

~.1. Bertrand’s report in 1980 which called for a stranger

quantitative basis far UNICET’S planning and pcogcamming,

and contained detailed recommendations for L.n?roving the

25



statistical data base.

A ‘oy-pfoduct of the pcogramme developed in UN1CE7 was

the encouragement of the UN Statistics Office since

stimulate the establishment of national household

programmed in several countries. These have been

sfully carried out with considerable UNICEF support.

The Xairobi unit, under the leadership of

Niiliams, has conducted scores of sample household

1979 to

survey

succes-

-,..
Ksnneth

sucveys

in countries of East .Afcica. issues a regular publication,

and provides statistical consultation .to a ,number of

governments in the region.

At the end of 1984, there were six Regional and Country

Advisors. These of the Regional Offices had aot opted to

have a Statistics Officer, and apparently tnece h.aa !be”an-n”o

Headquarters insistence that they do so. In keeping with

the decentralized, loose programme originally established,

the Statistics Officers in the field report not to the

Headquarters Statistic Officer, but to the Regional Direc-

tors for those serving in the Regional Offices, and to Lhe

representatives at the country level. The Headquarters

Statistics Advisor consults, visits and provides support,

but not official direction. There is a generally collegial

zather than hierarchical relationship between him and those

iinthe fiald.
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Statistical capacity has ‘oeen essential to systemz?.ic

svaiuat ion efforts ‘by provi~i.ng a data base. 1,7!Tigeria and

ths Sudan, the case studies on evaluation submitted ta the

Executive Board in 1984 would not have been possible without

the work performed with the governments by the UNICEF sta-

tistics advisors in those countzies. One of the most

important sources of objection to evaluative activity, the

paucity of data against

significantly reduced by

government

Quits

d~~artments.

distinct from

which to measure change, has been

the statistic3 staff, working with

the Headquarters statistics advisoz

and regional and country statistics advisors, there is a

section on statistics within the Progr.imme Division. Its

function is essentially to determine, as far as possibl?,

how much is spent in each programme category. It is part of

the UNICEF intecnal monitoring machinery.

Evaluation fcr Emergencies

There is very little reference to evaluation in UNICEF

documents with respect to the handling of enezgencies with

which UNICZF has been engaged over the years. However, at

the present time the Field Manual section on “Emergencies”

does have cefecance to assessment, monitoring, phasing out

and evaluation.
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There was indeed evaluation of an informal lcind during

the various pefiods of UNICEF’S work in energencias, iaclud-

ing the aacliest period in Europe. In 1948 the “F’ood ?0<

work” plan was experimented with in Byelo-Russia. The same

concept was picked up again in Algeria in the emergency work

of 1958 and was reintroduced in Ethiopia during the famine

of 1984-5.

:.....a,.,,:’...,::..=

In the new Field Manual (1984), prospective eva.

are referred to, and in effect repceseat the funct

systematic assessment plan. Among the criteria in

uations

on of a

evalua-

ting effectiveness in emergencies is how “fair” UNICEF suc-

ceeds in being to all of the intecests involved, as well as

what was accomplished as a result of UNICEF interventions.

The assessment of af.ficiency includes the speed attained by
@

UNIC3F in delivering its help, the logistical planning and

the effectiveness of what was accomplished.

The Field Manual indicates that final evaluations may

be undertalcen either byetaff members or by outside indivi-

duals or institutions, but should be planned for at the very

outset of ‘an emergency so that the entire process can be

followed. The elements to be covered include arrangements

for warning and preparetinsss, the clarity and comgcehensivs-

ness of the initial assessment of needs and pragrammi:lg

rsquized, the coverage of sactoral needs, the dasign and

implementation of a aonitori,ng ?rogramms, the orqa.nization

2,9



of the emergency effort, the specific role of UNICEF staff,

and the utilization of other individuals and groups.

Programme Analysis and Evaluation Section

In the ten years between 1974 and 1984, there was a

mounting interest and investment in

evaluation. In 1976, for the first
.,,.

explicitly devoted to these functions

[headquarters, with a view to its being a

monitoring and

time, a section

,was formsd in

driving fores in

guiding and stimulating evaluation throughout the agency,

and eerving, as well, as a symbolic recognition of the

agency’s commitment to it. The notion of having such a unit

in Headquarters had been around for at least two years, but

the time had not been considered propitious to staff i.t

until then. The section was placed within the Programme

Division. Its

background was in

by Ed Lannert who

first head was Nailton Santos, whose

p.rogramme planning. He was quickly joined

later succeeded him as head of the unit.

Very soon after

renamed the Programme

the section was organized, it was

Analysis and Evaluation Section, a

designation Santos preferredto Evaluation Section. The

emphasis for the first few years was, in fact, less on

evaluation than on pragramme planning and analysia. The

premise was that without mora rational pcogramme planning,

including expectations of results at gi.ren Lime intervals,

programme evaluation would not have a sound ‘base. Ssmiaacs
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were therefoce undertaken in different regions to sy.eL*ma-

tize programioe ->lanning and analysis.

Technical Information Referral Service

In the aftermath of the highly acclaimed International

Year of the Child, consideration was given by the Executive

Board and staff to possible follow-up to consolidate the

gains. One of the proposals, strongly favored by the PAES,

was to form a Technical Information and Refsrral Secvice.

Initially, its aim was simply to “provide infer.nation about

sources of technical and operational information to which

those inquiring could be Ceferred. ,, It was a way of

capitalizing on the wealth of information on cesourcee

generated by the IYC, and an effort to establish UNICEF as a

central resource for ceferral, without UNICSF itself having

to provide technical information, unless it concerned UNICEF

itself.

Along with othez follow-up activities appcove6” by the

Executive Boacd, the TIRS *as in principle approved. In a

memorandum of 22/02/81 prepacsd by Ed Lannert, its specific

function waa as follows:

“The service will aim ~rimariiy at developing and

opecating a system fOi the build-up and dissemination of

e.xts=nal and intacnal information on sourcss of idsa.s,

tmethods and techniques fcom axoeriencs tilat Wi:: hei?
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policy-makers, glanners and practitioner= in theii actions
.

;benefiting children. Special attention will be givsn to

making mot+ effective and effici*flt use 02 UNICEF’S

experience with social secvices programmed at grass-roots

level; sharing experience that is crciss-sectoral; and to

monitoring and diffusing national policy developments that

impact on the condition of children. “

In a short time, however, the emphasis in the

management of the TIRS shifted to the utilization of

information, from both UNICEF and non-UNICZF experience,

including NGO’S, for UNICEF programming, a“nd internal UNICEF

gurgoses. (The center. of UNICEF activity for TIRS alao

moved from the

In turn, this

Planning and

Office foc

function

Programme

Eutope in Geneva, to New York. )

- carried within the Pcoqcamme

Development Division’s PP3S -

L&.sened in “priority and

i~anagement Information

measure of energy and

became incorporated into an overall

System. Meanwhile, however, a

resources during the early 1980’s

became deflected from the management of evaluation

activities at Headquarters to the development of ?rogcamme

management information, including information about

evaluation. One of the products of the P.iES was an
16

inventory of studies and evaluations from 1979 ~a 1983 .
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evaluative acti-vitiss, a?.d a?-.

to strengthen its work in that

Board heard from the p:e,-u~~v~

Director indicated that support was provided for ministries

in several countries for their evaluative activities, and

that a number of gmospective appraisals were conducted rs-

lating. to specific projects including strengthening the

information base required. There was also clearly a

stepped-u? utilization of universities and institutes within

countrise for evaluation gurposes.

The Executive Director’s cspozt also gresented a rsview

of the more eystsmatic training of UNICEF staff in project

preparation and assessment which included workshops at Head-

quarters and in the field. The paper indicated certain

problems in developing a ~rogramme far systematic evalua-

tion, ‘problems which made it difficult to accomplish all

that had been envisioned. The paper identified, among the

constraints, the fact that many government ministries did

not really believe that strengthening ,their evaluation.

capabilities was a priority need at :heir stage of

development of services; the absence of aational personnel

trained in either monitoring or evaluation methodology:

insufficient indicators for measuring outcomes benefiting

children as a significant

ceticencs of officials

evaluation , ‘because of

9

factor everywhere, and a naturai

to engage in :atrospective

the risk that these ,may ex,?ose

@
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problems. It was also evident ‘chat much mote needed to ‘De

done with UNICEF staff itself, in prepacing them for the

aanaga,ment and fcllioa-up of monitoring snd eb-a~uation

activities.

One of the majoc conclusions in the aoacd discussion

was that it was essential for both” UNICEF staff and national

officials to engage in training for evaluation and that

there ought to ‘be widec dissemination of cetro.spective

evaluation results. In addition, the papec affirmed the

i,mpo:tance of having well-elaborated programme designs

would ,make an investment in monitoring and evaluation

fruitful.

By the time of the Board cevieti of evaluatiori in

which

mats

1992,

it was evident that considerable 2?ogress had been madz to

strengthen country level monitarin~ a“nd evaluation of

UNICEF-assisted pcogrammes, with a great deal of support

given to the participation of government agencies and other

institutions. A sample analysis of evaluation activities

assisted by UNICEF country offices during 1981, however,

suggested that the bulk of assistance still went to prospec-

tive studiss, surveys and field research, with the aim of

impcovi.ng progcamme formulation. As against the ~og of

activites supported for such purposes, 40% were devoted to

retr~~;pectiv.e ~valuatiOns. At the same time, a great deal

nsce at~ent~~n than previously was devoted to Suppoc:i.ng

activiti.+s for im?rovi.cg moni:ocing of ;>.-agca,mmes.
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~;,2 ~~oo~t of :.1.3*c~~~4,,5

In a conpcshsnsivs, wids-cangin$ c2poct2 in 1980 on

planning and programming for chi Ldren at the country level,

YL. Maurice Bertrand of the Joint Inspection Unit gresented

his analysis of the role of UNICEF in overall development

efforts. He examined pcoblems of planning and pKogrsmming

at the country levsl, of monitoring and evaluating pcogramme

implementation and results, conducting research, and re-

moving bottlenecks in information concerning the situation

of childcen, and made a scare of cscom.mendations.

However, the Executive Boacd, while impressed

cepoct, was cautious about what severai delegates

with the

felt was

~

an inordinate emphasis on information building, with a ?Os-

sible diversion of rasources from pcogcamme delivery. As

Ed Lannert noted in his evaluation overview of ?ebruary,

1984, the Board comments represented a wish to strike a

balance between the financial ~asources .c~quir-e,d.to.i~pr.ove

infocnation and those needed to fulfill the potential f3c

increased ~rogramme effectiveness. Delegates emphasized the

need to develop simple and inexpensive methods of data

collation. The 3oard emphasized the importance, as well,

of maintaining the action-ori+t,ted approach chacactecisti c

of ‘UNICEF, and the direction of deLi.rerTyof basiz s:cvicss,

even where iafocmation programming might ‘be ifiadequats.
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In Sffect, M. Bect<and’s Ca.poet was a “succes

d’esti;ne,“ ces>actful?.y received foc its co~:p:stlensivelless,

its iogical azgumsnt, its high intellectual quality a.ld

systematic approach, but not, for the most pact, accepted in

its practical implications. Still, it remains a bench-mar!<

in its searching examination of the evaluation issue for

UNICZF within

role.

Intecnal Audit

Internal

the context of the agency’s developmental

Audit in UNICEF dates back to 1948 when

auditors were engaged and

provide meticulous review

recipts governing the

out?osted to Bangkok aad Paris

of vouchers, financial reports

receiving and distribution

supplies. As Tony Nleager reported ia his ,mer,ora,?dun

twO

to

and

of

of

June, 1984, “This type of auditing waa aimed at ensuring

accurs.cy and integrity of financial reporting.”

Internal

Of UNICEF foc

Audi& was pa<t df the Comptroller’s Division

its first twenty, years. During that period it

had a gradual increase of responsibilities, dealing more

with systems a,nd internal co,ntcol procedures and 9ez20rnia9

audits aimed at improving tha economy and eifi=ia’lcy at

IJNiCEF operations ia addition to axamining t,he financial

ceports.
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::7e Offics of the Executive Director t3 ensure its

ind.ependencs. It reported to the Zxecutive Director through

E.J.R.. Heyward as Senioc Deputy Executive Director for

09ezations.

A turning point for the IAS came in 1973. It was fore-

shadowed by !4r. Labouisse’s Progress P.eport which ceviswed

activity in project evaluation, glaba.1 assessment, the

devslogment of statistics and social indicators for

measuring change. At that point, internal audit of ?rojt?ct

assistance was also reviewed, and the connection between

Intecnal

In 1973

pccgzamme

pcogcamne

Audit and evaluation of programme was signalled.

the IAS moved formally to the *valuation of

?ezformance with a systematic review of ll!JNICEF

input” and an increasingly formal revisw of

outputs of programme operation, termed “programme audits”.

Financial. auditing relates to efficiency, programme

auditing to effectiveness. This was a dramatic expansion af

function for the IAS, which since 1973 braatiened still

further to include management audits as we,ll as ,more formal

assessment of outputs.

T,he rela.tionsllip of 1.1S to pcogramme ,oerfocmance ~~ic~i-

?.~r dzvs?.o?ed into monitoci.ng and evaluation, ‘50::73f i,l~uts
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and outputs, th.-ough on-site observations. While sCzeng Ch-

=;ling ~elf-~vaiuat ion of govarn,ments was ‘uNICE.F’S objective,

:he major initiatives iot eval~uation of projects with whi~h

UifICEF assisted usuaily restad with UNICE?, along wit:h ~i--

forts to inject external objectivity into the process ~Y

involving national institutions and universities. The IAS

participated ia this initiative as it was taken by field

offices’.

!Thile some in the IAS have zegarded progzamme auditing

as evaluation of the effectiveness of UNICEF activity withia

government programmed, others do aot regacd it so. The

latter view programme audits as essentially operational -

that is, examining programme design, and helping the country

office tie up loose ends. They maintain that sines
.

pcogramme audits normally do not involve government

coun:srparts,

not, in fact,

~t this
.,..

evaluation of outcoies - let alone i,mpact - 15

possible.

writing, the explicit evaluative activity of

Internal Audit is being restrained, except foz its pa=tici-

?ation in the agency-wide evaluations of the global impact

of the Child Survival Development Revolution and of wocld-

wide programme

watez/sanitation

zmp;hasizing once

audi’ts such as it performed in 1992-3 on

programmed. The trand is tawar?s

more the traditional cola of internal audit



~ieadcuactecs Ynahasi.s ia the 1980’s

Board interest and pressure about evaluation coztinued

to mount during the early 1980’s, as the entire UN system

gave the subject more

In June of 1982,

attention.

P.ic;hardJolly, Deputy Executive Direc-

tor for Programrnes, sent a memorandum to regional directors

and representatives on the subject of “Strengthening af

Programme Zvaluatioa. ” 1,1 this message h= first summarized

grevious activity and indicated the actions now caliad for

ta improve the “planning, management and use of evalua-

tions. “ He asked that country offices make sure that an

evaluation plan become part of every programme submission to

the Executive Board, and indicatsd what basic information

should be incorporated within such plans. The criteria wars

identified for the selection .of ongoing progzammes for evalu-

ation. Certain programmed wers designated as priorities

for evaluations for the period 1983-84 from a

sgectivs. These were: rural water sugply and

UNICEF-assistzd
‘.

zralning programmed: and a=ea

global ?er-

sani:ation:

development

projects (pilot projects

In adc?ition to i~d: eating :how the ei-aluatian should !be
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plan of action for using the evaluation cesults.

~esigned to consolidate -Oolicies on avaluat iv?

specify guidelines for implementation. Thus ,

restatement of the policy that UNICE? does not

studies, and

there was a

support long-

term basic research, but may assist applied research o~ a

practical level. To try to guide and co-ordinate activities

ia this field, a Committee was established On Appliec

Research and Evaluations, to be chaiced by Mt. Jolly.

Efforts at more systematic monitoring , both within

UNICE? operations in government projects with which UNICEF

was cooperating, apparently were increasing and did not

require any unusual Headquarters admonitions oc appeals.

1984 Overview and Aftermath.—

Ed Lannert prepared an overview of evaluative
13

activities in UNICEF for the Executive Board ~f 1’384 . Hs

~~co~rj~ the gains and shortcomings of the experience.

A global inventory of evaluations was established, so that

there would be a “memory ban!c” of projact experience, but

~ystem.atic use of evaluation repocts werz nat yet

consistently undertaken throughout tie c:~anizat:gn.

)Jecessary posts foc evaluation had been established in :~~=

?cagrar,me ~evslapnent anti ?lannifig DLvi.zi~n, ‘2ut ?he

evaluation system as~ded stcaagt;heni,?g at cagional and
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countcy l.sve:s. R*tzOs?ectiv.s 2va1Luations and ~,lcjoin~
9

sec.%caxw~e evaluations ‘nad st:adily i,occeased fcam 1980 to

1932, ‘but difficulty can; inue~ in attci>uting iiiipcov.s.nents

in child well-being to specific ?zogzanms or pcoject

interventions, and cost-effectiveness of UNICEF-sponsozsd

programs required greater attention.

The overview describes cec%ain “organizational .rDies”

with respect to evaluation, but only hints at the

ozganizasional ambiguities which emscget as the accent an

ava:uative undartakinqs was shazpened. Thus, while cagional

~ffices have no s~ecific :es~onsibilitiss ia this afea. they

60 provide “encouragement and support.” However, only in

Sores regional offices is such su~port strong. Apql ied

research and statistics ace’shared by the Division “of

Program Development and Planning and the Division of ?rogram

Field Services. The Office of Internal Audit is also

involved in assessing both effectiveness and efficiency and

carries out special management audit assignments. Reference

is reads to the Statistical advisors ds?loyed by VNICEF, but

more than half ars in one region, Zast Africa, where they

helped develop the National Household survey Capability

Pcogram. Finally, there is reference io UN specialized

agencies commissioned to perform specialized tasks celated

to evaluation{ the cooperation of bilateral donors and

utilizing the experience of the Joint Inspection U.lit and

the International Fund for Agricultural Oevelo?msnt.
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9 At the 1984 Executive aoacd

studies af ev-aluatio,n, clne,

5x: erie.nce in2 the Indonesian
19-.

Improvement Prograuime , and the other “The UNICEF-Assisted

Rural Drinking Nater and Sanitation Project in IJO State,
20

Nigeria” . The first was in too early a stage ta provide

a cetrospectivs evaluation, but illust~atsd ongainy

programlme assessment. The second represented a major

innovaticin in UNICEF-supportad evaluation, aincs it involved

as rigorous an evaluation resaarch ,met,hodolagyas could ‘>e

appliad under field conditions.

21
The :eport of the 1984 Programme Committee indicated

some skepticism on the part of the Executive Board a:sout how

a$gressivsly UNICEF was moving with cespect to evaluation.

Thus , the representatives of Netherlands, the Fedecal

Republic of Gecmany, and the United Kiagdom “had ?ncsuraged

the secretariat to increase the use of outside consultants,

who wouid

ideas,.”

There

subject of

Rather, a

and

far

provide greater objectivity and inject fresh

was, however, little attention given to the

diverse organizational rolss i,n ava~uation.

p:incipal theme was for continuing “a practical



studiss evaluating

and othec rigorous

Nigeria -

costliness.

visw.

.,.

In an

builds ,3n

should

This,

impact, which sntailed apqlied cesearch

approaches - as in the case study fcam

be pursued c?espi:e their relative

however, did not appear to be a general

EXD following

the message of

22 -
this Board meeting !4r. Jolly

1982/ and emphasizes that the

about evaluation at this time was

influenced, in addition to the normal reasons foc its Sast

and continuing intereat, by the current difficult world-wide

sconomic situation. In effect, the shrinking resources of

major contributors led to demands for increased

accountability

also to the

Nations system

for the use of their donations. He cef.ecred

greater pressure

for strengthening

within the entire United

monitoring and evaluation.

Therefors, the EXD urged that the evaluation componenk

of programme submissions to the Executive Board should be

elabocat=d in more detail, that each office institutionalize

an annual programme implementation review with government,

that mote attention be given to evaluations in annual re-

ports, that each office pregare an overa!..l moniiazi.lg a,n?

.avaluation p?.an for projects in k’neCaunt:.y pcagcam,n=, a,1d

:.hat ail svalua:ions financed :by UNTCZF should COnta~il an
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~y.~~~:ive sunmar.f . Responsibility was pl.ac=d on ths couatcy

offices for iaitisting ant? following up on evaluation

activities, rzgional offices and Headquartersc,$ith the

?laying a supporting Cole.

‘0
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CHAPTER IV - IMPR3SS1ONS

Dispersion of Monitoring and Evaluation R.esoonsibilities

The accent an ,nonitocing and evaluation, in the tan

years fcom 1974 to 1984, had clearly incceased considerably

throughout UNICEF. However, their functions had become more

differentiated, and the responsibility for cazrying out

Ch*se :unctions had by 1984 become diffuse. ‘i’his was

des$ike the fact that the core responsibility was to lie

within the ?rogramme Development and Planning Division to

guids countzy offices. ‘The functions can be charactecizsd

as:

~l~nitori~g Pcogramme Inputs - who checks that what is

supposed to be provided for projects is actually supplied,

on time;

Monitoring Programme Outputs - ,who chec!:s whether the

programmed achieve their immediate purpose:

Auditing Fiscal ifanagement - who checks whether the

budgets allocated to field offices are propecly used, with

adequate fiscal control:

Auditing_ ~ia~d 3ffic= .Yanage,men: - who judges and ----
——

>octs whether the field offices af= et~icisntly .ma.nagec,and
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Strenqthening National Capacity

‘*

- who helps the cOun-

tciss achieve greatsr. evaluative capacity themselves for

t;heir own projects benefiting childian, whether or not the

projects are WL?ICEF related;
.,

klonitoria~ Global Themes - who attempts to assess— —

whether the global efforts in which UNICEF participates are

“o

progressing - whether in water and sanitation programmed or

the Child Survival and Development Revolution;
,:..::,,:,.,,’.::.:...

Data Collection and Analysis - who sees to it that the—

bench-mark data needed for evaluation are obtained and

brought up to date.

These functions are spread among eight sources, five of

which are

The

within UNICEF itself. (See Table I)

aational governments with which UNICEF cooperates

bear a vital and increasing shacs of the responsibility,

with lesser participation by the UNDP and specialized age~-

cies, and occasionally from donor countries for special
m.LJ

projects. National and regional

increasingly drawn into evaluation

projects, and bi-latecal agencies

expertise.

institutions are

of UNICEF-assisted

also provide their

Within UNICEF the Programme Division Advisocy Se<vices

a,td tha ?rogramme Division ?ield Servi:e ca=c-y a significant

sila=s, aiong with the field offices thenselvas Wti:cll.acs

.Iai,nly responsible. T:Ie statistics 2ti.oisocs, at

,..



It was not surprising that a need was felt for

coordinating ,nachinery, in this iastancs a Coordinating

Committee established in 1985, and headed by Dr. Jolly. It

was also evident that the entice su~ject of lnOnitOCiag and

evaluation would continue to take on diffezent shapas, with

the c~abination of changing intecnaL requirements -

especially the monitoring of the ch~~~ Sucvival and

Development Revolution i,litiated by Mr. Gcant - and exti?caal

pressures, from the Executive Board and the U.N. systzm.

Problems and Progress

Over the years, considerable progzess has been reads ta

move pcogramme monitoring and evaluation into the mainstream

of UNICES wor!kt if not to centec staga. They are today

widely accepted in the

significant and recognized

field as

as such by

activities which are

Headqcaztecs.

To achieve this progress, several kiads of resistance

have had to be overcame, particularly with zespect to

cetzasg$ctive evaluation, in a process v..hic.hstill continues.

and .-2SOLI.-:SS

eval,ua:ian are



as useful as thsi: expend ituc.s on $Laqcamtms i?self, givsfi

~~~ zestcictions af both sta.ffiingand fu,ntis. A.loths: h,as

iee.n the uacestainty t:lat the methods used far <etiospc.ctivs

a-valuation ace sound, or tihat field personnel are equipped

to dirsct this activity. Third, is the conce=n that such

evaluation, which must of necessity reveal shortcomings as

well as achievements, may ‘beembazcassiag to personnel of

the government agencies themselves, and thus might best be

left alone.

Nonitc:ing of pcogcam,me inputs has not encountececl

similar cesistancs, and has become an acceptsd staple in the

aczay of fis.ld activities, both by UNICEF staff and

government agencies. [monitoring does not conflict with the

historic, pragmatic Style Of UNICEF - l!Letls get the job

done that we know is needed wi~iou: s?ending time an

aeasucing it” - for it is csga~ded as ~art 32 the jab.

Procedures for monitoring

probably most programmed.

are incorgozatad in many, ana

Resistance, howevec, has. not been the

fzom the field in recent Years. iJOt only

in all regions, hut positive initiatives

1,n sevscal cauntzies (s.9.. - Ethiopia)

dominant c?actian

has it dsczzassd

,have taken place.

‘by the 1980’s)

training wockshops on evaluation were conciuctsd, monitacing

was imprcved, and the aniluai 2rogzamms reviews ,.”..-t:1

.Jovec.n,msxt counterparts wefe used ta sti.mulata selsctiva,

joint evaluative activities.
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In the broad thematic areas, suc:h as water /sani&ation,

monitoring and evaluation havs become incr?asinqly

systeinatizeti - from the monitoring of inputs (~. ~. - how

many hand pumps paovided) ; outcome and utilization (how ,xany

people have the hand pumps and ace using them) ; to

evaluation research of iapact on health of various

\iatsc/sanitation >rogrammes.

UNICEF continues to stay away from evaluatio.1 cese-a<ch

as part of its own investment< but dra~.?sheavily ofi such

resea~ch for its programmed and for applied research which

feeds into basic research. Thus , the applied research

scheme built into the IMO project in Nigeria (reported to

the Executive Board in 1985), where water, sanitation and

health zducation wers all iL~c3rpo:at2c! ifito the total

~zagramnatic effort in this state. unXC~F pays for ths

applied research, related to the projects with which it

cooperates. This czseaich is under the guidance of t;he

London School of T:opical Hygiene and

basic evaluation zsseazch on

watsr/sanitation and health is being

Hedicine. Plea.nrJhile,

ispaet studies ~-q

conducted by the Ross

Institute in London. It draws on and contributes to the

applied research.



,
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basic cessacch to piactical implementation, and tcan. elate

.
froLm one to the ct:l+r - ~.~. - Lester Teply (:etic?d) and

Hossaiil Ghasss,fii ia nutrition, Xaitia Sey*z i,7

watsc/sanita2iotn, Roge= Goodall in ocal cahycicaiion, Stephen

JaseGh in immunization. It is evident how important such

pcofes.eiOnal/scientific connections should be in the

mounting of the prograames and in the conduct of theic

evaluation.

Oae of the developments that will very likely :2e

important for the future is tha participation of c:h-2

community in monitoring and evaluation of outcomss, as well

as in gcogcamming. such effarts have tiesn undertaken
24

spocadicaliy in the past and ilave been encouraged , but have

not taken root substantially except for participation in

self-surveys. The spreati of ?rimacy health cars , which

glaces cssponsibility for local managemen= on communities,

may accelerate participation, especially in monitocinq and

~rogramming.

Program 2valuation Section

While efforts at leading ?,rd cooc3inating evaiuition

nominally centeced in the ?rogramme Evaluation

the PDPD, rasponsibilit.y for conducting Suc:h

:h- field andi,nc:easingly ia ..- has, i.1 fact,



year (and presumably used by

Their implications for

‘oe analyzed, as all attest”.

the countries).

‘oraader programming use need to

Some means have bsen attempted,

such as ,meetings of staff to consider t~he i.nplicatio1x5 of

these svalua~~.ens, but they have not cesult=d in ai:y Kegulac

or systematic revisfw, or ,measu=es taken foc i,n@s,zenZatiOil.

The three person “staff engaged, in part, in ~~~ect

evaluative activity (the rapid assessment surveysl for

example) relating to the CSDR globally, as well as trying to

respond to field requests, is not equipped to handle much

more.

The PES is planning, with the

?rovide training for field staff in

traiaing section, t3

the evaluation area,

ak~m. to the gf~orts for. tzaining pcavided a tiecade ago i,1

gragzamme planni,ag. This seems to reinforcz the ?rzmise

that evaluation activity should lie principally wi‘ch the

fieid offices, father than vieh centralized administration.

It is a premise that appears incfsasingly to be necessa<~{

and is xidely sh.a:=d.

T!Ie notion of a conflict :ias ‘been ?0ss6 i.~havizng ~~~



,

responsible to the ?zoqcamme Divi.sign wit!lin which ~p-~s

Locatetl. A ->aralle~. has been clzawn in ii!:eninq this

fa.lationship to the potential. conflict that ‘VOU15 ensue if

Internal Audit we<= Iocatat in tb.e Comptroller’s Di.~ision.

Indeed, the suggestion has been made that the programme

evaluation function similarly shculd be separatsd from the

?rogramms Division and located within Internal Audit, which

:has assumed ovsclapping functions.

activity

activity

Pcogcammz

guidance

has ce.vealad no conflict of inteces: os ‘bias :..1

by the ?ES by virtue of its locatio,a in the

Divisian, so long as its main functions are

to country offices or support for st<2ngthening

country evaluative

rasul’c if PES were

Sowever, this has

activities. Such bias COU16 conceivably

to conduct progcamme evaluations itself.

not ‘been its i.ahec?n”cfu,nction, although

there have been

When there

lapses.

is a global .thrust for UNICSF, such as .witlh

the CSDR, all .sff”azts a~,~ mobiiizsd. Thi,s inclu5as

evaluation resoucces both at Fieadquartars and the field.

The year 1985 saw the effort to balance thesa resources as

between the

initiatives.

ceflectad the

global imperative and more general ?rogcamme

The PES itself was engaged in ‘both, and

ef:-ort to allocate its L-3s.ourcesaccclc5ingly.



initiated a program oi “rapid appraisals, ” or case studies

~~: .
s.psc>~lc CSDR-ceia’led intecventio,a3. Ths3e a=e

s~u.p:a-emencal to monitoci,ng and evaluation studies of tie

components of CSDR , and are qualitative i,1 naturs,

attempting to answer questions of “what wor!<s, what does not

work, and ~why in,the process of implementation. ”25

The future of the PES,

encouraging the field offices

wherever :elevant, to seek

as of 19%5, s.semed to iie in

to conduct evaluation efforts,

to hel~ ~covi~e tilem with

necessary resources, secuce c~m?etent technical advice for

the field where needed, comment on results of their

evaluation activities, and try to extract lessons that can

enhance programme developments generally, and therefore

should “ne diffused to the field. This conception of

function would conform in ?rinciple with what Ed Lannect was

trying to achieve during the latter part of his tsnure as

head of PES.

The scores of references fcom field offices, now

emergin–g each year in their annual czports, form the :3W

material for valuable analyeis of what works and what ciaes

not, under a variety of field conditions. The PES is at

this juncture t,he logical instrument for extracting the .mosc

useful ~ess~ns ffom this material, through its own and



,

che Training section as well as tnrcugh intez-ciepartmencai

concact anti speciai reports - these lessoas can enrich

progca,ntle activity appreciably, a:.though LJllc.1 ilas “3s3,1

ieacned to date. Such knowledge may also be difiused i’nto

the development field generaily, through focmal

publications, as well as to all other ‘oo~ies related to the

work of UNICEF.

Headquarters initiatives will continue to ba necessari

foc global thematic assessment= - prospective, on-going{ and

cetcospecti.ve. The heart of evaluative activity’ for UNICE?,

hovevaf, s.tiil lies in the countcies themseivas and with

field ‘-”oxzlces. Government departments in many count:ies

lhave bscome more proficient in developing thsir 9W17

monitoring and evacuation capabilities, benefiting

significan~ly from some twenty ,ysars of gradually increasir.g

cooperation by UNICZI’ ia such activity. Aftsr ma~ly ysazs of

fits and starts in this area of thei< responsi;>ility, fieid

off~c~s acs increasingly ia a ?osition to taks necsssacy

inikiativas with competence, and to have such initiati.~es

zzco~nized and zeinfoccsd within the organization.



.—— ——

—

Y‘\

d\“\

x

—

x
-

x
-

x

x
x

x
-

x
x
-



.

. .

INTERVIZNS
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FOOTNOTES AND REFERENCES

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

Suchman, page 31.

Weiss, passim.

Clark and McCaffery.

Wholey.

E/ICEF1963//486

E/ICEF/178/Rev.l - referred to on page 6 of E/ICEF/1963/486.

E/ICEF/337/Rev.2 .,:

EXPRO-62

EXPRO-66

Banner, Doctocs, and Gordont page 10.

When in Tanganyika in 1962-3, I was struck by the fact
that an applied nutrition project was being conducted by FAO
without an evaluation plan for gauging the effactiveneas of
cesults. I became involved in that phase of the project. I
then learned that UNICEf had no evaluation scheme for
projects they assisted, nor did governments. This subject
was discussed at Head-quarters with the Executive Director
and the Deputy Executive Dirsctors, and continued to be pact
of my consulting agenda in UNICEF for many years.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

lB.

19.

20.

21.

22.

OIR/CON/MIN/June 1968.

ExPRo-152.

EXPRO-213.

E/IcEF/L.1413

TIRS 84/03.

EXD-2869.

E/ICEF/1984/L.3.

E/ICEF/1984/L.3/Add.l.

E/ICEF/1984/L.3/Add.2.

E/ICZF/1984/P/SR. 5

EXD-2878.
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23. Note should be taken of the suqqestions made ‘OY

@ ::,=::;., ,..., ,,
delegations of donor count~~es represented -

.- becoms more involved in evaluation,

several
on the

beyond their current participation in noted projects. Some
: staff consider such increasad and formal responsibility

potentially constructive, as “an educational ?rocess far
donors.” Othecs view such a development with concern,
interpreting the general approach of such donor countries as
emphasizing fiscal controls, rather than over-all
programmatic values, including qualitative elements.

24. Note, for example, following articles in Assignment
Children:

Participatory Research and Basic Needs (entire issue)
Volume 41, 1978

Ahmed, Manzoor: “Community Participation, The Heart of
Primary Health Care,” Volume 42, April/June, 1978

Cane, Manuel Tejada: “From the Child to Community
Participation, “ Volumes 47/48, Autumn, 1979.

25. “~camework for the Monitoring and Evaluation of CSDR, “
27/2/85.
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