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FOREWORD

This statement, tracing and commenting on the course of
evaluation thinking and practics in UNICEF, was suggested by
Mc. Joha Charnow, as an internal raport undér the auspices
of the History Project. It is based on a review of Board
and Staff documents, a number of intecviews, and my
experience at UNICEF, as consultant, during the pegiod 1962~
1583. 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 UNICEF 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 pedanti;.
To clarify how one is using terms such as "Development" oc
"Community Pa:ticipation* 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 i3 probably no technical term of social
science in popular curreacy 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

: . :
iz wused is that i

t si merit or achieve-
meat. From this point on there is a"bgéigfépiig,iﬁ usage,
between "evaluation as the general process of judging the
worthwhileness of some activity, regardless of the method
employed” and evaluation equated with "avaluation research
as the specific use of scientific method for the purpose of

1
making an evaluation" .

In this discussion, "evaluative rca2search”" i3 amployed



not as synonymous with evaluation cvut as a apecial focm of
avaluacion, usually more costly and more time-consumiag than
other forms, and would not include, foc example, Chose

2
zelying 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 cr unfavorable results, as
against specifying "Bvaluative Research” when ceferring to a
form of evaluation requiring scientific zigor with all the

. .
controls this  impl

[vh

a +tAa raanlva a lar
S Lo resolve a larg

a nart aof tha
e arc el

es - i o) the
misundecrstandings that arise. When social scientists write
about evaluation, they almost always concentrate on
evaluative cesearch, while laymen (including Board membecrs},
administrators and practitioners in both domestic and

internaticnal gogizl programs tend to rofes to evaluation in

its moce generic and amorphous sense.

Thus, Wholey, Rossi, and Freeman equate evaluation with
evaluation research, while a trainiang text on evaluating
village level programs expressly downplays the systematic
cesearcch componenta. At the UNICEF Executive Board
discussions, it is 1likewise uncommon for the necassary
distinction to be made between avaluation in its generic

sense, and evaluative ressearch as an approach to scientific

matheod and precision.

iy



Authorities on evaluative research do not typically

w proclaim that it is always the most appropriate appcoach.
s Thus, Weiss suggests that it 1is not worth doing:
a) when there are no questions about the worthwhile-

al

ness of the programme.
b) when the programme has no clear orientation,
¢) when there is no.ag:eement on what the programme is
trying to achieve; and,
d) when therge is not enough money or qualified staff to
conduct, the evaluation.
To these one may add:

e} when field conditions or abhsence of data make it

But the rigor of evaluative research is justified, as

o

Weiss asserts:
a) when outcomes to be evaluated are complex and .hard
to observe,
b) when the decisions to follow are 1important and
expensive,
ﬁ} when avidence is needed to convince other people

about the validity of the conclusions.

Evaluative Research in UNICEF

Formal ewvaluative rasearch has in fact been very much
the exception for UNICEF, for reasons of axpense,

practicality and a measurz of scepticism about utiliky.

.



Indeed; as a matter of policy, such research has been, with
rare exceptions, ruled out as a legitimate investment for

the agancy.

The first explicit statement found in a UNICEF document
regarding evaluative research is in the Exascutive 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 was in the 1974 preface
(prepared by Heyward and Stein) to the section on

"Assessment of Projects" of the 1966 Field Manual. This

section has not yet been revised.

The preface, which provides the first guidelines to
expenditures on evaluation, discusses purpéses in pregramme
planning, in menitoring inputs, assessing oukputs,
evaluating outcomes and relating them to impact on long-
range goals. It also considers in scome detail prospective
appraisal and retrospective evaluation, and differentiates
among z2xpecimental., pilo& and demonstration projects,-action
cesearch, surveys and other assessment approaches. The
statement then indicates when evaluative cesearch may be

warranted and where it may not be. It specifies that, 1if

undertaken, it should be the government which should be the



in every case."

auspice

for such ‘effort,

and even S0 "UMICEF will not

necessacily contribute Lo the funding of evaluative research

The accent was most cautious. Indaed

direct UNICEF investment in evaluative rasearch, in the

strict

sense here used, has not taken place, except

peripherally ({(as 1in the current IMO project in Nigeria

referred to on pages 41 and 48} .

Regquirements for Evaluative Reseacrch

The

literature on evaluative research in social pro-

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

its core such research requires:

a)

b)

c)

e)

an explicit definition o¢f objectives, includiag
underlying assumptions,

measurable ceriteria to be developed related te the
objectives,

detarmining the extent to which the objectivés are
reached,
methods, including controlled situations where

possible, to determine how far any observed changes
are due to the prcogramme activity,

identifying negative side effects or other unantic-

e o m e w w

Aemade o d .
L1aLiEl Lulldsyuellites .

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

added,

®

4

ara extensions of evaluative resszarcch .
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Soma of these elemants ars 0oLh necessarcy and possible
in focms of evaluation other than evaluative resazagch, Hut
not all. Moreover, other forms of evaluation may Judge
aspects of a programme such as efficiency:. adhecence to
ragulations, administrative competence or morale. Evalua-
tive rcesearch, in the sense it is employed in this document
and by researchers in social programmes, is dedicated to
the evaluation of outcomes and impact. Other elements may
be treated, but essentially as they are relevant in

-
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Monitoring and Evaluation

Monitoring 1is closely related to evaluation, but not
identical with it. Monito:ing is mainly concerned with
inputs - @.9.;- checking-to sea whether supplies arrived on
time, 1in correct guantity, at anticipated cost. Moanitering

includes spotting problems, reporting them, seeing they ace

carractad
corracted

(o)

atra ariaina fram no artivirias ara
ata arlzing Lrzom 1g ActTlvities are

necessary for evaluation purposes:

Monitoring and evaluation in the histocy ¢of UNICEF have
been applied to a broad array of purposes with different
emphases at different times, different methcds and vacying

auspices.

The purposes may be catzgorized as follows:

@



Monitoring UNICEF programme inputs
Evaluating programme outputs

Moniteoring fiscal mangement at Headguarters and

Monitoring Field Office programme management

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

Providing data collection and statistical analysis

Monitoring global themes

" Theose conducting the activities related to these purF
poses have included various departments at UNICEF Headguar-
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 1involved, and advisors. This distribution of
responsibilities has varied over time with changing policies

and practices.



CHAPTER II - TO 1964

Early Approaches

At the Executive Board Meeting in June, 1963 , a
of delegates emphasized the importance of mors regular eval-
uation of projacts assessed by UNICEF. They cecognized that
there had been evaluation activity but wantaed "a more systa-
matic procedure." The Board was sufficiently concerned with
the subject to ask that a background paper be prepareé by

the BExecutive Director and that the subject be placed on tha

agenda of the 1964 session. This background paper., reviaw-
ing the evaluation history of UNICEF and the subsegquent
discussions of the Executive Board, is a bench-mark in the

progress of UNICEF's activity in evaluation.

The paper referred to the point at which the General
Assembly reconstituted the Boacd of UNICEF as from 1 Januacy
1851, after the Emergency Relief phase, and broadened its
tecrms of reference to emphasize long-range needs of children

in developin countries. It 'was in 1951 that the

Board first expressed the need te receive "evaluations of
the achievements of the projects in relation to their

objectives," while recognizing that most projects werge only

veginning and that it would take some time before their

S

@
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cequests could be fulfiiled.
5]

In the 1951 document there is referaznce to “another
form of evaluation," that of "direct observaticon by Board
members 1in the field," a theme which has been picked up
intermittently in subsequent UNICEF history. Members of the

Executive Boacd had not only been engaged in observation

tours - an activity e

ncouraged by John Charnow,

Secretary of
the Board - but key figures from donor countries often spent
extra days in the field for more intensive study. Mambers

of National Committees also frequently made field tours.

The notion of having prospective appraisals conducted
by experts to~determine what would be technically feasible
was introduced by Dr. ‘Lud;ik Rajchman in the early days of
UNICEF history. As the specialized agencies of the United
Nations grew in their professiocnal capacities and authority.
they became the technical arbiters of programs 1in their
respective fields in which UNICEF was engaged. In the
Qctober, ' 1956, Board session, emphasis was given to -the
neceséity of close ceollaboration with the specialized
agencies, which would be responsible for avaluation 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. ghe 1958

summacry of major trends in UNICEF Programme Aid makes

cepeatad reference to standard-setting by the specialized

10



agencies and theic responsibility for technical rcaview.
Evaluation doss not agpear as a caktegory of UNICEF aid or

UNICEF responsibility.

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 c¢onsisted of
retrospective appraisals by the _specialized agencies, of
UNICEF-assisted érojects that £fell in theic domains -

health, nu

(3

rition, sducation, social welfare.

A second was what the Executive Director ra2ferred to as
"informal evaluation" at field level. Representatives in
field offices wera counted on to observe the preogress of
projects, and'preéare written reports. Headgquarters staff
would assist and participate in such raviews. Since the
cuiture of the organization emphasized practicality and

ragmatism, and UNICEF staff had a well-deserved reputation
for integrity, hard work, and being conscientiocus, these
reports, whether written or verbal, were relied on. When
necassacy to achiave a more thorough appraisal, individual

consultants were brought in to hélp.

A third approach was "prospective evaluation." More
commonly cefarred to as ‘"prospective appraisals,” the
cbjective was £Lo assess the futuge value of certain types of
programs. This iuitiative led to a broad-guagad ceview of

the needs ¢f children, which involved twenty-£four

11
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governments and five technical agencies.

The Executive Dirsctor a2mphasized that svaluation in
the field by UNICEF staff had to be basad on "infocrmed,
personal judgment", in the main, because gquantitative data
simply wera not available.

Morzover, sugh 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  pcojects

R | . P T R et
inu “ly CLlLLlLULlLS Lie

then later publ
execution of the projects." That is why UNICEF published
only regional assessments of given types of projects, rather

than specifying assessment of distinct projects.

The Executive Director's report therefore recommended,
with the subsequent strong endocsement of the Executive
Board, that effort be put into assisting the countries
themselves Lo evaluate their own programs - an effort which
was slow to take off but became built in almost everywhere

that UNICEF operated by the mid-sevenkties.

He also proposed that ona or two special rezports 2valu-

[
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ating a type of program assistancs be considéred at each

™o Hay e d dm e - P T I " - b b - -
SUaLdd SEI0 LWl willLil a2 VICW Ly LLUVIL LY WIE udll iveo N

pcogcam assistance about svery sevan years. Fucther, it was
recommendad that each project have a built-in eavaluation

specified in the plan of operations.

Perhaps most important, the report recognized that
further emphasis on evaluation required more expenditure for
this purpose, including suppoct for strengthening evaluative

capacity within governments.

With respect to evaluation research, however, the offi-
cial position taken ramained 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 programme in a specialized field. To pursue

-~ h]

nts T-iﬁ.j{

the example given [whether BCG vaccination prave
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 Execubkive Dirazctor noted that avaluations of
many kinds had been undertaken during the preceding period.

In the 1963 statament they are characterized as:

[
W
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a) Efficiency of management

o} Technical soundness of programs

¢} Training

d) 1Impact on development (retrospective)

e) Prospective evaluatiocans (or appraisals).

Efficiency of Management - These reviews were conductad

mainly- through the Board's Committze on Administrative Bud-
get, the reports of the Board of Auditors and the adminis-
Erative and operations services budget proposal mads by the
Executive Director. Foz example, the introduction to the
latter propesals began to analyze wock load in relation to

staffing each year, since 1953.

In September 1959, the Committee on Administrative
Budget agreed that it would be desirable to examine in
detail the total administrative structure of UNICEF and the
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 Sec?etariat but
‘they wanted teo have an independent administrative ceview of
UNICEF. At that time the Secretary-General appointed a
deputy director of the UN Office of Persoﬁnel, Mr. Laurence
Michelmore, to conduct the survey which was begun eacly in

1960 and completed in October of 1960.

Technical Soundne2ss of Progsams - In many cases this

14



subject was appcoached by the Joint Committee of UNICEF with
FAO and WHO. In 1958, this Joint Committee on H=alth Policy
agceed that periodic assassment and ceviews should be
presanted Lo the JCHP 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 195%, and in 1961. A.number of reports assessed
progress in BCG anti-tuberculous vaccination campaigns over

r

the years as well as progress reports on yawé{

:fébfésy 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

~ Mha 3
i

4 Tiwad 3m
erman. 41118 Ieporc resd.Lted

in the request that a stud
made of MCH 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 made by WHO in the
fields of environmental sanitation, in child feeding, and
milk conserxvation. The latter two were made by FAQO and the
FAO-WHO-UNICEF Protein Advisory Group. PAG was continuously
involved with the technical problams of nutritional safety

and suitability.

Training - Training was the subject of a special caview

[
uun
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in 1961, and ceferced prgincipally to sucveys undertaken with
the co-operation of WHO and FAQ with respect o health
personnel, nautcition training, wmilk consarvation and in the
agea of family and child welfare the Bureau of Social Af-

fairs prepared a special report.

Impact on Development - Because of the difficultiss in

obtaining base=line infermation for cetrospective
avaluation, the UNICEF Board had aot requested repocts.
However, +the issue of impact on development in particular
countries was refarred to when Board members visited a
number of countries. The reports were to be under the
gensral auspices of the Program Committee of the Board.
Under this rubric 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 information <L~
this kind, 1if any at all, had been presented to the
Executive Board, and in no instance was evaluative research

proposed for impact assessment.

Prospective Evaluation (or Appraisal) -~ A number of

reports had been prepared in the praceding decade indicating
how UNICEF assistance might fit ihto a country's zconomic
and s3oc¢ial development program. Fo?‘example,_ in 1952, a
ceport on milk conservation in underdeveloped ar=as (upper
and 2astagn Mediterranean, b5y an FAO consultant) and anothsr

on "Improvement of Infaat and Child Nutrition on the Basis



of Local Foods."” In 1959 the Board considecred
"Possibilities of UNICEF Aid for Social Secrvicas for
Childrsan." on the basis of a report by a Bursau for Social
Affairs consultant. Similarly, a report con 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, 1ILO, PAO, UNESCO, and WHO, 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 and
"planning" on - the other. The paper indicated that more
had appareﬁtly 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
"oroved results", in contrast to criteria for determining
the effectiveness of assistance for disease contrel cam—-
paigns - e.g. malaria, tuberculosis, yaws, leprosy. tracho=-
ma. Making empirical judgments as to whether countries had
been helped Lo strengthen their permanent services bvearing
on maternal and child heélth was much more elusive. "Ap-
plied nutrition” as a program was mora difficult to assess
than whether school meals were provided. Moreover, separat-
ing out the particuia: impact by such programs of the small
amount of assistance from UNICEF, given the overall govern-—

ment pudget and other external assistance, was axtremely

17
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difficult.

Board Reactions

Reactions from the Boarsd in discussion of the Executive
Director's 1963 report were positive about previous efforts

but insistent about the need for a more systematic apprcoach.

-y
-,
»)
-
-

gition ke alter the premiss
that it was outside the scope of UNICEF to engage in
evaluative research. The most that could be encouraged was

for UWICEF to Jjoin with the technical agencies 1in making

progecam reviews.

The theme of suppoct for project evaluation by coun-
tries themselves received strong andorsement, and reference
was repeatedly made to Rasolution 991 (XXXVI) of EZ0SQC,
which encouraged this approach. The Board was specific 1in
identifying the various bodies and mechanisms that could be
involved in evaluation by governments, and which could aow
be directly assisted: and also specified the various nation-

al institutions outside of Government which could be

involved.

13



CHAPTER III - 1964-1984

Resistance and Movement

Litaa 1 A = vy
Wil LS -

project assessments pcoduc;é following tha 1564 Board
meeting, pcogress by field offices to help strengthen
evaluative capagity within national govegnnanis was
sluggish. The subject of evaluation generally cemained a

low priority in practice for some yeass, despite formal

acceptance of Board pelicy and executive statements.

In a memorandum on policy developments from Adzlaide

in March

b .
e e 4L e e Ty e T Nl T e WA N e W R dm e e N A - ia Vata e i

1964 , she states that there will henceforth be two levels
of assessments. One - assessments of aid categories on a
global basis, which wo;ld have to be organized in
cooperation with the relevant specialized agancies. The
second - project assessments to be undertaken by f£ield

offices. She states:

"Of course there has always been a certain amount of
this kind of assessment, but in the futuge we must tfakz this
much more sariously both in the planning and ia the impla-

mentation of projects. Plans of operacion in the <futurs

19
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should always provide some specific assessment of each pro-
ject, designating the naticnal authority which will make the
assessment, where appropciate, indicating the time when this
will be done, and always iadicating the criteria which are
expectad to be used and for which a base line may need to be
established.™

“ns were elaborated in considerable

-~ These instruct
detail in May, 1964 . Nevertheless, implementation was veary

slow.

This lack of movement was due to several factors. One
was the 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
support and specific requirements from Headquarters.

Despite genuine conviction about the impertance of more

~r e

. 3 ~
systematic eva ction with projec

nmariva artriviry o]
1 w LY A el e A L

1 3 ~m

e ) e ¥ de X - dd A AT Y
so many other pressures intervened at Headquartaes and avan
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 delivery of program ianputs and examination

- - i 2 15

of operational methods, the latter often with the participa-

I

tion of the techaical agencies, werce given attantion. How-

20



ever, ther2 was littls affort to promots a statistical base
within countries, or raining for planning ggoups in tha

celevant ministries on evaluation mathodology.

Third, field staff, including most regional directors,
wera skeptical about the utility of systematic evaluation of
projects. The pragmatic quality of UNICEF, which stood it
in good stead with a "can éo“ approach, and laid thé ground-
work for an enviable reputation for hard-headed effective-
ness, also carried with it a skepticism about "academic"
approaches, including theocizing and ﬁeasuring. The motif
was "do it 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 charactass trait lostibuib sowething moce waé

neaded.

In”this connection, Banner. et al, comment: “Ev;lua-
tion énéjéééraéfoﬁssgre mutually'e£clusivesorientations in a
practical sense. It would be difficult teo find an aggres-
sive, effective administrator who placed a high priorify on
gquality evaluation"lo. (This observation clearly pertains

to evaluation, not to monitoriag, which is entirely

consistent with aggressive administration.)

Fourth, there was still a lingering reliance on the

21
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specialized agencies to-do what was necessacy technically in
evaluations. Since the Bellagio¢ Round-Table Conference in
1963, thace was less dependencs on the agencies £o£ progcam
guidance and authorization, although their advice was
solicited. With respect to programme evaluation, however,

the agencies were heavily relied on.

Fifth, there was no Headguarters section whose sole
cesponsibility was to stimulate and oversee the project
avaluation function, providingAguidance directly or thgsough
consultation for field offices where needed. Such an office
was not created until 1976, with the establishment of a

rogramme Analysis and Evaluation Section (PAES).

bility in evaluation at Headquarters included Newton Bowlas

‘and E. J. R. Heyward, who took early initiatives., and later

Charles Eggar who helped implement the approaches. I was
actively involved in these issues, as a consultant since
1862, since wmy background included,evaluatianﬁ'of social

11
programs angd reviewing evaluation research .

The Regional Directors Programme Conference of June:.
1963; testifies to the state of evaluation priority in the
context of life in the field. It became clear that while
theca were a few reasonably adequats project evaluations,

this was hagdly the nocm, and very little had Dbezn done

o
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abouk strcangthening national capacity.

At this coanferzace I was asked to introduce the sub-
ject, and attempted to "de-complexify" the subject by dis-
tinguishing between evaluating the means and ends of a pro;
jectlz, and by 1indicating the merits and limitations of
expert views as a primary means of judgment. There was a
pogitive response from the Regional Directg:s, out emphasis

once again on the difficultiess of any sevaluation without

data.

The confarence repoct ;tates:

"Newton Bowles said that in placing this item before
the Directors' Conference, Headguarters wanted to try once
more to break through the impasse in implementing the Execu-
tive Board's policy which placas fizst priority on helping

countries evaluate their own projects.”

This conference both recognized and seemed to nave

helpad break the impasse.

i3
In July, 1968, Dr. Egger issued a directive to

congentrate on new action with respect ko evaluation. He

stated that while theres was some prograss 1in carrying out

global program assessments, "Thera has been relatively lit-
]l mtvmema o~ o T mamm T omdm o orvme v omwT o e vy e [y P Y =L TP b
(S - T2 Far ey QAo Lol l\j ‘:’UVGL;L&H:II e W Wild D e wd s =Y G eI
atic, built-ian projact avaiuation. We must ask ourselves

23
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why this is so and what we can do to stimulata serious

projact evaluation by the goverznament."”

Emphasis was now put on applying project evaluation to
a relatively few selected projacts, 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 impoctance of the activity.

A classification was prepared of targets for evaluation and
approaches to evaluation. Targets included technigue,
programme project and programme ocganization. Approaches
inclﬁded affectiveness evaluation, empisical research,
expert judgment, and organizaticnal svaluation. There was
also a discussion of traps to aveid in engaging in each 5f
the evaluation approaches. This Expro was intended to
clarify and resassure. The effact was not great, perhaps
because there was still an overly intellactual tone to the

text, and perhaps because it was still painiess for field

personnel to ignore such Expros.

Cbnsiderable thought went into this Expro, but I doubt
that it held more than academic interest for most of the
field staff, even though it was intended to demystify the
subject. The organizational commitment, while present in

Headquarters, simply was not visible to much of

nrl

:lh Y]
the field 1in reality. Thera wers neither rewards if the
message of the directive was followed, nor sanctions, Lf the

a2ifort was not made. Nothing much would change until thers

(]
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ware direct instructions to specific fisld offices wita.

enough consultation to halp them move to avaluation sfforts

with governmeat offices with respect to JNICEF-assistad
projects. Thegre would have al to be a location at Head-

quarters which was dedicated to oversight specifically for

such activity.

During the first few years of the 1970's, =mphasis was
placed on preparing Board presentations for Country Planning
covering a period of several years rather than a year at a

-

time. In a message on programme evaluation to field cffice:
14

Ly

in Aprcil, 1973 , Dr. Bgger stated "The cesult is that our
assistance to a particular countrcy may not be evaluated for
some time." Again the Expro asks “"What is ‘evaluation

anyvay? For what purpose, covering what inputs against what
targets or goals?" In ordar to help, the Expro provides

o b -1
S3CuUS3Sion held

[

information from AID documents and from a &

with AID staff.

Statistics

A Statistics presence began in December, 1973, with
what was to have Dbeen a ten nmonth assignment for Leo
Goldstone, whe then was heading the Division of Statistics
on BEducation for UNESCO. He was seconded to the UN Statis-
tics Qffice to design a statistics pcogram f&: UNICEF and to

N Statistics Office strengthen its own program in

-

help the

social statistics. At that time, Tacslok Singh was heading a

[\
w

in
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Planning Divisicon in UNICEF, and Goldstone worked with him.
The initial “"temporacy" assignment to help with developing a

statistics program has continued ko the present day.

There was no cleaé understanding at Headgquarters about
what a statis;ics program should be, and only scatteced
intersst except from Heyward and Tarlok Singh. Goldstone
was encouraged by Heyward to visit Countey Qffices in all
regions before Goldsteone himself could recommend what should
e done. These visips resulted in a meeting with the
Ragional Directors and eventually the dscision to .set up a
Statistics assistance programme in selected countries and
Regional OQOffices, with the use of Regional and Cocuntry
Advisors, rather than to establish a full-fledged statistics
unit in Headguarters, akin to those in othar agencies of the

United Nations.

Statistics still cetains a marginal presence at Head-
quarters, although it 1is more fully accepﬁed than in the
past. The Statistics Advisor continues teo be paid through
the United Nations, and the Statistics budget comes from the

IFP.

] =y 3 - A AE m o mmamyy ] e S
Statistics recaived stron as a rasult of

[t ®]

. Bertrand's report in 1980 which called for a stzonger
guantitative basis for UNICEF's planning aand programming,

and contained detailed cecommendations for improviag the

D
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statistical data base.

LfY )

A Doy-pcoduct of the pcogramme developed in UNICE was
the encouragement of the UN Statistics Office since 1979 to
stimulate the establisnment of national household sucvey

programmes in several cou

tries. Thase have been succes-

sfully carried out with considerabls UNICEF support.

Tﬁe Nairobi unit, under the leadership cof Kend;th
Williams, nas conducted scoras of saﬁple nousahold surveys
in couatries of East Africa, issuas a regulac publication,
and provides statistical consultation to a number of
govegsnments in the region.

At the end of 1984, there were six Regional and Countc
Advisocs. Theee of the Regional Offices had aot opted to
nave a Statistics Officer, and apparently theres has Leen v
Headguarters 1insistence that they do so. In keepiang with
the decentralized, loose programme originally established,

the Statistics Qfficers in the field raport not Lo the

Headquarters Statistic Officer, but to the Regional Direc- -

tors for those serving in the Regional Qffices, and te the

representatives at the countzy lavel. The Headquartsacs

Statistics Advisor consults, vis d provides supporct,

-
Lo al

pete

but not official direction. There is a generally c¢ollagial
sather than hierarchical relationship between him and those

in the fiald.

27
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Statistical capacity has been esssatial to systematic
gvaluation efforts by psoviding a data base. Ia ¥igeriz and
thte Sudan, the case studies on avaluation submiktad to> the
Executive Board in 1984 would not have been possible without
the work performed with the governments by the UNICEZ sta-
tistics advisors in those countries. One of the most
important sources of objection to evaluative activity., tae
paucity of data against which to measure change, has Deen
significantly reduced by the statistics staff, working with

government departments.

Quite distinct from thz Headquarters statistics advisor
and regional and country statistics advisers, there is a
section on statistics within the Programme Division. Its
function- is essentially to determine, as far as possible,
how much-is -spent in each programme catego:f. It is pact of

the UNICEF intecnal monitoring machinery.

Evaluation fcr Emergencies

There is very little reference to 2valuation in UNICEF
documents with respect to the handling of emergencies with
which UNICEF has been angaged over the years. Howevar, at
the resent time the field Manual section on "Emergencias”
does have referznce to assgssment, monitoring, phasing out

and evaluation.

28



Thare was indeed evaluation of an informal kind -during
tha various pariods of UNICEF's work in emergenciazs, includ-
ing the =arliest period in Europe. In 1948 the "Food For
Work™ plan was experimented with in Byelo=-Russia. The same
concept was picked up again in Algeria in the emergency wock
of 1958 and was reintroduced in Ethicpia during the famine

of 1984-5.

ey Rl WU e

In the new Field Manual (1984), prospective avaluations
are referred to, and ian effect represent the function of a
systematic assessment plan. Among the criteria in evalua-
ting effectiveness in emergencies is how "fair" UNICEF suc-
ceeds in being to all of the interests iavolved, as waell as
what was accomplished as a result of UNICEF interventions.
The assessment of efficiency inéludes the speed attained by
UNICEF in delivering its help, the logistical planning and

the effectiveness of what was accomplished.

The Field Manual indicates that final evaluations may
be undertaken either by staff members or by outside indivi-
duals or institutions, but should be planned for at the vezy

outset of 'an emergency sSo that the eatire process can be
followed. The elements to be covered include arrangements
for warning and preparednass, the clagity and comprehensive-
ness of the initial asssessment of needs and programmiag

raquiced, the coverage of sactocral needs, the dasign and

implamentation of a monitoring programme, &the orgaailzation

29
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of the emergency eifoct, the specific cole of UNICEF staff,

and the utilization of other individuals and gcoups.

Programme Analysis and Evaluation Section

In the ten yeacs between 1274 and 1984, there was a
mounting interest and investment in monitoring and
avaluation. In 1976, for the figst time, a section
expl{;itly devotad to these functions was formééﬁt ghj
ffeadgquarters;, with a view to its being a driving forca in
guidiag and stimulating evaluation throughout the agency,
and serving, as well, as a symbolic recognition of the
agency's commitment teo 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 propitiocus to staff it
until then. The section was placed within the Progcramme
Division. Its first head was Nailten Santos, whose

background was in programme planning. He was quickly joined

by Ed Lannert who later succeeded him as head of the unit.

Ver? soon after the section was organized, it was
crenamed the Programme Analysis and Evaluation Section., a
designation Santos prefarred to Evaluation Secﬁion. The
amphasis for the first few years was, 1in fact, less on
evaluation than on programme planning and analysis. The

premise was that without mora raticnal programme planning,

including =xpectations of results at given time intervals,
2cogramme svaluation weould not have a sound base. Seminacs

30



were thersfore undectaxan ian different cegioas toe systema- .

tize programwe planning and anaiysis.

Technical Information Referral Sarvice

In the aftermath of the highly acclaimed Intecnational
Year of the Child, consideration was given dy the Executive
Board and staff to possible follow-up to consclida:e the
gains. One of the proposals, strongly favored by the PALS,
was t¢ form a Technical Information and Rafarval Service.
Initially, its aim was simply to "provide information anout
soucrces of technical and opecational information to which
those 1inguiring could be referred."” It was a way of.
capitalizing on the wealth of information on rcesources ‘
generated by the IYC, and an effort to establish UNICEF as a
central resource for ceferral, without UNiCEF itself having
to provida technical information, unless it concerned UNICEF

itself.

Aiong with other follow-up activities approved by the
Exacutive Boacd, the TIRS was in principle approved. In a
memorandum of 22/02/81 prepared by Ed Lannert, 1its spacific
function was as follows:

"The service will aim primacily at developing and
opacating a system for the build-up and dissemination of
extarnal and intecrnal infosmation on sourcaes of ideas,

T

aglo

-

methods and technigques £fsom sxperience that will
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policy-makers, planners and practitioners‘in theis acktions
henefiting children. Spacial attention will be given to
making moca effactive and efficient use of UNIZER's
gxperience with social services programmes at grass-roots
level; sharing experience that iy cross-sectoral; aad o
monitoring and diffusing national policy devalopments that

impact on the condition of children."

In a short time, howvaver, the emphasis in the
management of the TIRS shifted to the utilizatioa of
information, from both UNICEF and non-UNICEF experiance,
including HNGO's, for UNICEF progsramming, and intarnal UNICEF
purposes. {The c¢enter. of UNICEF activity for TIRS also
moved from the Office for Europe in Geneva, to New York.)
In turn, this function - carried within the rogramme

Planning and Programme Development Division's PAES -

lessened in priority and became incorporated into an overall
Management Information System. Meanwhile, however, a

measure of energy and resources during the e@arly 1980's
became deflected from the management of avaluation
activities at Headquarters to the development of pcogramme
managsgment information, including informatiocn  about
evaluation. One of the products of the PAES was aa

le
inventory of studies and evaluations from 1979 to 1983 .

Board Revisws of Evaluation

At its 1976 session, soon after the DProgramme Analysis
and Evaluation 3ection was formed, Gthe 3card =ngagzsd ia a
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fiald. The rapost that the Board hoard from the Exscutiva
Director indicatad that support was proviaed for ministries
in several countries for their evaluativg activities, and
that a number of prospective appraisals were ceonducted ra-
lating: to specific projects including strengthening the
tnformation base required. There Qas also clearly a
steppad-up utilization of universities and institu:tas within

countries for evaluation purposes.

The Executive Director's

iy

2port also presented a raviaw
of the more systematic tgaining of UNICEP staff in project
preparation and asszessment which included workshops at Head-
guarters and in the field. The paper iadicated certain
Pcoblaems in developing a programme for systematic evalua-
tion, problems which made it difficult te 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 =2valuaticn

[l
I

capabilities was a priority need at :their stage o

priorit Y need at conels
development of services; the absence of anational personnel
trained in either monitoring or evaluation methodeology:
insufficient indicators for measuring outcomes bdenefiting

children as a significant factor everywhere, and a naturcal

caticencs ot officiais to angage in satrospactive

avaluations, 9Decause of the ¢isk that thase mavy 2xpose’

33
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pecoblems. It was also evident that wmuch mocz needed to Dbe
dona with UNICEF staff itself, in prapazsing them.foc the
managanent and follow-up £ monitecing and avaluation

activities.

One of the major conclusions in the Board 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 widecr dissemination of ratrospective
evaluation rcesults. In addition, the paper affirmed the
importance of haviné well-elabozsated programme designs which
would make an investment in wmeonitoring and evaluation moca
fruitful. '

By the time of the Board reviaw of avaluation in 1982,
it was evident that considerabls p:ogresé had been madzs to
strengthen country iLevel monitorihg and evaluation of
UNICEF-assisted programmes, with a gredt deal o¢f support
given to the participation of government agencies and cother
institutions. A sample analysis ¢f evaluation activities

assisted by UNICEF country offices during 1981, however,

o

b

1l ~F
ULh Wik

assis
tive studias. survays and field research, with the aim of
improving programme fq:mulation. As against the 50% of
activites supported for such purpeses, 40% were devoted Go
ratrospectiva z2valuations. At the same time, a grezat deal
more attentioa than previously was devoted Lo suppocting

activities for imoroviag monitoring of programmes.
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The Raocrt of M. Bartrand

In a compreahansive, wide-craanging rcepoct in 198C on
planning and programming for chilLdren at the country level,
M. Maurice Bertrand of the Joint Inspection Unit presentad
nis analysis of the role of UNICEF in overall development
at the country leval, of monitoring and evaluating pcogramme
implementation and :esults,_ conducting rcesearch, and rs-
moving bottlenecks in information concesning the sizuation

of children, and made a score of racommendaitions.

However, the BExecutive Boazd, while impressed with the
ceport, was cautiocus about what several delegates felt was
an inocdinate emphasis on information buildiang, with a pos-

sible diverszion of rasourges from

Ed Lannerst noted in his evaluation overview of February.
1984, the Board comments rapresented a wish Lo strike a
balance between the financial zesogrces_reguigad‘;q,imgzove
info:métion and those neeaded to fulfill the-.potenﬁial fo:i
increased programme effectiveness. Delegates emphasizad the
need to develop simple and inexpensive methods of data
collaction. .The Board amphasizad the inmportance, as well,
of maintaining the acticn-orianted approach <charsactaeristic
of UNMICEF, and the dirsection of delivery of basic sacvices,

aven where iaformation programming might 2e inadsquate.
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In 2ifect, 1. Bectrand's caport was a "su

d'estime," =rzcespactfully cecaivad for its comprazhensivenass,

3

* -

its logical arsgumanit, 1its high intellectual qual d

[~
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systematic approach, but not, for the most part, accepted in
its practical implications. Still, it remains a bench-mark
in 1its sszarching examination of the evaluaticn issue for
UNICEF within the context of the agency's davalopmental

cole.

Intesrnal Audit

a lasls e
e5 LalK CO

[Le)

1948 when
auditors were engaged and outposted to Bangkok and Paris to
provide meticulous review of vouchers, financial rzpocts and
reci?ts governing the receiving and distribution of
supplias. As Tony Meager repocted in his memorandum of
June, 1984, "This type of auditing was aimed at ensuring

accuracy and integrity of financial reporting.”

Internal Audig was past of the Comptrollerc's Division

of UNICEF for its first twenty years. During that period it

had a gradual increase of responsibilitiess, dealing wmore
vith systams and internal contzol proceduces and Qe:focming
audits aimed at impreoving the eceonomy ané sfficiancy of
UNICEF operations ia addition to examining the £inancial

C2POLLs-

(W]
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In 1968, wupon Gthe recommendation of tfae UMW 3ocard of
Extacrnal Auditars, tha Intarnal Audit servicea Decane past of
the QOffice of the Exscutive Dirsctor to ensugs its
independenca. It reportad to the EBxscutive Director through
E.J.R. Heyward as Senior Deputy Executive ©Diresctor for

Opezations.

A turning point for the IAS came in 1$73. It was fora-
shadowed by Mr. Lahouisse's Progress Report which ceviewed
activity in projact eavaluation, global assessment, the
devaelopment of statiﬁtics and social iadicators for
mgasuring change. t that point, internal auvdit of project
agsistanca was also reviewed, and the connection betwean
Internal Audit and evaluation of programme was signalled.
In 15973 the TIAS moved formally to the evaluation of
pregramme performance with a systematic review of "UNICEF
programme input” and an increasingly formal review of

cutputs of programme operation, termed "programme audits™.

Financial auditing relates to efficiency, programme
auditing to effectiveness. This was a dramatic expansion of
function for the IAS, which since 1973 broadened still
further to include management audits as well as mnore formal

assessment of outputs.

The relationship of IAS To programme perfocmanca guick-

1y devaloped into monitsring and svaluation, both of igputs

-
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and outputs, theoough on-site obssgvations. Wnile s{rength-
aning self-svaluation of govs3rnmants was USICEF'S objactiva,
tne wajoc initiatives f£og evaluation of projects with whica
UNICEF assistad usﬁally rested with UNICEF, along with ez-
forts to inject external objectivity into the process by
involving national institutions and universities. The IAS
participated in this initiative as it was taken by field

offices-.

While socma in the IAS nave regarvrded programme audibing
as evaluation of the effectiveness of UNICEFR activiiy withia
government prograimes, others do aot regasrd 1t so. The
latter view programme audits as essentially operational -
that is, examining programme design, and helping the country
office tie up 1loose ends. They maintain that siacz
programme audits normally’ do aoct invelve govarnmant
count2rparts, evaluation of dutcomas - lét alope impact - is

not, in fact, possible.

At tais writ;ng, the explicit avaluative activity of
:Ihﬁéfnal'éudit is being restrained, except for its partici-
pation in the agency-wide evaluations of the global impact
of the Child Survival Development Revolution and <of wosld-
wida programme audits such as it performed in 1982-3 on
water/sanitatioen programnmes. The trend is towards
emphasizing once mors the traditional rcol=z of internal audit

to contzrol financial matt=2rs in

T

42 countzy offices.

Neverthslass, thers remain 2xc2ptions to this principla.
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Hzadcuastars Znanhasis ia the 1930's

Board interest and pressure about evaluatiocn continued

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

gave the subject more attention.

In June of 1982, Richard Jolly, Deputy Executive Dirsc-
tor for Programmas, sent a memorandum Lo ragional ilzectors
and rapresentatives on the subject 2f "Strengthening 0Of
Programme Bvaluation." Ia this messaga2 ha ficst summacizs
previous activity and indicated the actions now called for
to improve the "planning, managsment and use of evalua-
tions." He asked that country offices make sures that an
evaluation‘plan become part of every programma submission to
the Executive Board, and indicatad what basic information
should be incorporated within such plans. Tha criteria wara
identified for the selection of ongoing programmes for eval-
uation. Cartain pkogrammes wera designated as priocrities
for evaluations for the period 1983-84 from a global per-
spective. These were: rural watar supgly and sani:cation:
UNICEF-~assistad ::Aining prograhmes: ‘and area development

projects (pilot projects).

In addition to indicating how the avaluation should be

organizad and the tecms of safarsnce needad for it

W
Y
[BY

2para-

tion, the messagz smnphasized the importancs of ¢ in

0]
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plan of action for using th2 svaluation cesults.
In December, 1833, 2ichasd Joclly issued aan EXD .
designed to consolidate policies on evaluative studies, aad

specify guidelines foc implementation. Thus, there was a

.restatement of the policy that UNICEF does not support long-

term basic research, but may assist applied reseacch on a
practical level. To try to guide and co-ordinate activities
ia this field, a Committee was established on Appliad

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

Efforts at mors systematic monitoring, both within
UNICEF operations in government projects with which UNICEF
was cooperating, apparently " were increasing and did not

require any unusual Headguarters admonitions oc appeals.

1984 Overviaw and Aftermath

Ed Lannert praparad an ovearview of evaluative
13

activities in UNICEF for the Executive Board of 1%84 . Hz
ragords the gains and shortcomings of the axpacienca.
A global inventory of evaluations was established, so that
thera would be a "memory bank" of projesct experisnce, out
systematic use of evaluation repocts- wersa not yet
consistently undartakan theoughout the crganization.
Necassary posis for svaluation -had been established in ths
Progranme Devalopment and Plaaning Division: Sut  the

evaluation system na2aded stesagthening at  r2gional aad
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countzsy lavals. Ratrospective evaluations and oagoiag

poogcamne  avaluations had 3t2adily iacc=zased froam 1930 ko

h

1982, ut difficulty continued ia attributing improvements

in <¢hild well-being to specific programms or project
interventions, and cost-effectiveness of UNICEF-sponsorad

programs required grzater attention.

The overview describes cectain *organizational rcoles®
with raspect to evaluation, but only hints at the

organizational ambiguities which emaszged as the acc

i

nt on
avaluative undesrtakings was shacspened. Thus, while cagional
offices have no specific responsibilitiss ia this acea they
do provide "encouragement and support." Heowever, only in
some regional offices is such support strong. Applied
cegearch and statistics ace shared by the Division of
Program Development and Planning and the Divisicn of Program

1

Fie

d Services. The Office of Internal Audit is also
involved 1in assessing both effectiveness and efficiency and
carries out special management audit assignments. Refarence
is made to the statistical advisors dsployed by UNICEF, “ut
mora than half are in one region, East Africa, whece they
helped develop the .  National Household Survey Capabilibty
Program. Finally, there is reference to UN specialized
agencias commissioned to perform specialized tasks calated

to evaluation, the <cooperation of bilateral donors and
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At the 1284 Exszcuiive Board saession Lhars wac2 two casa
studies of avaluatioa, one, an analysis of gprogjramme
a2xperlence 1a the Indonesian Hational Family HNutrition

. 19
Improvement Programme , and the other "The UNICEF-Assistad

Rural Drinking Water and Sanitation Project in Iwo State,

20
ligeria®” . The first was in too early a stage to provide
a retrospective avaluation, but illustrated ongoing
programme assessment. The second repcesanted a mwmajor

innovation in UNICEF-supportad svaluatioca, 3iance it iavolved
as rcigorous an evaluation ressarch mesthodology as could be
applied under field conditions.
.21

The report of the 1984 Programme Committea indicated
some skepticism on the part of the Executive Board gbout how
aggrassivaly UNICEF was moving with caspect to evaluation.
Thus. the repcesentatives- of WNetherlands, <the Fedecal
Republic of Germany, and the Uﬁited Kingdom "had =2ncouraged
the secretariat to increase the use of ocutside consultants,

who would provide graater objectivity and inject £fresh

ideas.”

There was, however, little attention given &to the
subject of diverse organizational roles in 2valuation.

Rather, a principal theme was for continuing "a prcactical

and pragmatic approach." Thers was some disagra2emant on hov
far UHICIF should go in the statistical fia2ld, and emphasis
cn making moze use ¢f infocmation collactad. Onz of the
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aoc2 unusual observations in Executive Boarsd dalibsratioans

M

4a3 that of tha United Statas Jeslegate, who agguss that

studiss aevaluatiang impact, which sntailed applied ceszarch
and other rigorous apprcaches - as in the case study <£fronm
Nigeria - should be pucsued despite their  relative
costliness. This, however, did not appear to be a general

view.

]
o

22 T
in an EXD following this Board meeting Mz, Jolly

builds won the message of 1982, and emphasizes that the
Exscutive Board's concern about avaluation at this time was
influanced, in addition to the normal reascas for iks past

and continuing interest, by the current difficzult world-wide

e2conomic situation. In effect, the shfinking resources of
major contributors la4 to demands . for increased
accountability for the use of their donations. He refarrad

(L

alsc to the greatar pressure within the =eantics Unite

Nations system for strengthening monitoring and evaluation.

Therafore, the EXD urged that the evaluation component
of programme submiscsions to the Executive Board should be
alaboca;ad in more datail, that each office institutionalize
an annual programme implementation review with government,

that mor2 attenticn be given to svaluaticons in annual ra-

ports, that e2ach office preparz an coverall monitsrsing and

zvaluation plan for projects in the countly pregramms, and
2hat all evaluazions financad by UNICER should conitain an

43
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Responsibility was placed on the country

axecutive sunmary.
officas for initiating and following wu» on evaluation
activities, with the regional offices and Headguartass
slaying a supportiang role.
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CHAPTER IV - IMPRISSIONS

Digpersion of Monitoring and Evaluation Resoponsibilities

The accent on monitoring and evaluation, 1in tae ten
years from 1974 to 1984, had clearly increased coasidecably
throughout UNICEF. However, theiz functions had become moce
differentiated, and the responsibiliiy for caccying out
these <functions had by 1984 become diffuse. This was
despite the fact that the cors responsibility was to lie
within the Programme Deyelopment and Planning Division to
guids country offices. The functions can be characterized

as:

Monitoring Programme Inputs -~ who checks that what is

supposed to be provided for projects is actually supplied,
on time;

Monitocing Programme Qutputs = who checlks. whether the

progranmes achieve their iamediate purpose:;

Auditing Fiscal Management - who c¢hecks whether the

obudgets allocated to field offices are propecly used, with
adequate fiscal control;

Auditing field Office Management - who judges and =rce-

pocrts whether the field offices aga =2fficiantly managec, and

thels total ra2sousces well depioyed:
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Strengtnening National Capacity -~ who nelps the coun-

tries  achieve greater evaluative capacity themselves for
their own projects beneifiting childcen, whether or aot the
projects are UNICEF related:

Monitoring Global Themes -~ who attempts tc assess

whether the global efforts in which UNICEF participates are
progréssing ~ whether in water and sanitation programmes or
the Child Survival and Development Revolution:

22T ey

Data Collaction and Analysis - who sees to it that &he

o

pench-mack data needed for evaluation are obtains and

brougat up te date.

Mhaca Fl1in
+IIT2S a

whnich are within UNICEF itself. (See Table I)

The naational governments with which UNICEF cooperatsas

bear a vital and increasing share of Gthe rcesponsibility,

with lesser participation by the UNDP and specialized agen-

cies, and occasionally from donoxr countcies for special
23
projects. B

atcional and ragional institutions ara
increasingly drawn into evaluation of UNICEF-assisted
projects, and bi~-latecral agencies also provide theig

e2Xpartise.

Within UNICEF the Programme Division Advisocy Secvices

and khe Preoggfamme Division Field Secvigce cagsy a signirficant

‘shace, along with the fisld offices themselvas walich arce

mainly responsibla. Tae statistics acdvisocs, at



Headquartars, and ia the r=2gional and fiald ofiices car:s;

the statistics cespeonsibilities, and Intecnal Audii, ha

8]
W

gcadually assumed considerabla2 authority in several arsszas.

It was not surprising that a need was £f2lt for
coordinating machinery, in this instance a Coozdinaiting
Committee astablished in 1985, and neaded by Dr. Jolly. It
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also evident that and
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evaluation would continue to take on different shapes, with
the combination . of <c¢hanging intecnal ceguirsments -
@spacially the nmonitcozing of tha Child Sucvival and
Developmant Revolution initiatéd by Hr. Ggant - and extagnal

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

Pronlams and Progress

Ovacg

r

he years, considerable progress has been mada Lo
move programme moniktoring and evaluation into the maiastrszam
of UNICEF work, if not to centesr stage. They acs Ltoday
widely accepted in the field as activities which are

significant and cecognizad as such by Headquacsters.

To achiave this progcess, several kinds of resistancea
e hadé to g overcona, ga:ticular
catrospeciive evaluation, in a process which siill coatinues
One - has been the lingering doubt that =zIfoct and rasources

spaakt  oa 2ithes »nraspactive or ratzospective evaluation are

®
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as usaeful as their expendituce on psogramme itsalf, given
the <cestrcictions of both staffing and funds. Aaother has
S@2n the uacagstainty that the methods used for cetrospectiva
avaluation ace sound, oc¢ that field pesrsonnel aca eguipped
to dircect this activity. Third:, is the concesn that such
evaluation, which must of necessity czveal shortcomings as
vaell as achievements, way be embarrassing to personnel of
the government agencies themselves, and thus might best %e

left alone.

Monitoring of programme inputs nas not encountacad
similar resistanca, and has become an accapted staple in tha
array of <field activities, both by UONICEFR staff and
govecrnment agencies. Meonitoring does not conflict with ths
historic, pragmatic style of UNICEF - "Let's get the job
done that we know 1is needed without spending time on
measuring it" = for it is c¢a3gacdad as part 2% the job.
Procedures for wmonitocring are incocporated in many, and

probably mest prograﬁmes.

Resistance, however, has not been the dominant s=action

from the field in recent years. ot only has it deccezased
in all regions, bHut positive initiatives have taken place.
In sevsral c¢ountries {g.g. = Ethiopia) oy the 1980's)

training wockshops on avaluation wece conductad, monitorcing
was improved, and &the anaual Jrogramme ravievs wigh

Jovacament counterparsts ware used to stimulate salsctivy

w

i

jolnt svaluative activibiss.
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In the broad themagic areas, such as water/saanization,
monitoring and evaluation hava become incgeasingly
systematized - from the monitoring of inputs (e. g. - how
many hand pumps provided): outcome and utilization (how many
people have the hand pumps and azre usiang them): to
evaluation casearch of impact on health of various
watac/sanitation nrogrammes.

UNICEFR gontinues Lo stay away from avaluatioa resz2azch
as part of its own investment, but draws neavily on such
reseacch for its programmes and for applied reseacch which
feeds 1into basic research. Thug, the appliad raseacch
schame built into the IMO project in MNigeria (raported to
the Executive Beoarnd in 1985), where water, sanitation and
health education were all! incorporatad iato the Gtotal
programmatic effort in this state. UNICEF pays for ths
appliad rcesearch, related to the projects with which it
Cooperates. This rz=2search 1is under the guidance of the
bondon School of Tropical Hygiene and Hedicine. Meanwhile,
basic avaluation sesearch en iapact studies in
water/sanitation and health is being conducted by the Ross

Institute in London. It draws on and contributes %20 the

appliad research.

It is impoctant to note that UNICZEF over tha years nas

acguizad esseatial rascurces in xay staff, who can  coanect

‘.\
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pasic reseacch to practical implamentation, anéd translate
fcom one to the otz - e.i.' - Lester Teply (s2ticed) and
Hossain Ghasseail in nusrition, Mdagtia Bayear ia
watac/sanitation, Rogas Goodall in ocal c¢ehydrcation, Stephen
Josepn in iwmmunization. It is evident how important such
professional/scientific connections should be in the

mounting of the programmes and in the conduct of zae=ic

avaluatiocn.

One ©of the developments that will very likely De
important for the future 1is +thea participacion of ths
commuinity in moanitoring and evaluation ¢f ouitcomes, as wall

as in pcogramming. Such efforts have been undaistaken
24

sporadically in the past and have been encouragad , Dbukb have

not taken root substantially except for participation in
self=-sucveys. The spread of primazy health care, which
places rca23poasibility for local management on  communities,

may accelarate participation, especially in moenitoering and

programming.

2rogram EBvaluation Saction

While efforts at leading and coordinating evaluation
activity are nominally canteraed in :the Programme Evaluation
Section of the PDPD, ra2sponsipbility for cenducting such
activity i3 incrzasingly in the field and has, in fact,
Dacoie broadly cdiffused. The mandate of the PES has 22coas

lass clzar ovars the yaacs.



Tha statements about evaluation projectsd, ian prograss.
or complated zhat age included in the aanual I2p078s
submitted by countcy repcesantatives are summacized =2ach

year {and presumably used by the countries}.

Their implications for broader programmiang use nead Lo

be analyzed, as all attest.
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vée been attempbad,
such as meetings of staff to consider the lilaplicatioans oI
thase evaluaiions, bdut they have not cesultad in any resgulac
or systematic review, or measures taken for implementation.
The +three person "staff engaged, in part. in dicect
evaluative activity (the rapid assessment surveys, fosg
eaxample) relating to the CSDR globally, as well as trying te
cespond to fiald requasts, 1is not egquipped to handle much

o2,

The PES is plaaning, with the traiaing section:. =to
provide training for field staff in tha evaluation agssza,
- akip to the efiorts for training provided a Qecade ago in
prog:;mme olanning. This seems to rainforces the pramise
that evaluation activity should lie principally with tae
field offices, rgathesr than with centralizéd administzation.
It is a premise that appeacs incrzasingly to be aecessary

and is widely shaz=ad.

[

The notion of a conilict has baan posad 1a aaviag PES
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rasponsible to " the Programme Division within which it is
locatad. A »nparallel has Dbeen zawn in likzning this

salationship Gto the potential conflict that would a2asue  if

+
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Indeed, the suggestion has been made that the programme
evaluation functicn similarly should be sapacated from the

Programme Division and leocated within Internal Audit, which

has assumed ovarslapping functions.

Howavar, the presesnt rceview 9f the history of this
activity has zevealed no conflict of iateszest oz Dpias in
activity by 3the PES by virtue of its 1locatioca ia the

ts wmain functions ars

e
[

Programme Division, s¢ long as

0

guidaﬁce to country offices or support £for strangthening
country evalpative activities. Such bias could conceivably
rasulc if PES ware to conduct programme evaluations itself.,
dowaever, Lthis has not vdeen 1ts inherant fuanction, altacugh

there have been lapses.

L\ § T I I - 1 ol = T A B b oem L om - TTAT T M= - am e lm P L S
W LIlgLS LS A gJ.UDdJ.. LILL WS LWL NALSE SUGll A wi il
the CSDR;, all efforts arcz mobilized. This includes

evaluation resources both at Headgquarcters and the £fizld.
Tha year 1985 saw the effort to balance these cesourcas as
between the global imperative and mor2 ¢eneral programme

initiatives. The PES 1itself was sagaged in Dboth, -and

[N

caeflactad the 2ffort to allocatz its rascurces zccocrdiagly.

Thus, the currant dirsctor of the PES, Twig Johnson,

52



initiated a program 0f "rapid appraisals,” o¢ case studies

of spacific CSDR=-r=latad intazveantions. Thase arce
supolamental tc wmonitogsing and =avaluaiion studies of tLtie
components of CSDR:. and are gqualitative in naturs,

attempting to answer questions of "what works, what does not

work, and why in the process of implementation."25

The future of the PES, as of 1985, sceemead to lie in

sncouraging the field offices to conduct evaluation a2fforis,

wherever relevant, to seek to help ogovide them with,

necessary resources, secure competent technical advice for
the field where needed, comnent on rasults of their
gvaluation activities, and try to extract lessons that can
ennance programme developments generally, and theacefore
should be diffused to the field. This concaption of
function would conform in principle with what E& Lannec: was
trying to achieve during the latter part of his tznure as

head of PES.

The scores of creferences from £fiald offices, now
emerging each year in their annual razports, £form the zaw
material for valuable analysis of what works and what does
not., under a varisty of field conditions. The PES is at
tEhis Jjunctur=z the logical instrument for =xtcacting the .mosc
useful lessons fcom this material, theough i£s owa ané

sannea

thszough co-opted rasousges. With fesd-pack o the Pro

[te]

Divisions and 2o :the field - via coonerative activiiy with
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the Training section as well as theough iater-departmental
contact and special cepocts - these lesscons can eacich
2cogramime  activity apocaciably, altaocugn auch has  Seen

. Sueh

[1)]

at

[o 8

learned to
the development field generally, through formal
publications, as well as to all other bodies re=lated to the

wotrk of UNICEF.

Headguarters initiatives will continue to bea ascessacy
fo¢ global thematic assesswents -~ prospective, on-going, and
retcospective. The hneact of evaluative activity for UNICEZF,
nowever, s8tiil lies in the countries themselves and with

Fi1alA ALTFI Aaa o)
=icil CLLICES. SOV

[are

have bacome more proficient 1in developing thair oW
meonitorsing and evaluation capabilities, benefitting
significantly from some twenty years of gradually increasing
cooperation by UNICER in such activity. After many y2arcs of

fits and starts in this areza of thelr responsibility, £field

R
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officas ara er
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asingly in a position to take necassarcy

iniktiatives with y!

ompetance, and £o have such ini
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cz2cognizad and reinfogcad within the ocganization.
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TABLE I. Evaluation Functions and Sources Responsible
NATICNAL, HEADQUARTERS OFFICES UNICER NICEF + INIIED DONR
GNVERNENIS FIELD REGICNAL | NATIONS ANERNVENI
CEFICES CFFI(ES NFNCIES!
RO BoGRaM INIFRNAL SIRTISTICS
FUNCTIONS CEVELCHEN] FIELD ANDIT
AD - SRVICES
PLANNING
Monitoring Program Input
Monitoring Program Output :
4 -. A H. V
Auditing F.0. Fiscal and
Program Management
Strengthening National \\\\ \\\\
Capacity (Monltoring
Evaluation Statistics)
.Data Collection and | \\\\\
Analysis M -
K
Monitoring Global Themes
Supporting Field Offices \\\\ \\\\
- __ \ e A. _
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INTERVIEUWS

Manou Assadi-Baiki

Manzoor Ahmed
Jacgues Beaumonti
Martin Beyear
3cris Blanco
Ecrich Buenger
Howard Dale
Tarique Paroogqui
Lao Goldstone
Burhan Ilercil
Twig Johnson

Ed Lanqect

Dr. Nyi-Hyi
Johanna S3Strieck

ini Watanabe

14 Januacry 1988

13 January 1936

b

13 January 1986.
19 Decenmbaer 1985
8 Macch 1985
3 July 1984
12 November 1934
12 Novembecr 1384
3 July 1984
8 March 1985
25 May 1985
14 Januaczy 1985

14 January 1985

iay 1984, 2 March 1985



FOOTNOTES AND REFERENCES

1. Suchman, page 31l.

2. Weiss, passim.

3. Qlark and McCaffecy.
4. Wholey.

5. E/ICEF1963//48¢6

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

9. EXPRO-65 .
10. Banner, Doctocs, and Gordon, page 10.

11. When in Tanganyika in 1962-3, I was strcuck by the fact
that an applied nutrition project was being conducted by FAQ
without an evaluation plan for gauging the effectiveness of
results. I became involved in that phase of the project. I
then learned that UNICEf had no evaluation scheme for
projects they assisted, nor did govecnments. This subject
was discussed at Head-gquarters with the Executive Director
and the Deputy Executive Dicactors, and continued to be part
of my consulting agenda in UNICEF for many years.
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DIR/CON/MIN/June 1968.
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—
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.

EXPRO-152.

14. EXPRO=-213.

15. E/ICEF/L.1413

16. TIRS 84/03.

17. EXD-2869.

18. E/ICEF/1984/L.3.

19. E/ICEF/1984/L.3/Add.1l.

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

E/ICEF
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22. EXD-2878.
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23. Note should be taken of the suggestions made by several
of the delegations of donor countries reprasented on the
Executive Board to become more invelved in evaluation,
beyond their current participation in noted projects. Some
staff consider such increasad and formal responsioility
potentially constructive, as "an educaticnal process for

donors.” Qthers view such a development with concern,
interpreting the general appcoach of such donor countries as
emphasizing fiscal controls, rather than over=—all

programmatic values,; including gualitative elements.

24. Note, for example, following articles in Assignment

Children:

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

Ahmed, Manzocor: "Community Participation, The Heart of
Primary Health Care.," Volume 42, April/June, 1978

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

25. ""ramework for the Monitoring and Evaluation of CSDR,"
27/2/85.
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UNICEF Deocuments, pre 1984

E/ICEF/337/Rev.2

17 August 1959

Major Trends in UNICEF Programme Aid: Excerpts from UNICEF
Executive Board Repocrts

E/ICEF/488
4 November 1963
Possible Ways to Strengthen Evaluation

{notes by the Executive Director)

includes: Annex I - Bibliographical nota (pp. 1-34)
Annex II - Economic¢ and Social Council resolution 991
(XXXV¥I), EBEvaluation of programmes (pp.1-2)

E/ICEF/492
Januacy 1964
Report on ways to strengthen evaluation

EXPRO-62
9 March 1964

Policy Davelopments in 1964 - News from B

EXPRO~-66 (from Adelaide Sinclair)

8 May 1964

Revision and Evaluation of Programmes and Projects
{(pp. 1-3)

UNICEF FIELD MANUAL
December 1966

Volume I ~ Assistance Policies
Assessment of Projects - Book A, Chapter 2, Annex {(pp. 1-42)

E/ICEF/563
June 1967
Project assessment
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DIR/CON/MIN

A
Juna 1968 L 4
Minutes of the Regional Directors Conferznce

EXPRO=-152
10 July 1968.
Evaluation of Projects

{pp. 1-7)

E/ICEF/605
April-May 1970
Procedure for global programme assessments

EXPRO-213

25 April 1973

Programme Evaluation
(pp. 1-3)

E/ICEF/629
April-May 1973
Strengthening national evaluation capacity

UNICEF FIELD MANUAL
July 1974
Volume I - Assistance Policies
Assessment of Projects -~ Book A, Chapter 2, Preface (pp. 1-12)

includes: Book A, Chapter 2, (pp. 1l=-14,) December 1

Proceedings of the One-Day Seminar (by H.D. Stein) on Evaluation
and Monitoring, Kathmandu, Nepal, Nepal Planning Commission
20 October 1976

Ahmed, Manzoor: "Community Participation, The Heart of Prima:y'

. " ; .
Health Care;" Assignment Children, Volume 42

April/June 1978

Pacticipatory Research and Basic Needs., antire issue of
Assignment Children, Volume 41
1978
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Cano, Manuel Tejada: "From the Child to Community Participation®
Assignment Children, Volumes 47/43
Autumn 1979

E/ICEF/L.1413

11 Aapril 1980

Problems of Programming

UONICEF Planning and Programming for Children at the Country Level.
(A report by Maurice Bertrand, Joint Inspectors Unit)}

EXD=2843
23 June 1982
Strengthening of Programme Evaluation
(from Richard Jolly, Deputy Executive Director, Programmes)

EXD-2865
27 July 1983
re: Improving Programme Monitoring and Evaluation
{from Richard Jolly, Deputy Executive Dlrector, Programmes)

EXD=-2869%9
20 December 1983
Management and Use of UNICEF-assisted Applled Research and Studies



UNICEF Documents, 1984

from "Emeargencies"”
Assessment (pp.27-31)
Monitoring Programme Implementation (pp.43-44)
Phasing Out & Bvaluation (pp.45-46)

Policy Review Documents

E/ICEF/1984/L.3
22 February 1984
Overview of Evaluative Activities in UNICEF (pp. 1=32)

E/ICEF/1984/L.3/Add.1

24 February 1984

The Indonesian National Family Nutrition Improvement Programme:
' Analysis of Programme Experience (pp. 1-35)

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

22 February 1984

The UNICEF«Assisted Rural Drinking Water and Sanitation Project
In IMO State, Nigeria (pp. 1-19)

"TIRS 84/03
17 April 1984
Inventory of Studies and Evaluations, 1979-1983

Raport of the Executive Board

E/1984/19 and
E/ICEF/1984/12
Supplement No. 9
(meeting held 24 April-4 May)

E/ICEF/1984/P/SR.5

2 May 1984

UNICEF Executive Board 1984 Regular Session - Programme Committee
Summary Record of the 5th Meeting (pp. 1-1Q)

E/ICEF/1984/P/3R.6

3 May 1984

UNICEF Executive Board 1984 Regular session - Programme Committsae
Summary Record of the 6th Meeting (pp. 1-17)
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A.E. Meager
5 June 1984
History of UNICEF Internal Audit =- draft (pp. 1-12)

UN Secretariat News
15 June 1984
"Crisis of credibility" (on pp. 7-8)

EXD/IC: 84-08

22 June 1984 - :

UNICEF 1984 Post-Board Staff Meeting Report (pp. 1-5)
(meeting held 7 May 1984)

.attached: letter from Jack Charnow, dated 10 July 1984 (JC/274/84)

E/ICEF/1984/P/L.34/Rev.l

9 July 1984 )

Report ¢f the Programme Committee on Its Session Held 27 April -
2 May 1984 (pp. 1-9)

EXD-2878
12 July 1984
Programme recommendations To Be Submitted To The 1985 Executive Board

attached: CPP Tables I~III
Aspects of Programme Submissions Requiring Special
Attention (pp. 1=-5)

E/ICEF/670/Rev.3

22 August 1984

An Overview of UNICEF Policies, Organization and Working Methods
{pp. i-106)

Letter frzom Wolfgang Gottelmann, Counsallor, Permanent Mission of the

Federal Republic of Germany to the United Nations to James Grant
28 August 1984



UNICEF Interoffice Memocandum from L. Goldstone to J. Charnow
10 September 1984
UNICEF history: statistics (second version) (po. 1-86)

Zana Hacman

10 September 1984

Notes for Executive Director's Statement at National Committee Reuniocn,
15 October 1984 (pp. 1=3)

Carl Tinstman

2 November 1984 _

Summary Conclusions from 1 November 1984 Executive Staff Meating
discussion on Management Infocmation Planning in UNICEF (1 page). ‘

Preliminacy Draft - Qutline of Information Management Planning Project
(two pages)

Twig Johnson
27 FPebruary 85
Framework for Monitoring and Evaluation of CSDR
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