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Introductory Notes

For several decades the work of private and voluntary
organizations  (PVOs) has been important to the U.S.
Government's development assistance program. Initially
characterized by its humanitarian and relief focus, more
recently the Government's collaboration with PVOs has
concentrated on economic and social development. Since there
are no easy distinctions to be made between humanitarian,
relief and development programs, however, and because of the
very heterogeneity of the voluntary agencies themselves, this
relationship has never been an easy one to analyze and evaluate
in any overall sense. Our evaluations were not answering the
'real concerns of program planners and policy makerz with regard
to PVO programs.

It was in the above context that we commissioned Judith Tendler
to read and review a significant number of evaluations of
private and voluntary organizations' programs, evaluations
carried out by AID officials, third party contractors and PV(Cs.
In particular, we asked her to provide us with an analysis and
recommendations on how we might improve our approach to
evaluating the work of private and voluntary organizations. As
the report conveys, she has done an admirable job of analyzing
the c¢urrent framework and quality of our evaluations, and she
has provided us with a number of ideas for the future. In this
spirit we have decided to share her report rather broadly, '
since it offers provocative and insightful guidance for anyone
interested in evaluation, especially the evaluation of PVOs.

In sponsoring and distributing this study, however, our purpose
was not to draw attention to the performance of particular
PV0s, but rather to identify some general issues regarding PV0s
that would help us improve our future evaluation work. To
serve this purpose, we decided tc eliminate the numerical
references in the text, following quotations or examples, that
identified the cited evaluations in the bibliography. We

- retained, however, the listing of all these evaluations in the
bibliography, as well as all citations in the text of the
general iiterature.

This paper is not intended to ve an evaluation of PVOs nor of
AID's support of PV0s, but of AID's evaluation process itself.
Some conclusions remain, however, which will trouble a few
readers. The most intellectually probing evaluations and
analyses are often the most critical. Good evaluations must
surface both the strengths and weaknesses of an activity if
real learning is to take place. This is as it should be. We
stress, however, that the judgments implied throughout the
paper are not meant to be definitive AID judgments, but they
are suggestive cf further inquiry by the PV0 community as well
as by AID and other donors.



We look forward to partlclpatlng in the inevi tably stlmulat1ng
and thoughtful dialogue that Judith Tendler's paper will
produce. We are convinced that it will ultimately result in a
better understanding of the major contrlbutlon that prlvate and
voluntary organizations have made over the years to«~wr
1nternat10nal development : » :

.- Nssistant Admlnlstrator S
-for Food for - -Pezce and - . -
-~ Voluntary -Assistance -~ - -
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Author's Preface )

In the summer 6f 1981, AID's Offices of Private & Voluntary
Cooperation (PVC) and Program & Management Support (PMS) asked me to
"spend two weeks in Washington reading thé evaluations of PVO projects
in their files—with the idea of identifying issues of importance and
making suggestions as to how to improve the analytic quality and the
policy relevance of future evaluations. The evaluations were of all
types—~undertaken or contracted out by PVC/PMS, by the AID regional

bureaus or missions, or by the PVOs themselves.v

, The findings in the report ‘are tased on the 75 evaluaticns and
other relevant documents I read (marked with an asterisk in the first

part of the bibliography), on other evaluation findings and literature

(referenced in the text and listed in the second part of the bibliography),

and on conversations with ten AID staff members, most of whom had worked

previously for PV0s. My previous field exposure to PVO projects and

persons helped to £ill out and check my impressions. -

~ I was very fortunate to receive excellent comments om the first
draft of this report. Tvwio long meetings with the staff of PVC and
PMS were extremely helpful and interesting. 1In addition, Ross Bigelow
was particularly helpfui in explaining to me how evaluation works in
PVC. Tom Fox and Judith Gilmore spent a considerable amount of time
reading the report carefully, making written comments, and going over
with me their comments, disagreements, and suggestions for charge. I was
- also fortunate to have the thoughtful comments and criticisms of
Mercedese Miller of the Office of Evaluation. The comments of these
three were very much in my mind as I worked on revising the report. I
am sure they will see their suggestions showing through in many places;
in others, they may continue to have misgivings. ,

Finally, I am most appreciative to Robert Berg, Associate
Assistant Administrator for Evaluation, for the unstinting moral and
financial support he lent to this effort--and to Judith Gilmore, for
being so interested, for sharing her many insights into the subject with
me, for doing so much to facilitate my work, and for being very demanding.
- My two-week and later three-day stays with PVC and PMS were made
particularly enjoyable and productive by the support and kindness I

received from everyone with whom I had contact.

A-word about the organization of the report. The text is a dis-~
cussion of the issues I believe to be important for future evaluations of
PV0Os and includes, where possible, questions and other suggested approaches
that evaluators might use to address these issues. These suggestions



7

are repeated in an appendix of "Suggestions to Evaluators," along with
additional suggestions, not in the text, that follow from the issues
discussed there. A second appendix is a set of suggestions to the
offices of PVC and PMS, at their request, about how they might go
about improving the process of planning for and éxecuting evaluations.
The bibliography is divided into two parts: the first lists all the
evaluations and related documents in the files of PVC, with asterisks
preceding the documents I read; the second lists other matenals I
cited in the text.
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Suﬁmaryraﬁd Contlusionsqfw

) Wlth some important exceptlons, prlvate voluntary organlzatxons
(PV0s) describe themselves as being good at.reachiag the poor, as
using partic1patory processes of prowect‘r—plementatlon, as being
innovative and experimental .and as carrying out their projects ‘at
low cost. . Large donor and otherkpubllc—sector organizations, they
say, tend to possess just the opposite set of features: they are-
""top-down" rather ‘than. participatory, their projects have difficulty -
reaching the poor, their largeness and bureaucrat1c procedures - :
constrain exper.mentatlon and innovation, and all these-qualities
combine to make it costly and ineffective to try to reach the poor
through them...Because these claims about PVOs have nct been put to
the test in evaluatlon and research, one cannot be sure whether
they are trutn or mysthue.;‘ CTer e St

”If”téken“seriously by evaluators, the claims 'made by PVOs-
could get them into unnecessary trouble. . Many otherwise successful- -
1 4[0] progects,mrhat is, ‘may not.live up: to these .claims...In many
projects, for example, "PVOs will not be- reaching .the.poor majority,
or the bottom 404.1 Upon inspection, moreover, many PVO . -projects will
turn cut not to be‘part1c1patory,.and will -involve - “"enlightened”
top-down control by the PVO, sometimes along with control of decisions
by lccal elites. Many PVO projects, furthermore, will mnot ‘look ‘-
experimental or innovative at .all, but will .instead involve the
extension of a known- service .approach to:previously uncovered -
populations. . Flrally, many PV0= will be found to be work1ng*tomp1e-,
mentarily w1th,pub11c—sector entities; when these projects succeed,
it will be because the PVO was .good gt%doing one thing well and the
public sector, another. , Many PVO projects, in sum, will be top~
down, non-part1c1patory, reliant on known techniques; or dependent
on govermment. Some cf. these projects will be working well; some will
be benef1t1ng the poor. .. What does one make of that7

What PVOs refer to as part1c1patory processes are better
described, for a large subset of their projects, as:.decentralized
decisionmaking by PVOs and/or 1ldcal elites. For certain types of
projects, such control will not prevent enjoyment of benefits by the
poor. For other progect types,,local-elite control .will resultin
less benefits to the poor than will a more: centrallzed project, -or a
top—~down donor style. Three types of projects and project results
are possible when local elites are in tontrol. (examples -follow):

(1) activities or ‘Services in which a conflict between . -the - 1nterests
of the elites and the poor is inherent° (2) the opposite case where
elites will help the poor simply by helping themselves; and, finally,
{3) the iatermediate case where there is little conflict between
elites and poor iaterests iﬁ_the project is designed in a certain way.



Under systems of iocal-elite contrel, the poor tend not to
benefit when sczrce, divisible goods are invclved, and where use by
a few means that little will be left over for the rest. Projects
. providing ‘production inputs for agrlculture are ‘a ‘good example of this
problem--seeds,” fertilizer, machlnery services, credit. ~Other examples
are divisible goods that only the better-off can afford--individual
water and electricity connections, credit for large livestock, advice R
about perennial crop investments. If "part'c1pat10n' turns out to be
control by local elites, in other words, then it may not ‘be associated
with a greater: reachlng of the poor for certain kinds of p’o;ects./; -
In these projects, then, one might be more concerned than in cthers
about the representatlon ‘and pouer of poor groups ;n decisicrnmaking.

In the second group’ of pr01ects, elites must help the socor
in order to help themselves. Extreme examples are re eradication of
contagious diseases in humans and animals; elites cannot pretect
themselves from disease by wvaccinating their animals or their families
only. Similar examples are community or "collective" goous like
-churches, soccer fields, footpaths or feeder roads; use by the prlvrleged
few does not leave less left over for use by others, and convenience
and custom usually do not permit denial of access or user charges. =
" In these cases, one might feel more confident that, despl :ec~=:1:—k
maklng by elltes, beneflts would be snared by all. o '

Educat101 and health can ‘be placed in the intermediate category
defined above. Because eiites are few in number at local levels, o
including the poor in a project helps achieve the numbers ‘necessary to
~ justify a'school cr a health clinic. At thz same time, elite control
of project design in these cases nay resuit in less broad-based ; L
facilities than are possible-—-secondary education instead of prlmary,,
curative health care instead of prev=ntive (and, as an example ) '
from another sectcr, individual water connections instead of communlty
‘standpipes). In these cases, a top-down approach to project design
may result in better benefit distributions than "participation” in
the form of local-elite decisionmaking.

The dichotémy of :op-doﬁh"zs: bottom-up decisionmaking, in
. sum, is a spurious oné. - It misspecifies local-elite control as
participatory; thus leaving no distinciion between such a case and
one of genuinely representative decisionmaking. And it mistakenly :
assumes that local-level Zontrol is synonomous with favorable benefit
distributions, regardless of the type of project. The situationm,
however, is more complex--with local control sometimes giving better
benefit distributions, let’ alone e‘fective projects, and somet imes’

not . :
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As illustrated by ‘the ‘evaluations, there are various possible
relationships between PV0s and governmeats in the countries where
projects take place. - These relationships, in brief, fali into the
following categories: (1) complementarity; (2) the filling of
"unoccupied” territory by the PVO; (3) replication or diffusion by
government; (4) takeover by government; (5) PVC competition ﬁlthforr
substitution of what government is already doing; and ¢6) PVO
brokearage betweeu the poor and gove*nment entitles. f S

PVOs and *hei* supporters bave made the case ‘that PVOs are
better at certain-tasks than large domnors and:other public-sector
entities. .. The quest: for the essénce of PVO uniquéness has tended
to obscure the fact;" in.evaluations, ‘that the outcome' 6f many PVO
projects is partly -dependent on theirirelatiOnshipfto”the'publie -
sector. A project may succeed not only because the PVO is doing its
part well, but also because:there is a ‘government ‘entity do:ng itsn
part well. . Why -dAs -dt that the 1nterrerat10n sometlmes works, and
sometimes does not’ : S

o % e

SUCC&SSfUL PVO projébts and strat eg1es that are pi cked up by
government can be taken as a sign, perhaps;, of PVOs having been o
experimental and dinnovative. These cases where government 'takes over,'
however, may in some cases be better characterized as PVOs hav1ng '
introduced known teéhniques into areas where the publlc sector was o
not yet present-—as PVOs hav1ng been a’ precursor of government. »

A final reason for the 1mportance of lookxng at’ PVO-government
relations in evaluation is that this is an area where the potential
for impact of PVO assistance on the poor is great. Because funds
expended through most PVO projects are small in relation to those of
the public sector or large donors, such projects usually cannot be
expected to affect a significant percentage of the population. TYet
since PVOs have been chosen as an alternative conduit for a part of
U.S. development assistance, some justiffcaticn on the grounds of
impact is necessary. When a PVO project serves as a first stage to
government takeover or amplification, this represents an important
instance of impact.

Takeover by government will not always be appreciated by the
PVC or its funders, since this may mean the end of PVO operations
in a particular place, or simply umpleasant relationships. What's

good for the PVO, in other wcrds, may not always be good for maximizing

its impact on beneficiaries. Conversely, what's good for impact may
not always be good for the PVO. PVO evaluators often look at the
growth of the PVO as an end in itself--regardless of the effect of
that organizational growth on the area where it operates. Takeover
by government, in sum, should be evaluated for its positive, and not
only negative, implications.
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. . Out of the questions and characterizations discussed in this
paver emerges a conception of PVOs and what they do that is distinct
from the prevailing mythology. Though this alternative image may be
less noble, it also may prove to be a fairer way of measuring what
PV0s have accomplished and thus a better guide for evaluation. Though °
the elatoration of such an alternative model requires more evaluation
information than is now available, a first attempt has been made
here~--based on evaluation work done co far, and the literature on
PV3s. The work of PV0s may best be characterized as expanding or
improving under existing techmiques of delivery of public services.

Ir many cases,. successful projects will involve-a style that is
top~dowvmn, though enlightened, and decentralized. "Participation may
or may not be involved. In certain cases, moreover, PVOs may be
successful more as precursors ‘to government tban as innovators.

Flnally, PVOs v111 1n many cases be prov1d1ng a service to

local elites that was previously not available, thereby contributing =~ = °

to the economic development of a region. Tney will not, in these
cases, be reaching the (relative) poor directly. They may be reaching
the poor indirectly, however, through spread effects; or, the economic
growth consequent .upon their actions may worsen, rather than improve,
the income distribution.  In these cases, PVOs will be practicing a
community-level version of trickle—down or non~targeted approaches to
development-—just what PVOs and others have criticized the lzarge donors:
for. 1If PVOs are effective at providing this class of services, to :
' clients that are not poor but are not yet serv1ced, are they or AID
willing to accept this as success? : :



. I = Introduction . .. . ...

When thev talk about evaluation,. private voluntary organizatioms

(onsfjé%&Afhéir:fuﬁdéfg éay.thaf PVOs arérvéfyddiffereht,'one from
the 6fﬁéf;f’%ﬁisﬁhétéfagengzég,téﬁéf séy;ﬁméﬂésiif difficult to evaluate
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PVOs and make comparative Statements about their performance. Some

PVOs are’féiig%éﬁéréfégﬁizgfioﬁs;%fo;‘eézéﬁlé;%éﬁé 3£ﬁers/éfejﬁ6;;T
Some provide tecﬁﬂiééiraSéfétéhcé”iﬁ éﬁeéiaiiié& é;é;éjiiiepsﬁsinéss
management ‘6r livestock, while others help comminities fo express
their‘needs'ahd‘Sfééﬁiéegféf'ﬁeéfiﬁgﬁfﬁém; :TﬁenSHSf;cféfyéf gsmeﬁEVOs.
was developéd‘iﬁ?édéh1§6fk in“&isaéféféiélféf37Bzﬁéfg.ﬁQQé é;ovéééd
assistance uﬂHé&tiE§s §f;§§£ﬁé EiréQESigﬁ;;s;‘inxééégéiiike'di;ease
eradicationgféfé&itffofréﬁéiiwfuéiﬁe35éé;»inéfifuﬁishéi ;;bgaftyfor
"disabled"'éfbup§ 1i§é'iéﬁzfé; of@ﬁéﬁé;féicbﬁgiiégjw“éiéén)fﬁié array
of activities“énd'Bkéﬁgiéétiéﬁai E;§é§,Kiﬁféoéé?;éemﬁE532"576s(ﬁay

be too diverse té be evaluated according to some common standard. Indeed,

4 £

the only theme common to all of them may be the sameness of their

claim that hetercgeneity makes evaluation difficult.
After listening awhile to the way PVOs talk about what they do.
and reading what they write, one finds‘that‘six or _seven .common. theues

emerge, in additicn to heterogeneity. The sameness of these selg-.

characterizations is striking, precisely because PVOs and their ..

activities are so diverse. Because these common themes {listed below)

B

turn out to be easily tested hypotheses, they serve as a good starting



‘point for thinking about how to'E%éihate'PVO'project$. At the same
time; thése se1f—de$c:iptions a;so’copfuse thg task of evalua;ion:

though fhé?:play an iﬁﬁortant prganizational role as articles Qf’faith,(.
defining PVOkideals and inspiring cqmmitmen;,Vghey are ofgeu inaccu:ate
or incomplete as explgnations‘for ﬁhyf?VQ§ dq‘better on some occasions
éﬁd worse on‘others.l~Pﬁt to the testxof their{ovn éelf—desariptions,,
in fact, PVOs may sometime: not look as gpbd;as they deserve..

My discuséion of PVOs is o:gaﬁized’around thekﬁay,they talk‘abouth1
themselvgs.“:To start, I suggest howk:hehself—éescriptionskdf those EVO5>;f(
" reviewed ¢0q1d;be coqverted intokquestionsisqitable‘for,evaluaticn of PVO . .
;projects.’ ;Nthen try to’;how,‘in'Sec;iqns‘;I thrpugh V, how the self-
descriptiq#s‘tend FPkObSCUIekSOme other‘questionsknéeding'éxplpration;in,PVC
evaluatiOns; and vha; fbfm these Q;her questions Shcﬁld také.j,Finally,

I present sdme additionalypoints about”evaluation in Section VI:
what evaluation‘means for the Qrganizationa1 1ives,of therPVOS, how
’evaiﬁatidn should be‘strucgﬁred,,and how the eyalgato;é should be

instructed.

The articles of faith ~ °

The common themes of the PVO self-descriptions are presented
‘below. Somé of the themes are different ways of saying the others,
or are logicalgéanI&Sionéiéfffhéﬁ;‘I‘fféSéﬁE‘thémAéépafafeli because

they raise separate questions for evaluation. “Because the themes are



well known to PVOs and those who work with them;lxlkootiineﬁthem here
only briefly, so as to move on to a dlscusslon of therrvlmpllcatlons
for evaluation. It should be noted that not all PVOs would subscribe
to all the self—descriptionsypresented below; I will try to point out -

some exceptions.

1. Reaching the poor.: PVOs say that they have had long exper1ence

working w1th the poor, and are therefore part1cu1arly capable of

carrying out the New Direct1ous obJectives of target1ag development
assistance on the poor--a Judgment that is rati‘1ed in the New

Directions’ mandate of the U.S. Congress. PVOs contrast thelr 'comparative
advantage" in reachxng the poor to the 1nadequac1es of 1arge donor.
organ1zat10ns, partlcularly AID and th1rd—wor1d bureaucrac1es."

These organlzat1ons, they say, have less experlence with the poor and

only a spotty recérd of commltment to them.

2. Participation. .Participation of the pcor in decisionmaking, some

PVOs say, is a distinct characteristic of their pro;ects. The only
way that the benef1ts of development programs can reach the poor, in
turn, is said to be through a participatory process in which the poor
make decisions about what they want and how they w111 go about getting
it. (A sxgnxflcant exception to this theme are some PVOs that supply

technical 3551stance and credlt to business enterprlses, and the

1See, for example, Sommer (1977) and Coombs (1981).
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organizations providing a highly specialized service like malaria
eradication, or serving a distinct end‘small elient group, like

lepers.)

3. Process vs. outcome. As a direct consequence of the above, PVOs

say that their main contribution is not thke executioﬁ of partieular
tasks, but the 1mp1ement1ng of a process through vh1ch poor people
learn to gain eontrol over the1r 11ves. PVO progects, therefore,

. cannot berjodged bymthe‘outpot measures of traditionel evaluations.

PVOs feelrthet the eﬁohesiswon process is dtstinctly differeht from the,
"dominant ideologyﬁ about ecopomic development-adhered tozby govermments,
klarée dorors an& deveiooment.etonomists-—which looks for results in the
form of growtﬁ in output and other physical measures., The poor usually
do not beneflt, the PVOs say, from the growth acnlevements so valued

by the "developmentalists. This PVO emphasis on process, and the
contrasting of it to the way large donors think, contributes to the

PVO fear of having their projects evaluated by "outsiders."

4, The public sector. A fourth themekof PVOs, based on the latter two,

contrasts PVO working styles to those of the public sector, particularly
large donors. PVOs work "people—to-people," they say, whereas large .
donors establlsh government to-government working relatlonsh1ps.

Like large dopors, in turn, thirdfworld governments sre sa1d‘to work .

through iarge‘bureaUCratic organizations, which in many cases are too



corrupt, uncémmitted, or’inefficient to reach poor people.

Because PV0s are ‘dommitted to people rather thanm governments,

organizations, 6f§pﬁiéiééi 6ﬁt§ﬁfé;'éhéyvcéﬁ'ééh{éQéﬁtﬁfﬁés“fér poor
people that o amount cf money thanfeled thréﬁéﬁwthélbﬁslic'ééciof

can. That money caanot do the job is a corollary theme of PVOs;‘éhd

a basis forvghei;wc;itigism of large donors. More pftep‘than not,

they say, the i;t;gr‘simply ;h;ow money at:problems; this will no;‘help
poor peoplg, Vho ?ystJ}earn to wrest those ponigs:frop the hands of

the more powerful and to put them to good use.

5. Flexibility and éprfiﬁéﬁﬁatibh}k”A}théme”félétedAtd‘thé above is that

PVOs are able 'to be flexible ana'éﬁﬁériﬁehtéiygeéaﬁse thé§(aré small
in relation to lirge donors, because they are’not part of ggéé;nment,
and because they are fot undet pressure to move large amounts of money
and to show fast résults. Their flexibility allows them to work on
the problems of ‘the poor in the only way, théy believe, that results

can be obtained. ¢

6. Local institutions. As private organizations, PVOs say they have

a special ability to work with and strengthen local private institutions--

thus helping to create the pluralism of U.S. society in the countries

where they are working. (This theme is not treated explicitly in my

text, though it is implicit in much of the discussion about project

impact and patticipation.) © T U -



7. Cost. A final theme is that PVOs can benefit the poor at lesser .
cost than large public+$ectorJorgapizations.lﬁ This . is because of their . .=
commitment, their”abili;yﬁ;o;d:av,onhyoluntary of "underpaid” help, .

‘and their freedomkftgg ;he iqefficiencies and lethargies of large

organizations.

The aftiéles‘bfjféiih: as bfégénté&’ébéve;’;Eddi&kbe reéd with;"\
a note,bf'éaﬁtion_;paféicuiéfiy:Ehdée‘régar&iﬁé‘"ﬁéfficiﬁaéibﬁ" and
"reaching the pocr.™ ‘Some Pilbis';rioiild' describe ‘yft;ne"ms,'elve; as ‘t‘aige‘ting“
their activities on groups who mﬁy;df'ﬁaj ﬁét ge bbér&éutwﬂaQeQSféciély
needs-—the(elderly, ghehdisabled, the diseased, smail businessmen,
livéstOCk ow.ar;.»etc.w Th§SeAPV05 see themselves as providing products
or servi;es, ;echnical manpower, training and technical assistance-- . :.
 rather than as implgnting‘participatory processes-of dacisionmaking, .
or as servigg only,thé poor. (I”rgturu to this.altétnativé description
later.) In addition, ;he;emphaSis on fparticipation" and "the poor" = .
in recent PVO rhetoric reflects to come extent the justification used -
'By Congreés to bring PVOs into the distribution of U.S. foreign assistance--
i.e., the cldin that PVOs were better at reaching the poor, and more
sziﬁe&th'ﬁhé/phfti&iﬁéfbty{Siyiéﬂféééﬁh;ﬁdédqbyifhe iégi§iatib§;w
The PVO rhetoric of participation and reaching the poor, in other
1I do not tfeat”thié"claiﬁﬂdiféCElf in wﬁaf7fbilbwszxﬁ;i£ij Bécéﬁse 6f7

the lack of data in the evaluations I read, and the lack of significant
evidence on the subject in other literature (132:4).



words, may SQpegimes reflect more wha;k2V05 think,thgywareisupposed

to be like, in orde; to qualifyqur,Nev Di:ectionsfﬁﬁunding, than the
way PVOs would “porpal;y”fgescribe what&:hey dq.yﬁThngh Ehe articles
of faith may notvaccu:éggly describe alleVQS’sI‘“evertFEIess'found them

a useful way of crganizing my thinking about PVO projects and evaluations.

Faith and evaluation =

Lookediét’ffémdfheTﬁdiﬂf‘dfiﬁiévfif éﬁéiﬁatioﬂ;jfﬁémeb
articles of féifh:ééﬁybé'fésfatéd“ééLéﬂgétABf quéétiéﬁ§ Ehat ééﬁi&wgé'“;u
asked of all PV projécts, most of which could be snswered without
cuaprehensive evaluation work. Recast iﬁ}tﬁigiﬁﬁ§;®fﬁé cotmon themes
yield the followihg ‘set 'of instructions to evaluators:

(1) Locate the participants and the beneficiaries of the PVO
activity in tﬁé”iﬂébﬁé‘di§ffibﬁtibﬂf6fwzhe7E&uﬁb&atfhkégiigaéémby

thirds). Elaborate on how the benefits of the PVO activity are
distributed among dwellers” in’the commmnity or area and explain why

they are distributed that way. (2) Lééfn;the*hist%f§56f'ébﬁﬁhﬁity

decisions and acts that tock ‘place Gp to and during the PVO activity,

find out to what eéxtent ekisting’ commnity groups were included in

project decisionmaking, and to what extent the’b&oiéstréiéﬁpswpéfticipated—-
the landless, women, ethnic 6r social outéast groups, tamporary (vs.
permanent) workers; land ‘tenants (vs. owners), small owners (ﬁé:tiétge

owners), etc. ' (3) Find ‘ouf what ‘innovations or éxpéerimentation have

resulted from‘the PVO ﬁfé;éﬂéef‘“Wﬁéfkﬁébé‘Bééﬁffﬁe;éﬂéngegQiﬁdtéﬁrse"“'3



resulting'frdm‘tﬁeiéXpéfimeﬁt;l:pfoéess,'énd‘wﬁéé‘ﬁé;e“thé'fésulﬁs
of thesa Chéﬁgés? ‘(4)“De;¢fibé'ﬁdwﬂthe ?VOxadtiQify is different
from what the governﬁeﬁfﬂéndlbf iérgeTébnorskafétdoiﬁé?iﬁ this sector.
(5) Estimate the cost of the aéiivify; sépéf&tiﬁgyéﬁt ééfébn—houfs
and their COSts‘from'othéf'céﬁfributibnsg'uSégtﬁis}infdfmation to:make
cost-per-beneficiary (-per-output or -per-input) éstimates,”and;r
compare these estimate$ ;Q¥those for public-secto: prcjects of a
similar?nature. X(Haking‘thesg estimates will bgrhoreﬁdifficult‘for
some activities,‘likg,the{pnlti-component prgjects,:than for‘ophers.)
Thpugh7thesekinstru¢tions,yill helpito’p:oducé needed information
on FVO projects, they Villyalsq lead to an incompiete, or‘sometimes_‘
;confused,,picggre. ,If PVOs grekevaluated according to their claims -
about themselves, Fhat’is, ;hey may emerge fromfeValuations’looking
less favorable than if,theykare looked at according to other criteria. .
Clearly, the participatory and benefit-distribution ﬁeaSﬁres‘are of . ..
prime importance {or evaluationm, and some PVOs will score better in
these argasjthan will o;herﬁ. _But an‘alternativé criterion for
evaluation of what PVOs are up to and are good at might show them .in
a better, more accurate, light..
As a first step towarﬁkdefining an altarnative,to‘thexPVO
self—descriptiqn,,I,wouldESuggest that PVO projectéxbe characterized,
for purposes of evaluatiqn,qasbattempts at providing public services at

the community level. When they tend to be good at this task, it is



because of the coymitmen;,ofﬁtheirdstaffs, ;hgir_;bility to work

and live in_?iffi;u}; goqditions, thgir interegtfin qo:king yith
modest people, their ab@lity ;o‘thinkvapdkvork!small,jand other
qualities, yet Foﬂbe idenLified by gyaluatipn:’;The signs of success
of PVO projec;s‘mayggometimes bgﬁfound Py:;heir having been;copied by
the public sector, or swallowed up by it--or by their having §et;in
motion certain sequences that lead toc the amplification of their
successes to areas outside their control. Or, in some cases, their
successes may bz a function of their having played a brokering role
between outlying communities and more centralized public services and
subsidies. Success will sometimes be a result of their having worked
in tandem with z government entity, which did its part well while they
did theirs.

In some cases of success, participation by beneficiaries will
have occurred; in other cases where the poor were reached and their
lives improved, strong local-elite leadership or the PVO itself
will have masterminded the activity, with little participation involved.
In still other cases, the direct beneficiaries of a PVO project wiil
hae been loczl elites or the middle poor, although perhaps with
subsiantial indirect benefits or trickle-down to the lower poor. In
other cases, the PVO will have been successful at providing a service
to the better-off members of communities that was previously not avail-

able--even though no attempts were made to reach the poorest of the
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poor, often in the‘ﬁéjOritﬁ, and éﬁéﬁ“thdugﬁﬁtﬂéréjééé‘no ;prééd

of benefits to that ﬁéjdfity; Infhliythéééqéééés bfﬁsﬁc¢eéé,
participation 6r:reacﬁihg‘6fatﬁé real poor mayfnéf ééﬁﬁélly have
happened. 1In the next section, I wiil present aﬁAalgefﬁafiﬁé view éf :
what actually is héﬁpéﬁiﬂg, based in part oﬁ‘éxéﬁﬁieéwfrom the PVO

evaluations.
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|77 T1°- Participation Redefined

Pvés ;ay ;hat ;hé §articipat§ry approaches they use in working
with communities result in an improvement in the lives of the poor.

Thus they are good at reaching the poor, they say (with the exceptions
noted above), because they adhere to a style of commnity decisionmeking
that in itself benefits the pbor{”'Thi§ﬂ¢héféétéfi;éti6ﬁJof w-at is

a description d'fﬁ‘) what PVOs 'La’r"e\‘;t'ﬁt_. PVOs contrast the part1c1patory “
style, that i<, to its allegedly undesirable én&”ﬁhsﬁtéeésfﬁl‘opp05ite——
the top-dcwn and unééiiﬁg/st§1é"éﬁéféétéfistié“bf Iargé donors in
particular:ahaiéiéo”6f'ban9‘thirdiﬁbfld”Bufeaﬁéraéiéé.‘

The tharacterization of PVO style as participatory, and the
dichotomotiis® pairing of participatory ("bottom-up™) with "top-down,"
creates confiSiofi for evaluation. It misses the fact that some PVO
successes at redthing tha poor ate based om top—down or "outside-in"
approaches, and it assumes a one-to-~one correlation of participation
with improved ¢onditions fér the pdor. The PVO self-description also
makes it difficult ‘to explain the cases where, as illustrated below,
decisionmaking in PVO projects will look more like a mix of PVO
preferences with those of local leaders than the participatory vision
of the articlés of faith. How can the PVO self-description, finally,
be made compatible with the fact that project participants and

beneficiariés may often be in the middle and upper ranges of the income
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distribution rather than‘among,the poo;est? Evaluation work needs
to go beyond these confusions and ask a more differentiated set of

questions.

Trickle-down and the village

- . Over the lasf feﬁ decades, studies by political scientists and
anthropologiéts hgve’shovn that what has often;been‘ﬂescribed as
"participation” has'really’invplved the empowermedt bfklocal/elites-
rather than representative processes. Improvements in:the status of .
the poor andvexcluded minqritiés,‘moreqver,_hQVe~pften been the resuilt
of centralizatiqn by cbmmitted,agd powerful governments, rather than
of decantralizationktq‘local,communities;,vhere ruiing”eli;es tended
to neglect or ex;ludé:th¢~13cal poor. . One example in this literature
is taken from the history‘of_the U.S. poverty and civil rights programs,
. where advances have been associated with centralization of power, and
vhere»local‘;ontrol,has :esﬁlted in setfbacks_forrthg poor and . .

- minorities.

At the same';ime,that political science-and anthropology were
gaining a better understanding of what "community development" really .
lockéd like,rdeVelopment economists and practitioners were finding B
tha;»”tricklefdown" approaches to'development did not work, a finding
heartily agrged to~by PVOs.*;An important companion aspecc of these
lessons learned from government-to-government projects was that one

could not define every person found in a rural community as "poor."



Even though everyone might "look" poor, many communities turned out
tc be distig;tly stratified economically and socially.  Indeed,
there were often strong conflicts of interest between the’ poorest poor
and ;hose who were betterioffe—bétween,small landowners and tenants,:
between 1and1¢ss‘vorkers and swall farmers,.etc. It could not be
assumed, in othe; vords,_ﬁhat~village leaders acting oa behalf of the
community wquld\glvays make decisions in .the best interests of .the
poorest-jbecause‘many such decisions would, by definition; be-against
the interests‘gfythose‘better off. One . also could not assume; it was
learned, that services provided by development projects amnd -organized
at the community level-—potable water, electrification, health,
agricultural inputs, agricultural credit, technical assistance—would
always bengfit:the,poorigwMore,often;than,not. these services did not
spread beisw ;he upper ranges of the rural income.distribution.
Thus trickle—down;at ;he community level, in the form of comtrol by
local elites,hcould be just as unreliable-as at;the.natiohal level.
Although,?VOs’are,arden; supporters of the critique of trickle-~
down, they coptinue‘to:talk,of;the poor that -they work with-in-an
undifferentiated way, as if oblivious to the community-level version
of the trickle-down problem. PVOs will admit, at times, that they
are not reaching a lowest stratum of the income distribution. But
they characterize this poorest stratum as occupying only a minority

position at the bottom of the distribution. These "hard-core" cases,
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they say,~require‘a“helfare"approach ¢that dhiy‘thé*bublic'gectbr’céﬁ
finance and manage, a point i return to later. Suffice it to say
'here‘that‘théflarge‘&oﬁdrs and their research programs have discovered
that these poor not only bccupy much more of the income distribﬁti6n
than was previously understood, but that tﬁéif'véfy"pfominenée makes a
welfare apprcach to‘them“unfeQSible. The ﬁdst"feCent}fhinking in
development zssistancé, in sum, has focused on ways to incorporate
these poor into the eéonomj”ihfdugh develdpﬁéﬂt’ot"incéﬁe-genetatingj
projécts--rather than on the poor as objectsﬁdfyveifare. Cleaflf,”\u
there is a large gap between fhe‘diSCQﬁéfie§ of‘iéfge—donér‘réseafch
and evaluations and*théVéﬁbodimedt'OE‘théSe“diSCOQetieé in projects.
In this latter area, the large donors still have a long way tc go.
The evolution in thinking and research around ihé‘iésuéé;OE‘:
participation, comﬁﬁnityQlévélhvariations'6f”friék1é¥dbwh, and who
the poor are, provides a good background for evaluating what PVO%QV}M
are 8oing. In the rest of this Chapter, the issue of pérticipatidn'
and benefit distrikuf’on will be looked at more clbsély,yéhilé the

matter of the poorest will ‘be taken up’ih”the‘éhapter foii6wi6g. T
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PVOs as enlightened outsiders’

As a first step toward a more accurate view of how PVOé“Qork,
I would break down'the process usually characterized in evaluations
as "participaféfy"*iﬂfoéiﬁféé d§ffereﬁt pf6éé§éé§fﬁ(ijxééhuine
representativé; (f)itdp4aééﬁtﬁEEdSiEiVeﬁmﬁvo;’ébdhiéjjiséai;elife
decisionmakiﬂg;wﬁébmégéfajeﬁféumaylédﬁbiné éléﬁéﬂtsiéf chéfﬁct;riStic
two with one ‘or thrae, but one and three Wili‘ﬁbé“bé fo£n&’toééther.
Note that this' chardcterization says nothing about the benefit distribution
of the projectl;iﬁé.;‘ﬁhéthef the poor éfe’féééhéa btwﬁbi—~and nothing
about whetherVtheiprdféEfE"inféhf particular E;tégory éréﬁgbodw;r
bad. - |

Category one is Self:éiﬁlaﬁatoiﬁlyJitwﬁeéﬁépﬁhazyéhe poarest
groups, or'the*pbér"ﬁéjbritﬁ;qéfé'fﬁil} féﬁfésehtéd;iﬁﬁaééisibhméking,
and have a power over dééiéibﬁ§'itféfopoftion t6Atﬁéif;ﬁ&mbef;; 1
would expect to find” that many PVO'projé¢t§ §bﬁl& nbiifiéiﬁﬁi§ cé£egory,
based on the evi&eﬁéefffam:gxiStithPVOfeﬁalhégiéhs;:thé,iitéfafﬁre;
and my own field‘éxﬁéfieﬁéé;:QGidénéé:Eﬁatkigﬁpfégeﬁiéa:ﬁo;eﬁéérily.
Category two covers those ébmmudify'55661§ebént§;Bi¢?76§'fﬁat are top-
down, based on sensitive consultation éné'ihféiééfibﬁ”wiéh those to
be affected by the project. Category three will be discussed in a
subsequent section below. Before focusing on what difference it makes
to evaluation’to‘characterize éertaiﬁvaoﬂgféieéts Eiigywﬁy,JI‘ﬁfééent

some examples from the PVO éﬁéldafibnéibffpféjéété ﬁéﬁéliyvdéééfibéd
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as participatory, and which I would suggest thinking about in a
different way.
’A(successful sméll business enterprise projec;ﬁin;Upper Volta
was conceivéd and designed without the pa;ticipation pfjcligutkgroups,
{Participation in iéplementatioq may haveabeen greater tharn in the
design stage.) 1In Soﬁ:h Korea, a community development ‘rogram was
successfully carrie&Aout at a time’vhenrthe government would not
tqlerate the formationfof lpcal organizations independent of the
government. Village decisions‘vere clearlykbeing made by local
elitesvand ;he influence of the poor was slight, because of the patron- .
client relagion bétween elites znd poor. In anothér community development
program in Egypt, thgkevaluator:foundythat the PV0 was doing all.
the plaqqing and negotiatingﬂﬁithout even miqimal village participation..
| With respect to some of the PVO activities, moreover,
therekvasrlittie gvidgncé that villagers even approved of then,
Thé evalﬁ#tiép of a rural\pot?blg water project in Tunisia found
that the fvb‘desiéﬁgd the p:ojeéts v;thout consulting the user group.
and ?regeﬁted its proposals tb_the government on a "take or .leave .
ie" basis; - In another potable water project in South Korea,,
a project cqmmitteg’was astab1ished at the comﬁunity,level.but decisions
éere'made;by the«;éunty~gcve:nment. - In a rural
 e1ectrific§ti§ﬁ prbject ;n theMPhilippines, the bogrds of directors ..

of local cooperatives were dominated by government employees, businessmen,
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sugar planters, lawyers and accountants; skilled workers, rural
workers or small farmers vere not represented

In an El Salvador cooperat1ve pro_]ect, many farmers Jolned

the coop only so they could get access to the credlt- they d1d not

participare in the orgam_zatlon. In an Ecuador coumrum.ty health

project, the communlt:les wanted health services very m:uch but were not

,«, N ST

1nterested in’ orgaruz:mg to obtaln them, and hence the proJect falled

In the South Korea program mentloned above, the PVO accompllshment

¥ ek

was said to have been the prov131on to farmers of skllls and exper:_ence

that they vould need to part1c1pate in and 'benef1t from moderc:.zatlon.

Even though the pro;ect descr:.bed 1tself as part1c1patory and communlty-

develcpment orlented peop‘e 1nterv1ewed in the progect counmm:_tles

appreciated the P'JO act1v1t1es very much but, at tl‘e same tme, saw

¥ N R N IR SN

them as having been provrded by out51ders.

Another example comes from a connnunlty development program

P e

in Bangladesh, uhere PVO staff and v1llagers felt that \rlllage—based

e s

progtams of need 1dent1f1cat:|.on took too much t:une. Donors

R A -

and v1llagers allke, moreover, constantly pressured PVO staff to

come up with someth:.ng v1sible r1ght avuay. 'I'he most commi*'ted staff

e P

members, finally, vere agamst the part1c1patory approach because

they wanted to "do sometnwng oefore tne1r terms explred 1t is

not surprls:mg, then, that the commun:.ty-organizat ion component or

this communlty-development program was 1ts weakest, while the strongest
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programs were the settor—speclfic ones, linked to varlouskservice—
delivery programa(of dltterenthgovernmentalkminlstries. Indeed
in face of the absence of v111age organlzathns, the communlty—organlzatlon
department of the progect ceased to exist as such and went into another
act1v1ty——non-fcrmal educatlon;h - B
In the‘oouth Korea prooram noted above, after organlzlng
to deflne needs, v1llagers dec1ded that what they wanted most were
publlc uorks progects.: But the PVO wanted them to do pro;ects in
medical 1nsurance, health nutrltlon, ch11d care and vomen. In a
Ghanaﬂcommunltf development pro;ect, 51milarly,kthe v1llagers and
the PVO f1e1d staff 1tse1f wanted the PVO to prov1de techn1ca1
1nformat1cn about farmlng, but PVO managers wanted to bu1ld up a
part1c1patory; need—1dent1f1cat1on prOCeas | In a Latin American
community development‘prOJect nork1ng w1th vlllage nomen, the women
dec1ded they wanted to be taught how to crochet and knlt but the
PVO leaders tr1ed to 1ntereSt them in learnlng about nutrltlon 1nstead
In a Yemen‘communlty develooment pro;ect, the PVO s glving 1n to
preferences‘expressed by commun1ty organ1zatlons was said by the
evaluator to have resulted in badly thought—out proJects and unwise
act1v1t1es;‘particular1y the 1nfrastructure proJects. ‘ Thls
respon51veness of PVO staff to commun1ty preferences, the evaluator

said, meant that they were too vulnerable to day—to—day polltical

pressures from the commun1ty. Finally, the evaluation of a communlty
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health program in Ecuador commented that because .the participatory
approach was so slow and diffichlt,;conéiderably less villages were
reached by the program than had been anticipated, - .. - :.

All the above examples were taken -from .projects-described
as participatory. Yet they seem to illustrate the ‘inadequacy of
the participatory dimension for understanding what was happening
in these PVO programs—both successes and failures.  The examples.
seem to say something about a process that is more accurately-described
as top~down, or "outside-in'-—sometimes enlightened and sometimes
not. One student of PVOs used a similar characterization of projects
meant to involve iocal.participation which, he said,;actually turmed out
to be "outsiders making decisions for subsequent local-acquiescence"
(Sommer 1977:74). The same applied to "self-help" activities, this
commentator said,.which often "use a carrot of substantial outside
aid" to gain community participation. .Indeed; because "self-help"
had so often been used inaccurately to describe such projects,. the .
designers of one particular housing project in Latin America,. which
was considered to be truly self-helping, fel: that they had to describe
it as "unaided" self-help. i T

The above examples, rather than be1ng descrited ae part1c1patory,
could be placed in ‘one or more of the follow1ng descrapt;;e categorleS'k

(1) there was no particzpation' (2) the communlty did not want a

part1cipatory pro;ect, and their preferences were not acceded to
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by the PVO; (3) people joined the village group to get access to
services, but were not participating in*decisiohﬁeking‘ﬁdr interested
in doing so: (4) participation lesséned the%pbteﬂtiél”ihﬁéct‘bf the
project on the commmity; (5) participation’did not work as well
as an enlightened; top=down approach to service provision; (6) the
PVO did or promoted what the comminity dil’ not w’an;‘;’ and finally
(7) what the?coﬁmﬁnity wented—éin‘dOntrast'tb"the*fV04—uasfnot good =
for thé podor or even for development.

In the above examples, in other wvords, bartieibétieu”eitﬁef"“’Ld
did not take place, led to6 bad projects, or lessened the impact of
projécéts on poverty. Instead;’ top—down interaction between PVOs t
and'comﬁﬁnitieS'in'projects‘aeSCriBed as partitipatory éaé not uﬁﬁéhel;av'
and this vas associateéd with success as well as failure. Thbﬁgh
the ezemples may not be fepresentative of PVO ﬁréjecté,ﬁtheie'arer
enough of them to maké one believe ‘that an enlightened, top-down
‘service-delivery modél is a useful one to have in mind when doing

further eévaluations.

Participation and project results

Dec1sionmak1ng that turns out to be non-participatory may
acttelly be des;rable 1n the case of certal' tasks that are less
suited than others’to part1c1patory dec1s1onmaking. kSeme»technology- -
intensive activ1t1es'pr’tasks‘may fit this category, vﬁete;the technqlogy

allows little room for choice. Complex tasks, for example, are said
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to be better carried put when leadershipnis,strong‘and somewhat
arbitrary,;»_ta’ Pafticipatory,commuqityjefforts,aother evaluators
have suggested,ywo;k less vell for ongoing activities than they do

for comstruction, Local individuals in 1eadership¢positions,
another evaluatqr foupd,_wprked out less well the more technical

the project._ﬁk{ :Nln_general,:the necessity .

of specializedjskills to perfprm;ag organization's. tasks will always
involve some;degreg?of_incompatibilityiyith participatory . processes.

A study ofﬁpgrtiqipatory‘prganizations:in,the;United»Stateswfcundf~~;
that no mat;gr‘hgy committed,the,specialists‘were<tccthe;participatory
ethos, conflicp7inevit§b1yuemerged,between;the specialists and

the generalistsfjﬁor_example, betweenfphysi;ians.and,gon-physicians_ﬁx
in alternative health clinics (Rothschild-Whitt 1976:83). - One would
expect, then, that:gertain organizational tasks that:are more -
specialist—dependen; might be less compatible with participatory -
processes.

A goqd_examplerof thewrelation§hip,between technology -and |,
decisionmaking processeskcopes’from an AID-financed rural electrification
project in Andeén‘Bolivia.,tThe PVO contracted by AID to organize
the project was committed to the cooperative approach to rural
electricity §upp1y, and7chus)set‘out to form .a cooperative of the
various‘vil1aggsbfalling within the distribution net, with the ‘elders

of each village constituting the board of directors. The participating
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villages had a long history ofhriﬁéiryyan&géoﬁﬁétftion;kone'éonstrﬁéfive
form taken by the inter-village rivalry was that one village would
try to copy any achievement made by éﬁbthef'fiiiégé; so és'ﬂdt to
be outranked*by”iﬁ;"

‘Thdugh viilage rivalry was constructive for village development,
it was problematic when the various viilagés Qéfe“put tczether in
a ébopérati?é electrification undertaking. ‘Variousyiéchnicél‘décisiohs
(Like the order in which'the villages would be electrified) suddenly
assumed dimefsions of victory or7defééf’for”éachwdf}%hé«"éboperétihé"
villages. When the village representatives did act in unison, it
was also to block techniéaily‘ofjadmiﬁiéiratifei§:édﬁnd deciﬁidné¥; "
e.g., objections to thé'hffing’and'péYiﬁg'of'é réésénasie‘saléry
to ‘an cutside professional as manager, or insistence By‘the’EIdef;
that they receivé“higﬁ’expehse'féimﬁﬁfééﬁéﬁts fof'ahtéhdinglbéardH
meetings, which they called more frequently tﬁéhrwasfﬁgééssaff;”'Aggw“
village representatives became more and more obstreperous, chéyﬁfojééi
was delayed. Progress-was finally méde‘bniyywﬁén'thé’govérﬁhent
‘electric-power company took over the‘projééiPénd"ﬁédé’fhe té¢hniéé1
decisions*arbitrarily,*Iéaving“Ehe‘c8é§erative“tb’séf;lé other less
crucial queStions.l

Many rural‘électric7c60pefatiVes,’aCtuélfj, are better

described as successful local enterprises with large doses of public-

lThe report of the eVéidatiBh’teéﬁ, ofywhich I was a part, did
not include this particular example.
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sector assisthhcé;”ﬁﬁichibéhavefmbfé iiﬂe:privéfé c6ﬁbéhiesk£hah f
participatory4véhfufé§iffThis:éeéﬁé téyba;ewbéen”fhenéése in the
successful5Phi1ipbiﬁé§’fﬁral elébtfifiéaéidﬁﬂﬁfééféiu€" " Because
of the participatory vision of these coopérative ‘rural electrification
~experiencé§;'hb§e%ér;'there'is’liétieiiﬁsiéht torbé7§éiﬁéd from the
evaluatiéﬁé“aS‘tb”ﬁhét'the'eléﬁéhts'df'thé\nonlﬁéftiéi§3£6t§ success
are-<or ‘as to wheh it ‘works and when it déééﬂﬁéf.H'Ohé‘;ﬁcﬁ élément,
by the way, ‘was suggested in thé éva1ﬁafion”ofEa rural electrification
project in Costa Rida., S iOﬁénasﬁéiéigf(tyhéw;')roje'ct's
success, the evaluator said, was that maintenance of electric facilities
is centralized in the hands of the public utility. The evaluator
contrasted this situation, and the successful resuifiﬁglﬁéigfehance,
to the "current fashion” of élaimiﬁgwfﬁéf'Eomﬁuﬁitiég‘dbkﬁot ﬁaintain
things because they did ﬁotﬁpartiéipéteﬁiﬁfatéuifiﬁg;tﬁém) She c&mpared
the successful maintensznce’ 6f the ﬁéﬁ—paffiéipétdrygruraiﬁéléﬁtric
facility*tb”the7ﬁhhy“éaéésfgf ﬁnsﬁééessfﬁiyméiniéhéﬁcé of‘ébﬁmﬁnity
facilities 1ike potable water, health clinics, and feedér roads,
where comminit$ participation in acquiring the facilities had been
greater. T

Participatory processés may also be Tess suited for projects

involving ‘agricultural production services and subsidies than they
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are for the provisionjof socialyservices——as~discussed further in
the'followjng chapte:.; Guy Hunter (1981:24) pointé out that the = 3
attempts to graft agrigulturalydeVelopment activities onto traditiomal
local mechaanisms for handling’villége affairs have not been very. :.
successful. . Village.cbuncils, he says, may?indeedvbe'genuinely democratic
in making decisions about sanitation, markets, the .use .of weils,
and in other areasuofkcpnflict‘resolution. But it -is difficult to
graft onto these councils activities that are accompanied by monetary
benefits,apd ;ubsidies, which are non-traditional and a cause of ... ..
’jea10usies and powar conflicts. Tere is additional reason, .then,
for evaluating participatory approacheé according to their suitability
for the :askrat hand.‘:w, SR ) . Ly e :  »»»»»

_ If participation is‘considered to be the sime qua pon of
‘the’PVO ;tyle,;then lessons likerchose_of:the cases discussed.above
may go unnoticed. It may be difficult for an evaluator to understand
the cases where, becauSe of the néture of the task, participatory -
processes made the project préblemétic or, conversely, where projects.:
did betterrbecause dgcisionmaking~was‘a:bitrary. The PVO, for exarpls,
may bé less interested in whetﬁer a community decided to initiate
an agr;culturglkextension Qr a health programlthan_it/is»in;the way
the decision,was,médé.ﬁ,Yet if one type pf project_works’better,with
participatory action than another--or if the PVO is better at assisting

in one area than another--then the type of activity chosen is relevant

£
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to the success of the undertaking. 'Strong commitiient to open<ended

processes of decisionmakingy in sum, may make it difficult "o think

about evaluation questions of this nature.

it S 4

When elitesudecide

The third and final categor3 or part1c1patorv pro;ects is that

,»vr, oo o

where communitv activ1t1es are characterized bv non—representative decision~

making by local elites. The latter are sometimes not indigenous, as with

some re51dent rellglous m15s1onar1es, parish prlests and pastors.' The

s

De~elopment Alternatives, Inc., evaluation of PVO provects in Kenya and Niger,

e

for example, noted that one element of progect success was that 1oca1

o

staff worked directly with the locai power structure, whether 1n

the form of government or traditional groups , ~An evaluation

of a successful community development program in the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip noted that the FVO worked with community assoclations"

- A PVO respon51b1e

composed exc1u51Ve1y of‘profe551onal elites.,~

&

for a community health program 1n Ecuador 1tself chose the local

ot ‘,s‘,,

people who would pert1c1pate. ;, ‘i'An evaluation of.various PVO '

LA

progects in Africa noted that most PVOs depended on local parishes .

or other v111age-level authorities to organize the prOJect.

I

" For- manv projects, foreign m1331onar1es or other rellgous

i

figures were *h local contact poznts for organizing the community.
Local workers for a community health project in Ecuador were chosen

by local Protestant evangelical associations. A&n evaluation of PVO
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projects in Latin America noted that most of the persons working
in the projects at the local level were priests, pastors or catechists
(The study also noted that no signs of religious discrimination
could be detected in the access of villagers to project benefits.)
An agricultural poiytechnical project in Kemya was rum by church members.
Control by local elites or indigenous religious groups is
often associated with project success. After all, Protestant and
Cathoiic church groups are noted in many parts of rural Africa for
having been the only providers of health or education services for
some time, or for doing a better job at it than the public sector.
(In the case of education, they frequently limited access to believers.)
The point I am making here, however, is that these religious ventures
often come closer to the service-delivery model than to participation,
and the successful cases should be understood as such. As an OECD
study noted, "churches and parishes reépresent a valuable network
especially for rural, small, low-cost and participatory projects,
notwithstanding the occasional authoritarian features of this type
of organization
In some cases, control over decisions by religious leaders
in 2 commmnity will be compatible with the growth of representative

institutions—in other cases, not. As an example of 2 less compatible

lA study covering the 1969-1973 period found that church organizations
provided about 20T of the total hospital and maternity beds in all
of Africa.
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case, the evaluation of a community health project in Ecuador reported
that local evangelical associations, through which the project worked,
tried to replace existing indigenous organizations in two provinces.
From my own experience in Northeast Brazil, parish priests have often
discredited the emergence of genu1ne leadership among peasants because
‘of the threat that thls leadership represented to thEII power in

the community.1 'In the same area of Brazil Protestant pastors have
taken a stante aéalns- peasant organizlng to re31st 111ega1 behav1or
'of large landowners——such as illegal ev1ction of tenants, expu151on

of peasants w1th4squatters rlghts by landgrabbers, etc. Even when
Such actlvitles have been supported by Catholic parlsh prlests,
Protestant pastors have adv1sed their commun1t1es that they will

get the1r land 'only in heaven.

1R.ecently, for example, when genuine peasant leaders for the first .
time became candidates for office in local rural unicns, some parish
priests campaigned against them, advising other peasants not to vote
for them because they were not married in the Church, dramk aicohol
or smoked marijuana. (All three "failings'" are not unusual among
peasants; including respected elders, in the area where this occurred.)}
When the discrediting campaigns of these priests were successful, -
the result was thé election of léss committed and less representative
union officials. Some of these priests, interestingly, were of the
Liberation persuasion; they were encouraging peasants with squatters'
rights, for example, to organize and resist land invasions. -Though
they were acting on the side of the poor on this particular issue,
then, they at the same time used their power in the community to
prevent truly participatory processes and representative leadershlp
from evolving. ;
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The 1nd1genous peasant organlzlng and leadership of the Bra211

g Ce . -

examples is the k1nd of part1c1patory process that has often 1ed

to the bargalnlng pover necessary to negotla*e wldespread 1mprovements

in the cond1t10ns of the poor. Thus the dlscouraglng of tnls k1nd
of group formatlon clearly represents a se*back for the obJectlves
espoused by PVOs. Though the control of progects by local re11g1ons

flgures may often result in well—functlonlng services and 1mprovements
in the status ofmthe poo;;wln suh; the evaluator should also be alert
to the fact that}soeh conttol may also go along wlth theﬁsflfllng

of genuinely reoresea:atlve{inst1tut10ns.‘ h | )

Benefits under elite control

Control -of commmity -projects by local elites ‘does rnot always
mean that benefits go mainly to elites. A bennfit distribution that
is skewed toward elites, however, will usually be a sign'of elite
control. The few-impressions of benefit distribution reported ic
the PVO_evaluationsasuggest that at least some projects are of benefit
mainly to the better-off in the commmities they serve-~as illustrated
by the examples presented below.. -Until further evaluation work is done, one
can assume that other projects supplying goods and services that 'can be
appropriated by elites would also display the same-benefitf&istribution;
A community development project in South-Korea-reached only
the top 5Z of the rural population—i.e., those who owned more than

two hectares of land, The average size of farms served by a
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11vestock pro;ect in E1 Salvador was almost three times larger than
the average farm in the,prOJect area-—16 5 hectares vst six hectares
Cattle holdlngs on the part1c1pating farmskln thlS prnJect averageo‘
30 head per farm, agaln plac1ng these farmers in the mlddle and upper
ranges of the 1ncome dlstrloutlon in rural El Salvador, where the
large maJorlty of the populatlon is w1thout 14vestock herds of th1s
51zea' A communlty development prOJect in Honduras prOV1ded f1shponds A
and Lorena stoves to communlty parA1c1pants, none of whom were among ;
the ooorerrmembers of the communlty; ” The above-c1ted South
Rorea prOJect reported that the best of the m11k cows supplled by N
the project were given to v111age leaders in order to ensure thEII:(
partieipation in the project. For the same reason, house répair
materials and assistance were provided first to the leaders. Similarly,
one PVO specializes in providing quality livestock to better—-off
farmers,~though with the'broviso that the offspring of these‘animals‘
be given to poorer farmers (Soumer 1977:59). . (It is not clear from .
the evaluat1ons whethar this cooptatlon tactic of the last two examples
actually paid off in terms of 1eader ‘commitment to thé program, and
. wnether the poorer community’membersfultimately'receiVed their cows,
their houseé repairs; and their livestock offsprihg; ‘This issue is
discussed further below.)

«Water'projeCtsF4both»irrigation and potable~~seemed particularly

vulnerable to benefit distributions skewed toward the elites. In
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Bangladesh, most of the tubewells prov1ded by 2 PVO progeetewere s1tuated
so as to benefit“the wealthier v1llagers.'V\l The water development
activities of the commun1ty development prcgram of an Ind1an PVO R
were criticized for benefltzng malnly the larger farmers (Coombs
198i:47). A potable water project in Korea benefited malnly the “
wealthy members of the communitles served with only ZOZ of the bouseholds
obtaining connect1ons"myfvrj‘ - A 51m11ar proJect by the ‘same PVO o
in Renya also showed the main benef1c1ar1es to be netter off partlyk;'
because of a government pollcy to 1ncrease’water revenues by m1n1m121ng

RPN

the number of commu water points (Ehere Charges were notklevied)

and maximizing c&e'ﬁhﬁﬂér'df iﬁdiﬁé&ﬁai’H&J;éﬁbiéycSﬁhecéihﬁskk&!é);

In Colombia, finally, a commwunity development project“nr;vfded:latrines
and individual household connections for vater ro the bettnr-off o
members of the communlty, reach1ng 15% and 20% respectlvely, of the
households, ., These resuits are consistent with studies of the
benefit distributions ofipuolicfsector~water and sanitation programs

in third—world ;ountries,ﬁwhich showjonlyrlal,of the benefits going

to those in absolute poverty (Burki 1981:177). = - ...

Though the’skewed,benefitldistributionsfofwthesefexamples :
are not the inevitableﬂoutcome:of,elite,control~of;decisionmaking,a
it is not unreasonableito interpret’such outcomesfasésignsJof elite
contrel. If deeisionmaklngfwerekmore participatory,. that is, the

poor would not choose project goods that—1like .the lorena stoves, -
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the fishponds, the individual water comnections—were beyond their
reé§£; !ﬁany PVO‘p:ojeqts? in sum, fall in;9 my tﬁird category of
non—patticipatory dgcisjbnmak;ng by lqcal‘glites.ieyhat is’really o
happening in these cases is that the PVO islégnsglting witn and bringing . .
into the decisiqn;aking process the most powerful in the commmities
o vhere it w111’0per;fe. fhi§ véy ot proceeding is,~as the PVOsﬂclaim,;,;,V
sxgn1f1cantly dlfferent than what large donors usually do. 'But the
process can be called participatory only with respect to the PVO

1tse1f which is allowlng community leaders to partic1pate in 1ts

project de51gn andLigplemen:at1on work. It is not pa;;icipatoty

with respéct to che quuiatién of the commuqity or:region in which . = .

the program takes place.

The decentralization of elite influence

The”orgaﬂiiatibh(éhd'iﬁvélveﬁent‘of”lécéi eliﬁé& ih deciéi;ﬁmgii;g
consult with and yield to powetful politicians in the ‘course of planning:’
their developuwent préjects. ‘In terms of this analogy, it is not |
that PVOs work "bottom-up” in coutrast‘tcjthéj“tdp:éoéﬁ",étjléyof
governments; rather, it is that the todedvn sty1e44§héfé dégeibéﬁé;t
projects are influeﬁdedfbywnatiohél and‘tégiohél’élifeé;—ﬁtingé léég
benefits to thefpobr‘ﬁhen*pfzéE1Céd‘at’highef"ﬁsﬁépgo5éébfo lower
political levels. Control by elites at iééainié;éi;,fthéfdis: wmay

be more compatible with certain beneficial outcomes for the poor
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than controlyat higherelevels.‘ACommunity—level elites,dfor‘example,
can be mobilized.to contribute to local-level projects in various .
forms, thus taking considerable administrative and fimancial burden
off the outside,agencyff This is because many such .projects are made
available to local .elites only if they will make a contribution in
organizing the project or in materials and cash. .The PV0-elite
interaction, then,,can be seen.as eliciting organizational and financial
contributions to development projects from elites in a way:that
interactions between national-level government and elites de .not.
In this sense, the PVO is doing something that the government is:
not able to do: mobilizing local-level contributions or "self-taxing" .
for development projects.. ..

The‘ability,gfythe;PYO to‘elicit,contribu;ions,from,local
elites, of course, is contingent upon the government's not making
it easier by suddenly arriving in:the,communiéies with services and
structures "for free." This problem is not an uncommon one in the
history of PVQwefforCS.‘;The evaluation of the Squth«Korea,community
development projec;frepqrteq tha;’yillage,leaders could not be induced
to particip§te iptthe PVO effortjbecause theyywere}already,involved
in a larger, more sveeping governmen;iprogramffor p:oviding;dgvelopment
goods to communities. The Mexican Rural Development Foundation,
an IAF—suppprted indiggnous;PVO,tha;’has providad agricultural credit

and technical assistance to small peasant farmers, is now losing



33

many of its”participaﬁfs‘té the public sector, ﬁﬁiéhfhas'recéntly““
embarked on a mdssive campaign to provide these inputs to ‘peasant
farmers without ‘reqﬁiring that they first organize. 1Ia a similar
way,‘én'hlbéfundéd~ihdigeﬁ6ds*PVO’in'NicaragUa,'ﬁhich”for years had
operated alone in cértain parts of the'counthSiaé,‘isjﬁ6W‘béihg'
ovefshadowed'by”fhe'néﬁ, comprehensive pr&gram‘bf public-sector
assistance to the rural sector in tbat'COUntfy;' i comment on the
implications of these government ﬁbvés‘into\"PVO“fe}ritoty" ina
later section.

Thé other distinguishing characteristic of the PVO-elite
interiction, ‘as opposed to that between gdvérﬁmenis 2nd their elites,
is that the former interaction takes place right where the project
is and involves those who will benefit directly. Both PVO and local
elites are comstantly on the scene of the project, and their interaction
revolves around all‘its aétails. This contrasts with thé'ﬁbre’génétéi,t
removed nature of the government-elite interaction that‘preéédes'
the implementation of larger development projeét's: " 'The pfoj'eét- o
specific ‘interaction between PVOs and local eiitéé results in projects
getting molded to local wiys of doing things im a way that does rot
happen with the more ténfféliiéd"pfbjééts,”aﬁé their government-~
elite interactions. A”mbfé acéufate'deSCfiptioﬁ‘afkwhhf makes some PVO
projects special, then, would be that théyyérérdecéﬁfraiized; rather

than participatory.



Harmony and conflict among the classes

If 1t is truecthat many PVO pro;ects iﬁv§1§e 1nteractions
with local elites rather than nart1c1pation, then this breaks the
causal link in’the PVO logiﬂ between participation and reacning the‘
poor. if the "part1c1batory process" is 11m1ted to e11tes ’the results
may or may not benefit the poor, and the dec131onmahing process is
definitel, not representative. Local elites may take the 1nterests
of the poor into accouu: or help then inadvertently in the course
of helping themselves, but the poor «T2 not represen*ed in their
decisionmaking.

What does 1t mean for the distribution of benefit if gdccisions
are made mainly by locll elites in a particular progect’ Regardless
of the findings on participation, in other vords, what does the prOJect

PR

show on bcnefit d1str1bution° Some rasks and actlvities may not be as
easily zppropriagedﬁbr 1nd1v1duals as others, in whlch case the benefit
distribution will be less vulnerable to elite‘control.’/The services

of roads, churches‘and soccer fields; for example, will not be denied
to the poor.‘ Thls is becauseﬁthese services are 1nd1vis~b1e, or

are public goods (use by one persoh doesknot leave less left cver

for the rest), or because it is not customary to 11m1t access to these
particular facilitles.‘ These”characterlstics are distinctly different

from goods and services like household water connections, livestock,

individual fish “onds agriculturai cred1t, fertlliZers and other
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1nputs--all of which are divisible, are used mainly at an 1nd1v1dua1
level, and are proV1ded in scarce supply (use by some leaves less
or none left over for the others) One would expect to f1nd less
equltable beneflt distributions when local e’ites were in charge
of these 1atter t"pes of activ1t1es; than in the case of the less’
d1v1s1ble, more publ1c-goods type services.ly If it 1s d1ff1cult to
understand that dec:.slonmaking is indeed el:.t:.st rather thac
part1c1patory in a particular prOJeCt, then it w1ll also be dlfflcult
to take the next step and ask the above questions, and move on to
1dent1fy the "ellte—proof" activities.

In many cas2s, the interests of the elites‘and the poor will
‘be in con‘lict. hLocal landouner-leaders, for exanple, are often
agalnst prOJects’that 1ncrease the avallablllty of land and c*edlt
: to the landless and near-landless, because thls may lead to an 1ncrease
xin the agr1cu1tura1 wage with their new access to land or credit, .
2’th= landless wlthdraw the1r labor from the landowners 1n order to
uork more time on their own’new or rented\plotst The attltude cf
village elltes reported in one PVO evaluatlon expresses this conflict
of 1ntereSt' the poor were necessary to have around for manual labor,
the v1llage elites sald but the1r wages were outrageously" hlgh
Anorher example of a conflict of 1nterest between elites and poor
.nvolves PVO prOJects prov1ding large llvestock or assistance to

1ivestock product;on. Local e11tes will oenefit From thls a551stance

1A similar argument is elaborated in Leonard & Marshall (1981), Tendler
(1981), and Uphoff (1980).
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and the poor ma]orlty w111 be harmed if the programs result in a

substltutron of croprand by pasture, ev1ct10n of cropplng tenants,

i oy

and decreases in the agr1cu1tural vage resu1t1na from decreased needs

for labor in livestock. All these problems are a common outcome

PO ]

of ass1stance and sub51d1es for 1arge 11vestock (Assistance for

- s

small 11vestock among whose owners the poor are more proportlonately

represented, is 1nfrequent among the programs of PVOs as well as

P

of large donorz )
‘rn’bfhéf Eﬁpeé of projects, eiite/decisions ih their own

self—1nterest may not harm the poor but also w111 not help them.

N

Examples are pro;ect goods and services that can be approprlated by indi-

viduals, such as fert111zer and seeds, 1nd1v1dua1 water or electr1c1tv

connections, or a=51stance for the production of goods that the poor
usually cannot afford to produce-c1trus trees and other perennlal

crops'requiriﬁg ihﬁestpengwéﬁs} annuai croﬁéif §g£i2u1£££é‘a§ﬁopposéd
to handiCrafts; isréeﬁlivestochtas'opposedwto;soailylirestock; In
these cases of;confiictﬁoffrnterest,”thereyisyoo reasoo toyassume

that community decisions will be made in favor of the poor and agalnst
the elites, unless the poor are stronglﬁ represented As the evaluator
of the South Korea communlty de;elopment program commented ‘there

was no p0551b111ty of tr1ck1e-down from the e11tes ass1sted by the

project to the poor "because of class confiict” = = Because

communities are often portrayed in PVO project descriptions and
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evaluations as internally harmcnious and'without potential for class
conflitt, th1s may have made 1t ea51er to assume that decisionmaking
by v1llage elites was the same as,’and had the ‘same distributlonal
results as, participation. | |

Although eli”e control of local pro;ects may not always be
the best thing for the porr, and should not be confused w1th representative
dec151onmak1ug, such control caunot{for th:sﬂreason be reJectedVoutright.
There are urobably few other‘ways of organiaing projects, that is,
if one is tO'uork at the localtlevel.~,As one evaluator~pointed out,
‘afterkuoting that‘project leaders were localgelites like teachers
or mayc-:, local 1eaders‘were extremely effective in gettiug community
programs to be executed in the first place ; tkaEl:i.te leadetship
of communlty,programs,for the poor. moreover, is:uot characf:ris:ic‘
only of PVO or third—world pro;ects. The community organizations
and alternative groups that flourished under the U.S. poverty program
in the U.5. tended to be Tm by ‘those who were better educated and
‘rom a higher tlass background than the groups they represented (Perlman
1976 ll).

Im coutraSt to the'conflictcoffiuterest‘situatious described
above, there are cert tn tjpes of projects for wh‘ch if the elites,
act out of‘their own self—1nterest, the poor v111 also benefit. A
clear-cut example would be precgrams to eradicate~coutagious diseases,

in humans or livestock. If the elites vaccinate only themselves
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or their animals, they will still be vulnerable to the contagion, .

and thus it will be-to their interest for all to be yaccinated.i (Some
PVOs have made major comtributions in the eradication of.pontagious
diseases. . The nature of the task, making it desirable for elites

to .assure the protection of ali, contributed‘toward~making,the.wide
coverage of this PVO contribution possible.) .Other,.less clear- .-
cut examples of self-interested elite projects that can benefit the
poor are social services like health, education, and‘commhnity water
taps (vs. individualwconnections)-—all of which are- usually provided
to the whole community and not- just a-few...The poor may benefit .
also, even if elites are acting out of self-interest; because .of

a patron-client tradition:-elites may sponsor a health project because
they expect it to relieve them of patron-client obligations to take
carz of the health expenditures of certain. poor families... ..

Once it is recognized that local decisionmaking is in the
contrcl of the few rather than the many, then certain questions are
opened up for evaluation.. Are there ways .of :making.decisionmaking
more participatory?1 -What are the types of projects .and - project
environments for which truly participatory processes .are-feasible

and. also produce good results? . In the cases of local-elite.

1One evaluation reported that a "disproportionate.influence’” on project
decisionmaking by "town elites" was reduced after an evaluation team
pointed this out, . . = ..What was the mechanism by which elite control
was successiully reduced in this case? - What were the signs of it
having been reduced?
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decisioﬁhakihg; ﬁhét'types bf¢project§ result in béﬁefits~fdf the

poor even if ‘they have no influence on decisions? ‘What types of
projects, in this situation, have no iﬁpaéfﬂbh'the poor, ‘or ‘are to -
their detriment? ' Finally, might there be situations where an elite-
excluding, rather than commmity-wide, approach would result in ‘more
participation and benefits to the poor? This would be true of a
class-based organization of the poor like a labor unioh, a tenants' =
union, or a womens' organization, from which local-élites would be
"naturally" éxcluded and where it would Bé"deéirable‘ggg td'include"'
community*leédership;'”Hﬁhfer (l981:28)‘sUggeSt§ that this approach

to the poor is preferable to community-wide large ‘co‘opférét‘ij;eLS‘ or -
elected councils. ‘The latter, he says, "will recapitulate the social ’
hierarchy," whereas direct ¢ontdct with the poor is likely to be

most effective in several separate functions like small farms, artisan
work, women's needs, irrigation groups.

Under what conditiofhs could elites be bypaéSed in projects, "
4as‘0ccur§“in'thé~éasé”6f‘claSS—baSed orgahiéatidns,'Wbile at the '
same time effécEiVe“Ieaderéhip was not SaéfifiCed? Can one achieve
this by promoting activities that are'definitely not of interest
to the elites? This actually toéok place, inadvertently, in the Korea
community development project where villagé leaders were not interested
in*pér;iéipitiﬁg‘ﬁééausg théy~we;e tdbﬁbusj‘ﬁi;h é/gdvérnmeﬁgfspdnsorgd

comtmunity program, As a result, the PVO had no choice but to
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work with a yoﬁngeéljI;SSA;£é;tigious‘groﬁﬁ7§f’;iiié§e?s’w§o;Li£:
turned out, were more responsivénthéa the est;biighéd ieéde?él A
similar sequence of events took place in“aﬂcommnnity,deVelopméntjfr1
project in Guatemala, where the influential and wealthy elders of

the villages were not interested in collective =fforts in: the:commmity
because of their own  recent and substantial economic progréss::

The PV0 also foundy-:as-in-the Korea example,. that-many of ‘the young: -
men were active and interested, .even ‘those who were sons of theé
uninterested elders;%

These patticulér'situations,~vith elites too preoccupied -
with other activities,-are probably -not uncommon, especially in the
less remote areas. A .study -of settlement patterns in-Latin Ameérica,
for example, reported .that the widespread desertion of 'small ‘county
seats by the local upper class, who left for the cities, was associated
with a more dynamic .and innovating-spirit amongxthe‘iefttbehihﬂ lower
class that came to dominate, by default, these abandoned small towns
(Wolfe 1966:24).;RUndericertain~conditions;wthen;sPVOSwmight'viéw
elite disinterest as presenting;an opportunity to reach-the truly poor
in an area, instead of .trying to convince-uninterested elites-to
participaté in community~projects;yas?happened'in«Koreaﬂand‘Guatemala

cases. Again,.looking for .and seeing such-opportunities :requires - .

poh pde

lKusterer (1981:37). . The PV0 was ‘the Uleu Foundation, an-offsho.t . -
of the Berhorst Clinic.



an understanding of the conflicts of interest, as well as the potential

harmony, that exist in most communities.

Is voluntary labor participatory?

The way in which communities” finance some of their PVQ-assisted
projects is another area :in which the participatbfy label obscures
what is happening;’:Whén‘thchbmmunity’s méin contribution toward
financing afprOject‘iS“voluntaryflabor,'this means that the burden
of the financing will often be distributed regressively. If each
comrunity member must supply an equal number of days of work, as
is ofténtthe'rule, the income foregone by doing this volunteer work
represents a larger proportion of income bf;the'poorést than of the ' -
better-off. Bettér;off'community'members, moreover, can often make: -
their lsbor contribution in cash, paying the prevailing daily Gage’
for agricultural labor in the area; this possibility is not a real
cne for the poorest--i.e., those who make no more ‘than the prevailing -
wage.

In some community projects, a substantial porticn of the
community's contribution will be in the form of equipment and materials~-
cement, the services of a tractor. &tc. The evaluation of a group '
of African projectsarépcrtéd‘that~IOCal‘reéddfée%commitment was in -
the form of equipment:and materials, A cotmunity development
project ia Colombia showed an "impressive" coatribution of ma.erials,

as well as labor. ©  In Senegal, village elites contributed to
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the construction of health huts with cash to buy doors, paint, ‘extra
cement and iron sheets for roofing, in addition to the volumtary

construction labotr of village youth, -~ '~ *.In thése cases, im

community tend to bear proportionally greater reésponsibility because -
they either own the materials themselves, or have the ¢ash’ or connections
to acquire them.” Unliké labor, ¢ash and materials’ &anfiot be
appropriated ‘from the poot becatse they do not ‘have them. Local
leaders often volurnteer to bear tbis greater propértional contribution
to the project because there may be no other way to comé by the materials
and because they reap.significant income' and status réwards Erom
contributing. In many‘ casés, then, -the use of voluntary labor is
better characterized "as ‘a regreéssive or exploitative system'of project
financing rather ‘than 4s participatory.

That voluntary labor was not participat6ry was the complaint
made by the pocrer ‘membérs ‘of ‘the commmities served by a cédmmunity
development project "in South Korea. 'They were forced to "volunteer"
without pay, they complained; for wWorks like irfigation chinnels
that benefited mainly the better-off firmers,” = ' Fragmentary evideénce
from other evaluations alsd ‘Suggests ft‘ﬁﬁt; voldntary labor ‘works a
hardship on the pobr. A PVO-assisted comminity health project in
Bolivia cculd not. find volunteér cotmmmity health workérs because

most peopie were in-"'debt peonage"—their labor already commi itted
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to paying off debts to a landowner-merchant. '~ - It was therefore "
not possible to do a health program in that areé,-the PVO concluded,
unless an agrarian refora abolishing debt peonage were enacted. -
A potable water project in Guatemala found that "voluntary” labor
was "more forthcoming when food was offered in exchange for work!'
. Similarly, another evaluation suggested that sufficiemt volumtary
labor for a;PVO—Sponsofedktree planting project in- Africa would be
forthcoming only :if food-for-work commodities were supplied in exchange
for labor,.. = ..In a flood control projcct evaluated:in the same *
study, it was poted that voluntary labor had been considered "imptactical"
because of economi§ hardship following a drought... In a commnnity‘ :
development_project’iL Sri Lanka, fihally,~itwvas found that mothers -
had not been as active as was hoped ‘in preparation of a midday - meal
for children because they were resentful that health auxiliaries
were paid tofwork,whereQS»they, the mothers, Qere noﬁ.f‘

. The'commonrtheme of these~examp1es,i53thatkthe poor will
often work on comﬁuhity projects only for wages, -and that working .-
without wages imposes a severe hardship ‘on them. . ‘In many cases;:
.. in:other words, the poor will not work for free on community projects
unless they are forced to by local powerholders inm accordance with-
longstanding custdm. 'In\the Middle East, as one evaluator of a ' -
participatory project reported, voluntary labor does not bypass

traditional patterns of leadership‘anufautocratié‘decisionmaking,



but instead reinforces ‘them, Similarly, in many Indian zreas
of Middle America and the Andean countries, the poor aré ‘so uninterested
in working volumfarily on commumity undertakings that the task of
(county) representative--is comsidered a "distasteful job" (Wolfe
1966:22). Indéé&;:féfitﬁiékreé30ﬁ;'tﬁé{poétjof(ﬁﬁniéibibf}éfreééﬁtative
has sbmetimes'ﬁad"to“beyfaécea'ﬁpdﬁ“ﬁﬁvillibg'Eéﬁﬂiaéiés,?ﬁﬁdéf”fﬁteat'
of fine or imprisonment. These candidates, in fact, Wwere sometimes
deliberately chobéﬁuﬁ}'ﬁﬁgiziéia auﬁhériiieéraéysééﬁeééaiégfé”""

It méyﬂbé'i&iécdfété:%iﬁ“sﬁﬁ.fiowéeécribé'v&iﬁnigfﬁ labor
as participatory,aiéi ;ioﬁé;Ebﬂééilwit voluntary. It is also a
contradictioﬁ@iﬁwféfﬁﬁifd'sa&“théilvaiuﬂféfﬁzléﬁo%féﬁh‘bé iélicited"
by compensatihg'iébéférszﬁiihxfaddQQQé’Eébérté& in the Guatemala
and Kenya-Niger éégzéuéﬁéédﬁébcﬁé:*wAéﬁéréﬁQCéuféigfrééégfihg?of4v
the above statements would be to sa§utﬁgiﬁa§§tojéctg;Eiiedwdﬁﬂiohg—;
standing autocratic customs for labor recruitmeént; which bore proportionally
heavier on the pobrer members of the commumity; or that poor hembers
of the comtunity wete not interasted in voluntéering rheir labor
to community brdj2ét§'ﬁffaiiinbaf'did”réébéﬂd éﬁtﬁﬁéﬁgsﬁiéaiiﬁ*to
opportunities for paid employmefit (food is 4 férm of tage). 'In either
case, what was naking ‘the projects work was autoeratic community
customs or the bffé¥§£§36fhémﬁibjmént‘fS‘Eﬁéwﬁoéfyby>ﬁhélﬁfoject¥—
neither of which involve partidipééibn;‘t§ﬁiyfbblﬁﬁtéf§%iéﬂoriot.

‘when labor was not paid, equitable financing burdens.
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As long as voluntary labor (or labor paid wi;hkfood) is
misspecified as participatory, it will be difficult for evaluators
to see through to the imporﬁant'qugstionsiregarding ;his,phenomenon.
Might community projecté thatfrequire large prqportiqns pf materials
and equipment, in‘rglation tqalabo;fmresultyinyan“automatic and
salutafy shifting of the financing burden~tq §g;;er—off members\cf o
the community? _yhat types of.prdjects fit ﬁhese requirements? Might .
matching—fund a;rgngemeﬁts between the public sector or the PVO and
the communities be set up so as to pay fof 1§borgcosts, requiring -
the community to:provide its share inkeqﬁipmen;uand‘materials,,thereby
encouraging a more proportional‘or p;ogreSsive finan;ing burden?‘:

J Another,seriestgf,questioqssrglates:to;the desirability of
voluntary labor. Would the poor be more_beﬁefited by working in
projects for which their labor was paid? 1In the Bolivian debt peonage

example above, would not the poor have been more’benefited if the

;. program had paid the commnity health workers and provided a health

program to the commumity, in contrast to the PVO's decision that .
without wolunteers and anJagtarian reform, it was not worth working
there?,ﬁDoes the Bolivian example, along with the others above, suggest
that voluntary ;abor,isja.possibility oaly in béttef—off communities?
Does tﬁis mean that, as in the Bolivianicasg, PVOs can do community
development only if they avoid the poorest‘communi;ies?--a conglusion,’

by the way, reached by one PVO evaluator, .
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Though“coﬁﬁudify“ée1f4he1p'may/prodhcéwéuéééséful projects,
in sum, that'doégwﬁbfaﬁ€¢e§53r{1§ mean that they are also participatory
or equitable. Indeed, cne might find 1e$§H§61uhta%§‘1556f7iﬂ;ifénsitional
or modernizing commmities where, because of EhéyﬁfeakabvnVSf”féudai
patron-client relationskips, traditions of forced recruitment of
labor no longer prevailed. I found this to be the case in the npewver,
more egalitarian communities of Brazil's frontier, where local merchants
complained that they could »nly get the poorer community members
to work on local feeder roads by paying them out of their (the merchants')
own pockets. The feeder roads, in other words, would increase these
merchants' income enough that *t was worth their while to pay for
community labor. From the point of view of those concerned for the
poor, is this not a more desirable approach to community projects?
In some countries, then, it might be reasonable to star:t with the
assumption that the presence of voluntary labor is a likely sign
of autocratic, and not representative, community decisionmaking.

All this is not to say that PVOs must put an end to reliance
on voluntary labor, or that such projects are bad. It does say,
however, that some projects with voluntary labor probably cannot
be characterized as participatory. In some cases, the only choice
open to a ccmmunity may be a project with forced labor or no project
at all. One might feel more comfortable about supporting such a

project if it was a type that was particularly beneficial to the
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poor—e.g., construc;ion of a}rura1 hea1th clinic vs. the digging
,pf irrigationkchanpelsé-Orkif‘cofinancing}arrangeménts:could be set
up forkpaying lgbor. %Altérnatively, cne pight want to support only.
those selffhglp community project;’wi;hAhigh materials-equipment
componepts, and théir correspondinglykless regressive - financing

burdens.
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IIT - Are the Poorest Uareachable?

Though 'PVOs ‘and .eévaluations of ‘them sometimes’ ‘characterize
the poorest as an unteachable and "hard=core'" minority, these persons
often represent a '‘majority or a large minority of ‘the rural inhabitants
of many countries.-:Though rthe beneficiaries-of ‘some projects were
poor, as seen in-thé last chapter, they were still in 'the upper 10Z
or 20%Z of the income distribution.  To-illustrate :‘the poiat further,

I present a few examples .of how large the:excluded poorest group
would be if projects worked at a certain minimum cutoff point. In -+
the Daule area of ‘Ecuador, if one worked with small farmers: owning
land parcels of between two and five hectares one would be reaching
28%Z of total parcels but excluding 51% of the parcels, which are

less than two hectares..: Ir 'Ecuador in general, if oné worked with
farm families working plots any larger than six hectares;: one would
be excluding 677 of the families who- work less than’six hectares
(71:5, Annex 4, p. 1). - If one worked with farmers-holding bétrween
three and eight acres on-:the'Usanga Plain of Tanzania, one would

be reaching 477 of the families, ‘but-at the same fime exciuding the
40% of families:who work-less than two acres {Castro et al 1981:403).
In India, if-one worked ‘with farmers working between-z.5 ‘and 5 ‘acres -
one would be reaching:28% of ‘the holdirgs but excluding the S51% of -

the holdings that are less than 2.5 acres (Singh-1979:17); similarly
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in Bangladesh, where if'one worked with’farmers holding between 2.5
and 7.5 acres, one ﬁouidibéﬂfeaCHiﬁgﬂ3$Z Sf'thé ﬁdﬁulation but excluding
the 57% with less than 2.5 acréé'(ﬁ; 16);:,In a11 these cases, of
course, the excluded ‘share of the ‘'poorest in “he income distribution
would te increased by the number of those who were landless. The :
poorest who are ‘unreached by many bfojeCts;‘in‘sum;7are in
ne wéy an insignificant“minority. :Ih'this‘chapter; T would like-
to suggest why thevy have come ib be characterized as unreachable
by some PVOs, and to propose another way of thinking~about PV0s :and -
the pooréest.:

“That the poor are difficult for PVOs to reach has to do,
in part, with cettain“aspéctS'of PVOs, ‘AID, and the types of projects
they do--and not .onlyv, therefore, with the nature of poverty itself.
One factor within PVO or AID control, for example, has already been
discuSsed:fcertain*projéCt styles give coatrol to local elites over
decisions~abouttwhat'kinds of activities the' commmities will organize -
around-—resulting;~fteQUent1y,~in'the kinds of projects that elites
are in a better position~to‘benefit from.: In these cases, a project
style that gives control to the'poorest instead of elites might result
in more poor-appropriate activities. The same result could also
be accompliShéd'byr“tophdowh",iﬁterventions‘of the PVO, supporting
only those types of eélite-determined activities that have benefit

distributions knowr to favor the poor.
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Three other aspects of PVOs hav° contr1buted toward makinv
the poor seem more unreachable tha1 they mlght actually be. They
all are assoc1ated wlth PVO attempts to evolve from relief agenc;es

into development agenc1es. s treat these three aspects in the Iol;ov1ng

three sections.

From reiief to development

Tor various reasons, partly the long-term decline in private
contributions»tO'thewU.S.‘voluntary*sector;~mahy”ons'haveireOtiented
themselves toward development work during the 1970s, in contrast
to relief. This has qualified them to be seen by donors as @lternative
conduits for development assistance—-particularly for procjects directed
at the poor. Throughout the 1970s, AID has had the &xplic¢it goal
of encouraging PV0s to move ocut of relief and ‘into-devélopment,
and has provided funding and assistance to PVOs so as to build and
strengthen their capacity in this new area. =:As part of this transformatiom,
the "reljef" outlook and the’acrivities associated with it underwent
a certain discrediting; they wére considéred out of ‘daté and too
focused on activities with only short-lived effects ‘on ‘poverty.

As part -of the concern for having more lasting impacts, some
PVCs turned tcward assisting income-earning activities, ‘particularly
in agriculture. Yet the agricultural and other income-earning activities

of PVDs seem to ‘suffer more than their other projects from d lack
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of profe551ona1 experflse, as noted by at least three evaluators
(102:“7, 135a 3 Hun;er 1981 46) The more oenerallét’backgrbund
of PVO staffs and the emuh351s on volunteerlsm, ﬁhat is, may be‘ﬁore‘
compat1b1é w1th prégraﬁs 1n.the soc1a1 s°ctofs than‘ln theklncome—
éarnlng ones. The move by some PVOs 1nto 1ncome—earn1ng éﬁt1v1t1es
and particularly agriculture, then, may be making it mcre d1ff1cu1t
for taem to do well.

If not designed appropriateiy, projects focused on agriculture
are -articularly vulnerable to apptopriation of benefits by eljtes,
as the experience of large donors has shown.:  This happens because - '
agricultural services and inputs sre divisible and provided in short
supply, thus pitting the‘'elites agaipnst the poor in-direct coﬁpetitiond
for these goods.' The administration of social services in rurai = °
areas, in contrast, does not place village leadership into such direct
competition with the poor (Hunter 1981:24). \AgriCUltural<a¢tivit1és -
.-also tend to bypass the poorest to the extent that.they do not possess”
the means of production necessary to parti c1pate-—l.e., iand. “In-
addition, the services and subsidies supplied by agricultural projects—-
tractors, large livestdck;‘irrigation pumps, ‘long-maturing investments
such .as citrus trees and other perennials——areadften‘suited’only
to better~off farmers.  The health md other projects characteristic
of the relief days, in contrast, may have less "natural" exclusion -
of the poor built into them because they proVide“mdre}indiviSible

or collective goods.
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An interesting example of the differéent distributional: impacts
of collective {or dndivisible) vs. non-collettive projects comes
from the history-of dirrigation projects in India. -Bardhan (1981:4)
reports that before oldér irrigation sSystems were replaced by tubewells
owned by individual farmers; village leadership had'a pérsénal interest
in contrituting to’the maiﬂténanCEAOf'the'irriéétion‘canals; which
redounded to the benefit of all ‘farmers. With thé:advent of tubewells,
however, it was pdssible for farmers ‘to provide themselves individually
with irrigation water, “at least those farmers well off encugh to
invest in their own tubéwélls.  This héant that the village leadership, -
made up of the better-off farmers whé were acquiring the tubewells,
no longer were iaterested in contributing to the maintenarcc’of the
old irrigation channels. The net effect of this chahge was' to damage
the poorer farmers who -could not afford to invest in their own tubewells,
were still dependent on the ¢oummunal ‘systeéfi,” and thérefore suffered
losses due to the declining maintenance 6f that sy tem. The evolution
of technology, then, had transformed:irrigation water from'a collective
to an individual good, mwith adverse effects on the poor because of
the corresponding loss of  leadership “interest in contributiag 5
the collective good.. The example also illustrates thé importance
to project evaluators of ‘ascertaining the distributional implications
inherent in the technologies and activities of '4 projéct,; in order

to help project deésigners mike better choices. : .7
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An'evaluation of a community development project in Bangladesh

iljustrates the difficulties of bringing agriculture proijects to
the poor. It was harder-to find ways of Helping the landless in
agriculture, the evaluator reported, than in health and sanitation.
That is, agricultural credit was not availabie for landless tenants,
the PVO hLad less successfdlfrelacionshipS«with7che relevant govérnment .
enzities in agriculture than in health and sanitation, and ‘it ‘was’
more difficult in the agricultural ministries te get the specialists-
to give service tb:the'poor. By "graduating" from relief to development,
then, this PVQ may have -inadvertently graduated from the poorest
to the not-so-poor. ﬁThis may be another reason why'some PV0s now
tend to. think. of .the poorest as uanreachabie. -

. Incore-earning projects, of course, do not have to exclude
the pooresi. Large assetholdings like lard are not required in many
non-agricultural produ¢tion activities,.which often account for a
large percentage of the income of the poorest farm households (Chuta &
Liedholm 1979:14). 1In many areas, thé;pooresi'are more“proportionéteiy
represented or more .readily assis:ed~in'activities like small trading,
crafts, fishing, small livestock;:uomen-controlled production, chatrc¢oal
making, peddling, 'and a variety of gatheting:or extractive activities
not requiring land ownership. Even in agriculture, there are certain’
project activities that will be particularly appropriate to the poorest -

and less suited to appropriation by elites. Some .examples are land titling
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assistance, provision of subsidized {nputs and credit to mon-landovmer
farmers, technical assistance and subsidies to female-ccntrolled
agricultural activities) ' and etphasis ‘on low-status crops and crop
varieties. -

A program of ctedit -and technical ssSistance to small enterprises
in Botswana offers ‘dn example of an opportunity for targeting assistance
for non-agricultural -indome-earning activitieés on the poor. The
evaluator reported thit thé préjétt”éndé&”up*ﬁéiﬁg’Bf most assistance |
to enterprises owned Ey“womén,iwhﬁ'ééré‘of‘lovéffébéib;écéﬁoéic'stétus
than owners of the male<Headed enterprises. ' Thé male businessmen
were involved in othér activitiés ‘that wereé considered more prestigious
than their small busihesses-~mainly, cattle-raising, :oﬁméféi51 farming
and civil service. 'Théy were not intsrested in improving fﬁé:management
of their low-status éméllxbuSiﬁESSes;Etﬁeréfbre;faﬁdﬁwéré4n6t responsive
to or interested in the PVO's techiiical assistance. 'The women, in
contrast, had né other ifcome—earning é%%ibiéiesfféﬁ&’wé;é ﬁ%é well-
off enough to be affected by the negative status connotations of
caring about one's ‘small ‘busifiess. ’THCﬁéh'Eﬁe evaluator looked at
the male disinterest as ‘a problem, recombending that the PVO attempt
to change the~male‘%ttitudés;“tﬁe“ﬂiSiﬁEéfésfwédfi&}iﬁSféad;béilooked
at as an excellent opportunity ‘for: targefing: the low-status connotations
of small business would assure ‘that assistarcé in this area would

reach mainly low-status persons<-i.é., the poorest.
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v Taiingvadvantage of social stigma as an opportunity for -improved
targeting on thekpqor has been suggested on other occasions. In
a World Food Program report (1930:9) on projects for women,. Dixon
noted that projects promoting increased female enrollments in secondary
_schools or vocationzi training programs tended to draw students from
TOTe ProSperous groups. This was not true of~pr6grams seeking to
employ women iqmpublic,works construction projects, because of the
socialls:igma;of,such work. For the very poor, "the lack of .opportunity
for work is far more constricting than are cultural values."

Another example of an opportunity to-target income-earning
assistance forkagricdlcure on the poorest caﬁ,be found in a discussion
of the Indian milk and oilseed-growers' cooperatives.:.-
_Evaluators‘of:thg‘milk cooperative pregram found that households
with’only one’milk animal and no land benefited more from nembership,
in terms of propogtiOnal income increases, than ‘members with land
and more than cnexapimal.“aFocusing SOmé prograﬁs or activities on
landless owners of a milk animal, then, would result in automatic
targeting on the poorest. The same evaluation aléo;compared the
distributional chatactetistics of .cooperatives in milk and oilseed -
produgt%gn. LWhereas oilseed production requires landownership, milk
productiqn dogs not.. I1f onefwanted to,targetvbenefits in this particular
region on the poor, then, one might dire¢t project activities to:

tilk production rather than oilseed production.
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Ever within the oilseed growers’;projecc;~thete“Were“Oﬂportunities
to reach the poorest that were not being used. - For ‘various reasons,
the growers' societies ©xcluded agricultural laborers; sharécroppers,
and female heads of -household. . The evaluators suggested
that the societies could offer a Lind of "associate status” to laborers,
wﬁo were paid¢ in kind at harvest,. so that- they might gain:the benefits
of marketing their in-kind pavments through the .cooperative's markéting
channels. Asso¢iate status was-also recommended for landless residents
so that rhey might benefit-from the favorablé prices of commodities.
offered by the cooperative stbre., - !+ . .:Another example of opportunities
for targeting is presented in the following section. v

Thae new development'focusyon?income—eafnihg~activiﬁiés, in.
sum, is a commendable transition away from the:perception of -the .
poor as fit only for . chdrity. At the same time, this attempt to
treat the poor as producers-has sometimés resulted in the inadvertent
exclusion of the poorest ‘from the new production-oriented ‘Frojects--
leading full circle-back:to -a perception of ‘the poorest as unreachable.
The dilemma can be: partly resolved by 'a greater awareness of thz'i
"trickle-up" dangers inherent in projects involving ‘income-earning
and agriculture: --Hith-some -extra thought and seansitivity to ‘these
dangers, as suggested -above,.PVOs -(and large -donors) will find that

the poorest are not so urreachable. . : Cenvees
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Relief, charity and "The Woman Question”

Many PVOs started as relief .and chafitYsoperatiOns, ard some
still continue to do c¢onsiderable work in this .area. The welfare -
way of  thirkirg about the poor may be more difficult to-shake off,
as the PVOs become more "developmental,” than the welfare techniques
themselves. Project activities involving women are a good example.’
From my reading of the PVO evaluations, the PVOs seem to have been
as slow as the large donotrs in focusing on women as a poverty group
(women~headed households being over-represented among the poorest), -

in being concerned about the exclusion of ‘women from income-generating

- .-projects, particularly in agriculture, and in realizing that projects -

typically engage with women mainly as homemakers rather than as income-
earners. . ‘AID-financed PV0Os, according to one commentator, have not
gone much beyond rhetoric on the matter -of women,

As in-the case of the .large‘donors, much 'of the women-related
PVO activity involves the teaching of sewing and :cooking and other
activities, 'like nutrition education, that enharce the womarn's role -
as*homemaker but not as income-earner. :"Women's Pprograms in home~
economics, as one commentator on PVO projects reports; are "attractive
and useful to the elite women of the community, but .[are] irrelevant =
for the poor ones, whese first need is to earn some income'" (Coombs
1981:15). - Handicraft projects for womer, moreover, ‘typically finance"

crafts that are time consuming, provide -little income, and are not
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easily upgra&able*fa”§ieiamﬁighér'priéesi(Dﬁéﬁija‘1981:é51 " Though
handicraft proiécéé'été“théwfyﬁiéaiﬁéﬁoicédef,wéméﬁwgrﬁr63é¢£;,
handicrafts often represent a more complicated way of gemerating
income than other“éhaiceég‘sﬁéh“ésqubd‘pfacé;éigg'féfiléégiﬂﬁéfkets
(Ibid., p. 15).

Therz are exceptions, of course, to the inadequacies cited
above, like a §ﬁéce§sfulfééafﬁs(bféduétiéﬁ éﬁhiﬁé;ﬁéginéfpfbject
in Haiti, But’the éxceptions aré strangely féw in number
for a group of 6fgéﬁ§£ati635‘thaijhaS‘ﬁéd m6fé involvement ;itﬁfadﬁen
over the last two decades—-as widows, "umwed motheérs” and undernourished
mothers--than have ‘the large donors. 'That PVOS have a long histéry
of thinking about “the poorést and women ih'térdéqaf'cﬁéfity and dependency
may have contribufed to thié slowness to think about women ‘as income—
earners and conffib&fdfg’féwéﬁtﬁﬁt.l

The cése@Sf‘Pﬁb”éb&”doﬁ6f ptéﬁbfidd'of iiﬁcheﬂigéféeﬁé illustrates
the difficulty experienced by PVOs, 2long with governments and domors,
in viewing women‘5é”ﬁév{ﬁg”éfﬁ&ﬁéf&@éwpéféﬁéféi:h The closest that
most~projects*édm€ifgffeédgﬁiiiﬁémihewb¥ddu6£i5é“f6fé of ‘women in
agriculture is the promotion of kitéﬁéd”gé}déﬂ;ﬂv34§f33éfbiéilééature"
of many PVO and other projects. These kifzh;ﬁ?gafdéﬁé‘épbeét as

aspects ‘of nutrition, and not ‘agricultural, programs. The gardens,

'This point Has also been made by Germain (1976-77). =
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moreover, never elicit the funding, thé subsidized’ inputs, the techmical .
assistance or the research interest that the agricultural programs -
do. Im thqse_cases whefe resources are devoted te kitchen gardems, .
tﬁey are ch.atmeled ; thro’ugh the | male members of ﬂ;e family—resulting,,
in at least one documented case, in project failure (Plerce Colfer
1981:9).

The lack of interest in the kitchen ,garden;as agricultural
production is remarkable. Kitchen gardens, though usually portrayed
as "hobbies" of the 1ady of the house, ‘ofte.n'jmaker significant
c0nt:ibutions to househqld income. Because they are adjacent to
the house, they receive more intensive care and”,,f‘erti_lization (in
the form of household refuse and small-livestock droppings) than . .
,tize fieid crops; they‘tlms show higher per-acre ‘yields for crops .
grovwn alsb in the field, and are often moge bec’onOmically .appropriate
than the field for cultivation of high-value and high-cost (in terms
of la’jbor,k ina.nagement and inputs) crops. In.many countries, moreéver,:, .
kitchen gax;de_ns are the place where experime'ntati_on takes place with
new seeds,‘ new inputs and nev planting prac‘t:lcesr.,1 Earmers may ,soy:etimes
not even try out these new things in .the f;ie’l‘d ,¢rops until they have
been proven 1n the kitchen ga'rdens.: One would think*, therefore, - -

that kitchen-gardens and the vomen who control (;hém would be a focal .

l'vermeer (n.d.) reports on.this phenomenon in Nigeria, and Johnson (1972)
cites evidence from New Guinea, Laos, and the Philippines. I have also
observed this phenomenon in my work in Northeast Brazil.




point for introducing improved agricultural inputs and practices.

Agricultural prodﬁétion%pfojécts;‘hoﬁever, routihely éttempt to introduce
pew inputs and ?récticés only through the field crops and the men
who control them.

Because kitchen gardens are traditionally under the control

A

of women, finally, Eﬂe&égré partiéuiéfif égbrbpfiate ég t;réécéﬂ'
income-earning projects for the poor. Since so mamy PVO activities
with women include kitchen gardens—mainly for mutritional chjectives—
they should be paid;Qaffiéﬁlé;yéic;ntioﬁui; eéaiﬁ#tioggt‘fA;eyfgere
cases where kiécheﬁ éé;&eﬁ ;;Bnbéioﬁ)éié:léa&:ﬁbéﬁiéggkiééﬁt’iﬁéréases
in household incéﬁe? ‘ﬁhgfyﬁaae fhesétcéée;fdiff;fégfé:'ﬁéfg‘thefe

any cases ofvasSisféné;ﬁfofméiééheﬁ éaéaéns taét igéoiveaiéignificanc
funding for inpﬁté,ﬁéféégt; 0; ;éric;itﬁfai:é%f;hgiéﬁfw éé;ydid Ehis

come about?

The specialist and the gemeralist. ..

The transformation of PVOs frcm relief and welfare to development
agencies has meant, for some PVOs, the taking on of more community
needs than might have been.done in the past.,;If a PV0 had worked
only in health, for example, then it was encouraged (partly -by AID) -
to become more "developmental" by diversifying into other areas like
agricultural assistance,;education,;small public works projects,
etc.-~to become,. in other words, a .mini-development agency. -In certain

ways, this wulti~component or "integrated" visior o development



and development progects looks similar to the empha51s of the large
donors on 1ntegrated rural development pro;ects, a result of the
shift of development ass15tance toward the poor during the l9705.
The broadness of the newkdevelopmentai approach of some PVOs may be
diminishing their ahilityyto do’effective projects andmreach the poorest.
A few cases‘froh“the PVQ‘evaluationsvillhstrate'the’point. M

An eﬁalhation ofka community’&evelopment project in Yemeo
noted that the PVO had been successful in water resource develophent
prOJects, which were or high priority to local leaders But ’
the commitment of the PVO to the integrated abproach, 1t was reDortea,
slowed down‘the further progress to be made in water. Theksame evaluator
reported that it was difficult ror PVO staffers, who eere experieocea”
or trained in sector-spec1f1c vork, to accept and:work effectivelf
under an aporoach that sought to‘do a little hit’in each area. The
integrated approach, moreover, was said to be adhered to strongly
by PVO management without regard to "pragmatic comsiderations” of
what'the PVO could aCtually deliver. ' The PVO's “umyielding cbmmitment"
to the integrated method created confusion-on the staff, it was said,
and raised unsustainable expectations in the commmity about what
the PVO would be able todo.

" In-Bangladesh, whe're PVOs worked i tandem with government’

ministries, the integrated approach was found to have bogged down

the procéss of the program'Significadtly; ~~ > “"The PVO had originally
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specialized in healtﬁkidt;?asJitDbeteﬁei&eteleﬁhehtei;‘&iéetgified

into other areas.nw;ﬁe?mﬁitipaicetiehiefféfejettﬁteﬁboteets’feqﬁited

a parailel multiﬁiﬁtgtieﬂﬂef?PVO¥ﬁihietry rei&fidﬁg;'éééﬁ ceﬁponeht
corresyording to a d1fferent mlnistry.‘ Sinee PVO4hinistryyteiatiegships
took con51derab1e t1me to bu11d the need for varlous such relatlcns,‘
rather than one; intreeeedaexceSEiVef}'the viork fd‘Sé“ééeeﬁpiigheal

On top of the need to fotﬁhtﬁe§e e&ditidnei ?Valﬁiﬁiétf§»éeietfeﬂeﬁips;
cooxdination betéeenﬁthe“vetfe;sﬂcempeheﬁts‘ﬁee Eéauifé&;;éhﬁéyplééing'
on the PVO the‘aééitiengi B;taeeyof”getrieéfmitietrieé £§V¢So¥hinéfe
their prOject-reiated‘eeti;ities:;&thﬁeaeh“;tﬁetﬁend Qith”tbe PVO.
The problem of intet¥eéeheétteerdinet16h f6r‘deteietﬁ;etﬁpteﬁette: 

is by now a legenaet§:6ﬁe; that iéﬁdéét51§oypfbbiéméciééiffo} this
particular projett'is:net“éatb;i;}hé. B |

was that some mlnistries were more coopetative tban cthers, partly
because of the nature of their respectlve tasks. Agrzculture mlnlstties
had a separate speefaiietﬁetfeepetetejdepattment fot’eaeh{ef‘Varieﬁe
activities-—liveetoék ’créps;?fishefiég, etc; The PVO was thus dependent
on forging several independent relatlonships w1th spec1al1sts-—not

just one with the miﬂiétt?—;iﬁwerdet“to make¢the égtieﬁitﬁte;eomboneﬁt
work. (As recounted above, agriculture was also problematic betéﬁee
the spec1alists were’ less mterested in’ working with the poor than

were the staffs of ministries dealing w:|.th health, sanitauon. family
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planning and handicrafts.) 1Is health, nutrition and family planning—
all in the Same ministty—ethe ;hree areasg overlafpeq eqough;in minist:y
organization!and iq’practice ;hatﬁthere was no such,p:oblem.,

 An evaluationqu‘another integrated;projéct in Gaza and the
West Bank noted :bét thqggh~the PVO planned the ihtegfated approach,
it was forced by gircumstances to do projects that were éimplypﬁ;arge;s;
of opportunity.ﬁ The ptojec;s, that is, made no sense as part/pf
the integrated approaéh, butrve;e undertaken because there was strong
local political:pressure’;q do them. Therrqjects were{carried out .
quite successfully, the evaluation reported, "even’though":the planned
aﬁd integrated approach hadyto be foregone.fﬂInteréstingly, this
‘same and othe; eyaluatorshcriticized the projects ;esﬁ1:ing fromly
the targets-of—opporiunity appfoach as "unplagned,"k"qf questionable

value,”

and as reflecting "undue” local poliiical influence,

But such influence, after all, is also a form of “iccal participation.”

The critique of these results, in other words, reveals a certain

contradiction between the PVO goal of participation and that of

"development," as represented by the PVO's preference, in this case,

for integrated plamning. Here is a case where the top—down or ouatside-ic

model of PVO interaction with the community would give a less contradictory
oy , ‘

explanation. '

1The projects .were not good, the evaluation was saying, because-the

PVO was allowing itself to be diverted from its "outside" conception

of what was the best way to proceed.  (Also using the top-dowmn model,

I would add that the “integrated" approach was not the best choice
among top—down strategies.)
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Other evaluations expressed dis;atisfactiqn yith,the,integrated
approach and itsvimplicationsf An eyaluatiog qf‘a PVO using an integrated
approach expressed.impa;iencg‘?ith the fandle;sﬂjuggling"ﬁof project
components "Vithogt'a cpnscious&s;rategyfto prqdq;g:sustainedwsecondary
impact effects among'thepﬂf ,Commpnities’phosep for integrated projects
in Bangladesh and,ghagarvgre reported to’be more interested in acquiring
specific servicesitbrough,the,PVO and did not want to engage in the
across—the-poardM;ﬁentification pf commnity needs entailed in the .
ccmmunity developmentzgpptpagh, ﬁ_

The;e are Fhiee in;e:e;t;ng_;mplications gf_these evaluation
findings, all of which relate to the ability ?f PVOs to reach the poorest.
The first, fromy;he Bangladesh gxpe;iepce,»i; ;ha;’:elations with
government entities are ;mppr;antJto,getting,things a;c?yplished
and that these\;elationsmyary/accqrding to ;he“projec; dgsign\and
activity. Multi-component projects,dfor example, require the
establishment of several independent lines to various ministries
or ministerial dep;rtments,l Agricultural prqjects,U?nother.gxampie,
require more 1nd1yidug; 2V0fministry re;atiqnships than do‘hgalth—
nutrition-familyjplapﬁing projects, because of the:grea;erjspecialization
in agriculzural ministries. Activities relating to agriculture,
as a final example,»iqyolve‘speciali§t;,wh9“;end’;p,bevle§s‘experienced
at and less sympathetic toward working with the poqr’than do activities

in health, nutrition and family planning.
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’BésedTOﬁséﬁesé“BénglédeshkfiﬁdinéS”and1my'oﬁh eipérienée,
“‘one might venture the following gemeralization about PVO-government
relations: PVOSSthééyéféftéd out ébebi&iiziné:iﬂ:ﬁealfh and then
"ihtegrate"siﬂtéVaéfiéuitufé’and'Othér areas, may have veduced their
ability to reach the poorest because of (1) the ’ﬁéar'-”impossibilici "
of forging méﬁy”?ﬁd;miﬁistfy relationships, asszpdééd:to Onegiand
(2) the lesser Sympathy for the poor found éﬁdﬁg the technocrats
of thé‘"déveidpmentalﬁtmiﬁiSfiies.” Exﬁioting fhé’hétuféVof these
PVO-governnment relations--under what conditions'th§§'WD}k, or fail
to--should ke aﬁ'iﬁpbrtaﬁt”éééﬁibfvévaiﬁéfiéﬁ; ifuis:discuséed at
length in the next section.

& second ‘implication of the above examples is that in the
days of @ﬁre féiiéf; when PVOs dida't wéff&déﬁoﬁtiaevelbpmeﬁt,:théyk
vere more specialized or task-specific. They tended to work at ome
activity-—ccﬁﬁuhit§ ﬁéalgﬁypfbérams, ifvééfbék}gésistéhcé, SmaliU‘IMWf
business’entéiﬁtiée;'gtc; They bec"am'e"é&St'np'ety:e"rn':u"é’it:ké/ekrt:ain4;*.a‘skrs:;ka
and in Eéfﬁaiﬂ‘COUﬁtriéé'éddfregions:k'Witﬁ the néﬁwdévélopmgﬂf
orientation, and Aiﬂ”pféééﬁféwahdgfﬁnds'fé‘Bﬁiid ﬁb tEéir caﬁaﬁitf
:as.déveidpmentél‘égéﬁcies}?théf héve‘eibéndéd fdhctibﬁailyiéﬁé (
geographiCaiiy."Thﬁugﬁ ofg;ﬁiiétibhs £éﬂwdftentéuéééed at takingk
on héﬁ'tasks,Jéffef §ﬁcéé§§fh11y péffs%ﬁiﬁg'aufitéfpbné;‘fﬁié is
noﬁtﬁécéﬁéériiyffﬁ;‘cééé; 'And:it'§Eem$ ﬁ6£ft6 ﬁavé“BéeﬁAthé case
in the examples presented above,‘pafti§fbé¢;ﬁ§érthé new tasks were

more difficult to target on the poor.
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Improvéd targeting on“the‘poor'maykaétnaii§bfe§&itﬁftom‘narrowing
down ‘one's scope of activity-—or shlftlng focus w1th1n a 51ng*e act1v1ty——
rather than from becoming more comprehensive. A commun1ty health |
program in Bangladesh, for example pulled out of general c11n1c5'
and speczalized in maternal and Chlld health only, because the general
clinic¢s were .sed malnly by men, ; L Poverty and malnutrition were
greater among the women-headed households than among -the male, and
the progran wanted to targe* women . ’81m11ar1y,Iagrlcultural‘credlt
programs have hecome more successful in reaching smwall farmers:when
credit activ1t1es wete narrowed to food crops only,. or .to specific
crops or var1et1es produced mainly by smaller farmers.

The p01ut I am making about task specialization is xeailly
a collaps1ng of two ?o;nte 1ntokone—jnamety,,that certain tasks are
more apnroprlate to tatgetlng on the poor, and that. organ1zat10ns
sometimes do bettet at 51ng1e,’we11—def1ned tasks than comprehensive, .
diffuse omnes. An example OL the latter p01nt,;unre1ated to the question
of targetablllty,‘comes from a techn1ca1 3551stance program.to a
major steel mill in Indones1a. The evaluator found .that .the PVO
was most suecesefui 1n oromlding 3551stance where spec1fic problems
were addressed--euch as maintenance and 1nventory1ng of heavy equipment
and certain aspects of tin plating, The PVO was unsuccessful,
however, in transferring techniques of pollcy plannlng and in ass1st1ng

in the plaoning of a f1ve-year program of Dlant expansion. Another
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example of a discrete task and success is the area of credit to small
business enterprlse which seems to have a more unlform rate of success

than most PVO programs

What's relief and what's 3ZVelh§meﬁt°

“The third 1mp11cat10n of the above examples 1s’1ron1 | PVOs f
seem to-be expand1ng from areas like health and nutrltlon (the "welfare
sectors) into the "development" sectors of agrlculture prec1selj
at thé moment that the 1arge ‘donors are turnlng toward the soc131

sectors,”

after learnlng that benefit dls*ributlons of publlc expenoltores
in these latter sectors ‘tend to be more favorable to the poor. Just |

as PVOs have started to look at work in the soc1al sectors as welfare
rather than development, the large donors have been redeflnlng the

outputs of'prograhsfih thezsotial sectors as "déve16§5éﬁca1"-—i;é},

as contributing tolﬁational”outﬁﬁtfthrouéh iﬁé’éée;:i5n of aihettere
educated, better-housed, better—fed and 1 more healthy work force;1

Though the PVOs' desire to have a more long-lasting 1mpact on the’

poor is a laudable change in strategy,'then, this de51re may oause |

PVOs and ‘their funders to 1gnore the contrlbutlon they had made to

activities that, though first taken on in the name of relief have

trﬁly*deﬁéloﬁﬁehtal potentlal.

1See, for exampl e, Burki (1981)
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The welfare phllosophy and the task of rellef, in sum, helped

PR

PV0s in the past to galn spec1a1 competence at certaln tasks and

P . . s

k1n reachlng the poor. Tbe tran51t10n from rellef to development
may be d11ut1ng that spec1a1 competence, and gett1ng the PVOs into
ways of thrnk1ng and dolng th1ngs that make the task of reacthg

the poor more d1ff1cu1t——and that make tnese organlzatlons look more

like, rather than dlstlnct from, the other donors. Thus the PVOs
self—proclalmed c0mpetence at reachlng the poor may have been as

=

mach a functlon of the klnds of tasks they engaged in durlng the days

of relief as it was of the cnaracter of the organlzatlons themselves.

DA N oty e e

The new 1mportance of the soc1a1 sectors to 1arge donors

and governments-—health nutrltion, family plannlng, education, potable

- 5,‘&-&'

water--would seem to constitute the *eal opportunlty for PVOs to

seeemEen

shine today. Indeed, some PVOs have quest1oned the d1chotomous

,,,‘!,

characterization of thelr past and present act1v1t1es as rellef vS.

development, and Worry that AID and others u111 not apprec1ate how

reievant their past experlence is to what they are d01ng now. PVOs,

e e

then, could show the way for governments in areas where they have

;e SN e

spec1alzzed and vhere, at the same time targetlng on the poor may
be easier.

To the extentYthat'sociai-sector investments are now looked

at as making permanent contrlbutions to a country s growth the re11ef—

o P R RRrE

vs.—development d1chotomy of the PVOs ma" not be a very useful one.
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In certaln ways, that is, thls d1chotamy is 51m11ar to the equltv—
s.~-growth d1scuss1on carrled out among development economlsts and

development—a551stance practltloners over the 1ast decade., The d1chotomy

came to be characterlzed as spurlous by the more reformlst among

the technocrats and the economlsts——i e-, those pbllosophically closest

G

to the PVOs. They argued that there wvere ﬂertaxn strateg1es by Vhlch
one cculd pursue both grovth and equlty at the same tlme, and that

various investments of beneflt to the poor could not be characterlzed

Y

- as only equity or velfare. It is ironic that in trying to get

;

away from relief, " the PVOs sometlmes sound more like the tradltlonal
development practlrioners they criticize than the phllosophlcally
closer revisionists of that world. o

N Not reachxng the poorest, in sum, may‘be a’more ser1ous
contrad1ct1on of PVO ph*losophy than is sometimes understood if
the poorest actually represent a 51gn1f1cant pOIthﬂJOf the 1ncome

dlstr~bution, as suggested above, and not a narrow stratum restlng

;i P .
i aroL

at its bottom. At the same tlme, reach1ng the poorest may not be

as difflcult for the PVOs as is sometlmes suggested. Part of the
difflculty may result from the very evolut1on of PVOs from re11ef
to development, as discussed in thlS section. Another aSpect of

this transltion, not discussed here, is the very growth and sophlst1cat1on

s

that has been thrust upon PVOs 1n their new role as development

i

entit1es. The greater bureaucratizatlon that has accompanled such
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growth may be diminishing the flexibility and experimental qualities
that are characteristic of small organizations with circumscribed
responsibilitizs.

With the idea of making the poor less unreachable, one might
want to ask the following kinds of questions of evaluators. Of
those projects that reach the truly poorest, what explains their
ability, and not others, to do so? What is the nature of the activity?
of the interaction between the PVO and the poorest? of the PVO itself?
of the elite-poor relations in the community? If this subject were
routinely looked into by evaluators, one could eventually make some
comparative statements about the comparativ~ suitability of certain

project styles and activities for the poorest.

Looking for spillovers

In the cases where PV0s are doing good projects that reach
the middle and upper groups in the rural income distribution, does
this matter, if they are doing the job weil? What does it matter,
that is, if they are providing goods and services to those who previously
had no access to them, if they are causing growth ia the form of
small-scale increases in production and improvements in productivity?
Some would argue, including myself, that this is a significant
accomplishment. Others would add that the poorest can be helped

only by the trickle-down effects of such efforts, or by charity--



]
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as was stated in evaluations of the community ‘develcpment program

in South'Kofeéﬁl “Though some wéuld have no troublé with this line

of argument, the PVOs might. In their own eves, it may make them
sound too much like theé verv advocates o6f trickle-down they criticize.
Thinking of the poorest as a small unreachable midority, again, keeps
this issue from emerging as a problem. But if the poofést represent
a significant proportion of the population, therd PVO ‘activity could
well be interpreted’ ds practicing trickle—down in i 'decentralized
way. ‘

I ‘emphasize the trickle-down isstie’ not 'to ‘expose contradictions
in the PVO philosophy, or because I think PVOs should explain themselves
more consistently, but to explain why I'tﬁiﬁk'iﬁ'is‘important for
evaluators to'look for spillover and spread effects. In cases where
projects are controlled by local elites, the makimization of these
spread effects may be ‘the best way of reaching the poorest. Some
ways of working with local elites will lead to benmefits for the

wider community and others will not. ' Some' community 'projects will

1Commenting on the fact that the PV0 concentrated its efforts in

the better—off communities, .the evaluator noted thact the PVO S community
development techmique worked best among the better-off, ~ One

could not fault the PVO,.therefore, for not working among the poorest.
"Except for outright charity," the evaluator said in reporting the
reactions of the PVO to this finding, helping the poorest would simply
have to depend on "trickle-down." Improving the position of the

poorest and at the same time carrying out a good -development program,
the evaluator concluded, were contradictory objectives.



72

benefit the poor in greater proportion to their participation in
decisionmaking than will other types of projects.~‘Eﬁaluator5«need
to look for this type of variation, but cannot do it unless they
have a good sense of who the poorest are and how ﬁhey*earn a living,
and unless they track down the spread of project benefits in and
beyond the community;~

The lines of questioning that chould be pursued by evaluators
can‘befillustrated,vith<reference«to the PVO evaluations. Some
evaiuators point out or recommend a straﬁegy of elite cooptation,
whereby elites are given first access to project benefits so as to
"buy' their support.for a project's subsequént‘activities. ‘As' noted
above, for example, the South Korea program provided the best cows
to local leaders for this reason, as well as first access to housing
repair materials and assistance. A church-related coumunity - - -
project in Niger gave elites the first chance to acquire new things -
like cement wells in~order,to'persuade them to support the projzcts,
a’policy that also increased existing inequalities (franké‘&<Chasin
1980). One evaluator of various PVO projects recommendéd that village
projects should start fo with activities clearly beaeficial toyfﬁe

elites in order to win the support of the "powers that be," or at

least to forestall their op§o§iti6n (Cddmbs'l981!47).  This commentator

responded to criticisms that had been made of one particular project's

water‘development"actiﬁities,'Vhiéh"had‘benefitéd;ﬁainly”iafger féfmers,



- by suggesting that ‘these activities had‘élsokaVéttéd tHe opposition
of these larpe farmers ié“later*ptéﬁeété(deéigﬂeé:épecifiéally to
benefit tbé'pbbrést“cbﬁﬁﬁﬁitﬁ"ﬁembéfé.l

Are théée!ésédﬁptions about the résultéybfﬁélité cooptation
borne out?;“Does;tﬁé‘éiving of first ¢laim to elites facilitite a
later extension of project benefits to poorer membars--or does this

first move lock the project into elite benefits or benefiting the
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elites only? How do the answers vary with the nature of the activity

and the type of project eavironment? What was the résult of the
strategy cf thé South Korea program, for éXambie:kéf providing the
best cows to local ieaders so as to "buy"'thé{rhﬁéfticipafiohfand
support? In the cases where it worked, were the inferior cows
distributed fairly équitably in the :ommunity? Were the less weli~
off community members aware that théy were receiving inferior cows,
and how did they react to it? Was the differéhcéwéﬁ)C6ﬁyﬁhality
such as to make it ecoaomically worthwhile for theifégibiehfs’of

the inferior cows to keep them? was'theré aJ“éﬁféad"jmécﬁéﬂiém that

worked beyond the cows? ~ For example, were the local leaders "bought

1Designing programs so as to coopt elites, of course, is not limited
to PVO projects. A study of basic~human-needs programs, for example
noted that certain countries like Egypt, Pakistan amd Sri Lanka had
adopted general food-subsidy programs rather than limiting these
programs to the poor because such programs would not have been polit
acceptabie without the large leakages to elites (Burki 1981:176).

"

»

ically
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with cows in exchange fqr their:suppért for other community projects
umrelated to cows, that had more favorable distributional(characteristics?
Does the experience teach us anything about the strategy of berefiting
the poor by buying the cooperation of the elites? What do the examples
above teach us, finally, about the conditions under Vhiqh it might be
desirable and feasible to by-pass the elites entirely rather tham to in-
clude them (as qiscussed on pages 33-40)?

ng similarAset Qf questions could be asked of the community .
developxent prcjects in Colombia and Honduras cited above.
How would one interpret the fact that the projects resulted in 15%-20%
of commnity households having piped water and latrines, and that
only the families with land and cattle receivéd Lorena stoves .and
fish ponds?: At the time of the evaluztion, was the community .in
the course of providing these goods to the remaining 80%-85Z of the
households,Ao;4were the 152—202 a dead end? 1If these project goods
were indeed being supplied to the less well-off, what was the mechanisn
by which the fspread" was occurring? If the 15Z was a dead end—
which I would suspect, given thg_nature of the gocds provided--were
there anf indirect impacts? Did the initial achievement set in motion
other community projects with a less built-in tendency for skewness in

the distribution of benefits?
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Was the nutritiohal status offthe commuhéty, or its poorest
members, 1mproved by an increased supply of flsh in the commun1ty7
Or was flsh-pond productlor eonsumed by the e11te households that
received the ponds, or wus it shlpped out of the‘communlty7 Did
the fish pondsyand the oeter connectlons \eoreeent ; flret step in
"buying" ellte‘support for further‘ ommunlty pro;eete of a more equitable
dlstrlbutlon? Was there any’rgtlonale, of th1s or any other nature,
that made the 1mprovements of e11te households a loglcal f1rst step
in cuca a program9 These ktndsjof questlons should be central to
PVD evaluatlons’beceuse they reptesent tests of”theeroyptopo51tlon
that the prOCesses they use in their commun;tyaworx are the best

[

way to 1mprove the 11ves of the poor.



76

IV ¢ Relations with Goverhment =

As noted 13 the 1ntreductleh, one often descrlbe rhelr etreng*Hs
by saylng what they are not.A Ihey are free, they say, of the bad
qualltles of pu011c~sector donors: the 1argeness, the rlgldlty, and
the preoomlnance of bureaucratlc eares rarher thaﬁ concern for people.
kThey also contrast the1r strengths’co parallel‘veaknesses in thlrd—
world bureaucrac1es, thougb they dlst;pgulsh,berween/commltted and
uncommltted governments. The'geod-bad dietincrien’of’fvo rhetoric:
is sa1d by scme to refer toYPVOS 1n contrast malnly to AID rather
than to pub c—sector entities of the third world.r But it is difficulc
to d15*1ngu1sh the twolln rhe rﬁetorie iarge pubi1c-seetor donors,
after all, work through third-world govermments, and it is the combination
of the two that turns out, in the rhetoric, to be ineffective.

Though the contrast that PVOs make between themselves and
the pubiic sector has its truths, it also obscures the fact that
PVO projects are often intertvined with the public sector in myriad
‘ways. What the public sector is doing, therefore, is highly relevant
to the outcomes of a largeksubset of PVO projects, contributing to
success as well as to failure. Before discussing these interdependent
relations, I would like to comment briefly on the meaning of the
PVO comparison of their own qualities to those of public—sector entities.

My attention was originally drawn to PVO~goverament inter-

dependencies by a perplexing contradiction I Zound in the PVO evaluationms,
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in my convérsations With ex-PVO staffers, and”iﬂ;ﬁy'ﬁéévibﬁé‘fieldﬁork.
PVO rhetoric often describes the public sector uni 1atter1ng1y and
yet, in many ‘cases, there turn out to be all Kinds of éﬁdiébvéfnment
relations'iﬁfiﬁé‘fiéid,;bérticuléfljiin“fﬁé‘ﬁééitﬁséééfééfnlE&en
when a project reguires no formal coordination between PVO and government,
informal relationships at the Field level are often important and
the feelingéfbéfﬁééhftﬁé’tv&véékﬁiééﬁaréﬁafteﬁ égbéf (frééuently,
cf course; the case is fﬁé‘opbo;iféh) If 1nterdepenaency w1ch governmeﬁu
is so often slgnlflcant 1n PVO nro;ects, and the relatlonshlps so
often good, why' ‘the rhe*orlc of dlstance and the unflatterlng portrayal
of publlc—sector effOrts ‘to reach the poor°‘ o o |

The obvious part of the explanation is tﬁ;t;tﬁéJU.S;Mgovernment
has granted"coﬁsi&ef551é fﬁndih§’to ?VO§ {ﬁhﬁﬁeyiéiﬂg;tfﬁééﬁgh the
U.s. foreign'assisiéﬁééwﬁfogfaﬁ;;b;éciSély:on‘thé%gfbﬁnééﬂéhat they
are better thin ‘the public ‘sector—that is, AID projects with third-
world governments--at projects for the poor. Since these fore1gn
assistance funds have helped PV0s to reverse the long-terﬁ\decllnn
in private conttlbut10ns,'1t is 1mportant for the1r own surV1val
that their claimgib;aisiiﬁcfivenESgnbé:ﬁéiniainé&;i'ﬁﬁ£ ﬁaﬁy U.Ss.
PVOs that afé*nétﬁfaﬂdéd{é§ Aiﬁ aéé well éé‘mény{QSD—é;é;V§VOS,valso
describe ‘their’ sttengths as’ opp051tes ‘of the qualit1es'of the public

1
sector.” There must b° some more general explanatlon, ;herefore,

Sl e

1See, for example, Kramer (1981), Coombs (1981), Sommer (1977).
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for Fhe contradiction between PVO rhetoric and reality with respect.
to‘the public sector." 

An article on alternatlve organlzatlo ns in(the;Uni;ed States
helped me to understand thisAcont adiction, in a §tudy of "collectivist-
democratic" organizations ip California, Rothschild-White {1976)
poinfad out that thesa'groups tended to justify tbeiraexistence as .. ©
"alternatlve 1nst1tut10ns by their opposition to gxisting institutions -
and cultural values. TheVOPPOSICIOD mlght be real or only symbolic.
Not only d1d the alternatlve organizations define themselves in this
oppositional way but,lpbeﬂauthor suggested,\tbeir growth might actually
be enhanced by the existence of a hostile institution they could
oppose (p. 79)f ~Based on this interpretation,‘the avthor hypothesized
tbat tha infroduction cf reforms ivc the criticized’and dominant
institutioa, along the lines ﬂionee;ed by the,altetnative organization,
would eadiup‘weakening the alte:na;ive organization, which now would
have less’to oppose.

Ihough PVOS are in some ways‘different ;han the groups
described By’Rothschild—Whitt, it is clear that the anti-government .
thetoric of PVGs has played a similar role. It has helped .these
organ1zations 3ust1fy thelr existence, and has given them a well-
defined (and homogenous) way of descr1b1ng what they are.. As PVOs
come to work side by side vlph governments,‘funued in part by AID,

one can see that it might be more difficult for them to maintain
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their claim to sharp differentness from the pudblic sector. 'Indeed,
many PVOs will ndt take ATD funding for fear of this threat to their
distinctive approach; some PVOs disapprove of other PVOs: that thave
become "1like private contractors,” engaging ‘in direct contract work
for AID and third-party governments. - -

In @a study of PVOs in ‘the U.S., Isrdel, :England and: the
Netherlands, Kramer :(1981) makes a2 related point. Heé teports .that
the public's perception of voluntary agencies in ‘England ‘s that
they supplement what the public sector does, rather than that they
have a "distinctive approach™ (pi  251).  Supplementirng or compensating
for the lack of sufficierit public—-sector resources, he says, is "a
weak rationale" 'in ‘the eyes of a wvoluntary-agency. :1If the PVO is
seer as ""just another nongovermmental- public-service provider,” that
is, then it ‘loses its claim to distinctiveness. ' :'He  goes on td say
that when voluntary agencies work inside:-a framéwork determined by
government funding (as is the case of PVOs with AID fundiog), they
"have to work hard to avoid -being-a:tool of government."

AID funding of PVOs, then, puts them in-.a -difficult position.
in terms of their self-image. They'get chosen for being "unlike
government' and,-in the same-act, are brought into ¢iose-contact
with government,.: In certain ways; moreover; -they -come under its control.
They are not only subject to outside audits, evaluations, and government-

requested changes in their structure (e.g., creation of monitoring
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and evaluation units); but they are also carrying out an objective--

of the criticized imstitutiom, regardless of ‘the fact -that the dominant
institution'S/objéctiVe is consistent with their .own philosophy.

Though the govermment mandate may représent a "takeover” by the public
sector of concerns pioneered by PV0s, this takeover -still represents

a dilution-of the original pioneeriag distinctiveness of the orgamization,
as Rothschild-Whist pcints‘outvabove. In these circumstacces, it

is more difficuit for~PVOs to claim a distidctive ‘approach, bécause -

they are working so supplementarily with governmernt.

It ds underStaﬁdable, then, that PV0s would continue to claim’
their differentness from gbVernment,‘énd~to‘de$Ctibewtheir strengths
as being“the opposite~6f government weaknesses--regardless of whether
they are working closely and approvingly‘vith'pﬁblit-sectorfentities.
To me, this expiains the seeming contradiction betﬁeen the rhetoric
of PVO documents and what some PVOs, and PVO persons, are -actually
doing-and saying.  Though the PV0-goveinment contrast is understandable
as a form of sélf—definition; it .also obscures the rich and complex =
relationS'with‘governmeﬂﬁ that some PVO’projectérhaﬁe,Véﬁd the
contributicu that PVOs atre making iii this supplementary way. After :
giving a'few ‘examvles of the varicus forms of‘PVdégovernment relations,
I 'would like to suggest some ‘ways of looking af”thisfinterdependen¢e1~

in future- evaluation work.
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Cases of relations

In a PVO éb%%ﬂﬁify'dg§élbpmentTpfoﬁééftiﬁWChéna;wfhé'Héélth'
component was fhé ;;iywﬁuéééégfdi Onélg‘ o Tﬁiﬁ w;; ﬁébéﬁée“the
nurses in the ﬁfﬁ%faﬁ wef%”tfafﬁedﬁéﬁé paid by thédﬁiﬁiétryjdE”health,
which also supplied drugs to the program. Inm a Colombia commmity
health program, one government entity suppiied buildiag materials,
and the ministrégéfsheéifh:sﬁbblied ﬁérébﬂﬁél:thhé'Pﬁﬁ;E}aiﬁéd
the commmity héélzhiabfiefs"aﬁaihédaéﬁéféilLméhééemeﬁfHféépohéﬁbilityi{
Also in Colombié,”é;ééﬁhﬁdiiy‘heéltb%p¥dg££mzreééi§éd gbVérﬁﬁéht
participationiiﬁztﬁé fd%ﬁfzfﬁﬁaiéfiéié”faf’éqﬁedﬁéfs;‘sélériés;'"
construction ofjﬁré;séﬁébifEénEéfszéﬁd‘éﬁ:ééfiéaltﬁféllééﬁiéf.

In a successful food-distribution program in Morocco, the PYO had

to work hand in hand with fﬁe’éovéfhﬁénf eﬁiif&;%ﬁatnﬁad'théwfdéd4
distribution iﬁffééfrﬂétﬁféiﬁééaﬁgéwié"ﬁaé;no éﬂéﬁxfécilitiés of

its own, In The éé&éié;Qtﬁe‘ﬁvo‘héé 5 66nEfaétTtbﬁt;éiﬁycdmmunity
health workers for'iﬁerﬁiﬁiéff§?of'ﬂéélkh;"Li' ‘Likewise in a Ghana
program, there was'‘considerable éémﬁléﬁéﬂfﬁrity between’ the PVO and

the government;“f‘sifﬁfﬁ éfféé&éé;fdédéiﬁaiﬁféﬁénéégﬁtéjéCExiﬁ Sierra
Leone, governﬁéhfqiﬂtéfﬁéﬁfiéﬁ‘in‘ihéabﬁdgef“BEBCeééyiﬁxf&Vor bf
monies allocated fof maintenance was crucial to the success of the
project, - {'(Thév%aéésjaereiimpdfzéﬁttfa'tﬁéwébGétnﬁénf;gii turn,
because they befé*c}hé{éi’cé‘:ﬁé”suééessréf”S”%ﬁféffdé&éiéﬁﬁénf proiect

being financed by ‘the World Bank.) =~
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In a successful commmnity development program in'Soqth Kprea,

~ there was not only close gooperatidn’betveen_1q¢a1,and nationa1 ‘k

‘government officials and the fVO, but :bg\goverpmgn; qontributed: 

more than the FVO to the program., S Moré genera11y, the success

of the Scuth KOrea program yaé said to havg been very much influenced_is

‘by favorable macroe;onom@; policies toward agricuiture—fih contrast

to the policy environment of many otherkcountries, pgrticularly in

Latin America and Africa. These favo;ablegpoliCies‘ipcludéd the

guarantee of a;minimum, subsidized price fQ; rice_;phfarmers, thek

introduction and subsidizatioa of bighfyieldipgxyarie;ies of rice,

the provision of agriculturalfextgpsion,‘and_thé updettaking of

infrastructure investﬁents:that made~agricu1turgrprpfitabie.
Interdependénce pfwPVOSHwith gove;pments,,of course, does

not alwavs work well.;:AJcommunity‘developmeanproje;t in}Co}ombia,_j'

for example,Lreceived;no cooperation from the government in the training

of ipdigenoqs Indian‘qqmen to serve as health prgc;itionéts.,,

For many years,_the requéSts for’collaborat;on bygén indigenous health

PVO in Bangladesh wergktqrhed down;by the ministry of hgalth, which

frowned on such:unorthodpx,practiceskas the use Qf?femalelparamedics ,

(Coombs 1981:33). ’Sthimately, the zinistry of health became intergsted,):

Interdependque with gove;nmgn;,,fur:hermore,kis not alvaYs‘the rule.

In genera;, many PVOs have t;aditioﬁallkaegirgd to "keep their distance"

from government (Coombs 1981:57). The evaluation of a community development
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program in Colombia suggested that the PVO seemed to be more successful
in the remoter commumities, because of the complete absence of governmert

institutionskiﬁ’thé;;!éfeaél :;This iﬁéﬁéggééwézﬁggdyﬁy éﬁéﬁhef“
evaluator,'whd %éﬁngEEAEkﬁéfious'PVO 6ffiéi;is:téﬁ&één£6 ldék at
working in rémotéHaréé;P$§ ;;va§ 6f”é;éi&iﬁg‘;nééétiﬁé{iﬁflaéncés,"
in that these ﬁﬁfé:reﬁsié’are5§ wére“pf;bagif?ﬁggé;t¥éc£i§é to those
who can be mos: meddlesome."l | ‘ " 7 |

Except for the ;ééés égted‘aﬁoﬁé; ﬁéﬁfnbquhé é;;ﬁbléé s0
far suggest that there is a world of complementarity between PVO
and government work. Why does intzrdependence with governments work
well in some cases and not in others? Are there certain tasks or
sectors characterized by such interdependence, or in which it seems
to work particularly well or badly? The Bangladesh evalua;ion, for
example, reported better success at PVO coordinaticn with government

in health, family plaaning and nutrition than in production-related

activities like agriculture. Is there a division of labor between

1Looking at goverament as a negative influence on projects, it should
be said, is a view that is not limited to PVOs. The evaluator of
eleven technical assistance projects of the United Natioms concluded
that "physical isolation' from government provided good insulation
against "bureaucratic disturbances" in thke form of policy shifts,
interference of politicians, and bureaucratic struggles among local
ministries and international agencies (Kilby 1979:319-21). This
physical isolation, the evaluator reported, was one of the three
variables associated with project success.



government apd PVO that wotks particqlarly’w¢112’%What'role is played
by the levelkpf commitmentkof’the stafgs of goverﬁmént éﬁiities‘in
ensuring ﬁhat coopépé;ingQLCU:s? Is there anf‘qeéning, finally,

to the fact that the abqvg e#amples éf succgsﬁfulkgqordipation are
taken wainly from the area Qf’healﬁh——an aréa inyﬁhicﬁkman§ fV0§ ﬁave*
developed a special competéncé? ;Is there ény rala;ipn begween’PVO‘ |
success in health,"famiiy planning and nutrition énd ;he Fendency

to find coordination with governments in this area?
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At a more general level, what is the relation between national

economic and political contexts and PVO suoeess‘of failure? What

does it mean that a suoceséfui part1c1patory communityﬁdevelopment

¥

program in South Korea was carr1ed out in a hlghly supportlve and

authorltarlan(polltlcal context7 ‘What is the 51gn1f1cance for
that type of PVO pro;ect that 1ts success was in great part 1nf1uenced
by highly favorable macro—economlc‘p011c1es’ Doe' thls have any
1mp11cat10ns for PVO scrategy in most other covﬁ;tles, where economic

policy contexts are unfavorable for agrlculture and yet, vhere the

same approach is used’

PP -

Replication and the wanguard role .

Another aspect of the PVO-government dimension is the extent
to which governments copy,- take .over; .or expand:upon what: PVOs have
done. This  issue- is an‘important one, since it can result in-a PVQ
project having much greater impact .on the . poor than the funding would
allow. It is.also important because PVO's say their comparative
advantage lies in being experimental and innovative. ; If this is
the case, one would expect to see adoption by .government of some
of the lessons learned in the PVQ "experiments." -Lack of -adoption
by government,-of course, does not necessarily mean that PVOs have
been unsuccessful; it may simply mean that the governments do not
have the resources;-the institutional capability ror the interest

to adopt a PVO innovation.
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Because the PVO evaluat1ons do mnot address the questlon of
"dlffu51on to governments, 1nformat10n on the subJect is only fragmentary,
but suggests’that more d1ffus;on’may be}taklng place than one would
think. Io'fanzaoia, a succesaful cattle~-dips project was eyentually‘\“
absorbed by the ’overnment 's animal health program, i . >Another N
PVO progect in that country, for v1llage water supply; eas eventuaily
tazken over by the regional government s vater department. HA program
for v1llage polytechnlc schools in Kenya ﬁas started by a PVO group
and is now run by the government. The South Korean governnent looked
upon the PVO 1nvolvea in the above—descrlbed commun1ty development’
project as the source of new ideas about development pro;ects-

(What ideas, ome should ask in future evaluatiouns, did it find most =~
useful?)

In Sri Lanka, ‘a’skills traiming project for women was being
duplicated by a new ministty of youth and employment, which characterized
the PVO project as "one jump ahead of the government! R In
Jamaica, theﬂminiStry~of"§oﬁth and commnity development was considering
asking a PVO?engaged in Eommﬁnity‘deve10pment“actiVities"to train
its own personnei to do this kind of work, ' - - In Guatemala,

a new governmental agricuitural research institute, ﬁ&fking innodatiﬁe1§
in understanding and makiag recommendations for peasant farming
aystems, tookJover*and‘amﬁlified‘a“PVO~project“v0fkiﬂg‘iﬂ‘this‘atea

(White & Gostyla 1986G:41). In India, an indigenous PVO did surveys
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financed by govgrnmentiagencies,ﬂwhich later used the results of

the surveys as a basis for large investments in.irrigation and rural
electrifi:a:;pn (C?Qabs‘1981:32)‘?MCollaboration;with,govgrnment

wzs 3¢ successial in this case that innovacivetgovernment officers
actively encouraged the PVO .to take on important tasks and do experimeats
that it was not possible for their own agéncies to do. .

Several PVO programs of credit to small business enterprise
have attracted some form of;publi;esector,support.‘,In—Northeast
Brazil, Eor“example,;researchwon,ﬁhe,su¢¢gs$_of a U.S. PV0's small-
business-enterprise project was supported;byfaystate;planning department
and financed by a regional development:bank (Coelho & Fuenzalida 1980:2).
The indigenous PVO, founded;by?;hng.§.,?V0, set up an gdvisory board
composed of représen;ativeskof government, as uell as 1ocal businessmen,
so as to incregse prob§bi1ity,thatJsuccgssﬁul,resultsnobtained by
the program coqld pe Feplicated on a larger:scalex(Schreiberkl975:5).
Almost ten years_after;:hg creation of che,indigenous,on;,the,Brazilian
government now bears most of i;skadministra;ive costs.

As a final example of diffusion to govermment,. a government
entity in.ﬁorocco providing infra;t:ygture,;o ;he'PVO‘fo; a food
distributiqn program gventually took oyertpesponsibilitylfor the
whole program, Coo ﬁgsdghe ;ompg;ence andeower 9thhisJgovernment
entity grew,!morgove;,mapptherfpiniétry‘(health)&toqkﬂan,intgrest

in participating‘as vell.‘VWhen this latter ministry's cooperation
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had first been sought at' the beginning of tﬁe*prbject,‘it had wanted
nothing to do with a program that involved food distribution. After
the program had proven itself workable, as well as increasing the
power of a competing ministry, the health ministfj shdve& much more
interest. This story is strikingly 'similar to the Bangladesh example :
of the preceding subéettioﬁ;!vhere‘fhe ministry of health becameé
an enthusiastic collaborator 0f’an‘iﬁdigeﬁdus health PVO after years
of adamant resistance. A$ in thé Morocco case, the reason for the
change of heart may have been related to thé increasingly conspicudus
suééeSS‘bf'tﬁe'priﬁaté’ﬁéafth program.

Little information 6n'gbVerhmeht‘adbptién of PVO successes
is available and no studies of répiicatidn have been made for PVOs
working in the third world (Sommer 1977; 132:6)foﬁt€1east in the
past, iéwﬁésfbéénfsaia; PVO influence only rafél&:sﬁreédwto other
areas dr'pfograms,vandA"igéﬁt*of éil to governmental brdgrémS"
(Coombs 1981:57). One comparative evaluation of PVb;bfojécfs in
Africa found that repiiéatiou“of sucééssfulspfbjééts would have beeﬁ
too ekﬁéﬂSiﬁé;\partiéﬁié}iy”iﬁ terms of péfsonnei requirements, and
that litfié‘"SCaliﬁgﬂﬁﬁ"’éf fheSé'pfojects”tOOR"plaéé; * The
* AID wission in India made & similar judgment abéut a PVO project
in a viliége‘théréj thbﬁgﬁgsuécéﬁéful; the“éVaiuéti;n’said, the p:ojec£"
was not reblicablé‘bétausé iﬁ was déﬁéndeﬁt 6n ahMéi£réﬁé1y dédicétéd

volunteer labor férée;u"stéeped in™ PVO ﬁéthddology and idéblbgy,
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in addition to a large PVO staff presence and heavy f1nanc1al inputs,
Another evaluator reuorted the frequently—expresed PVO

sentiment agamst repllcatlon and government support. several innovative

o

credit programs 1n Latin Amerlca, a PVO offlcer was reported to
have said, had been rulned by the1r success. They attracted "too
much” interest and add1tlona1 fundlng, and overexpanded and d1vers1f1ed

as a result, end1ng up be1ng 1ess efr1c1ent at thelr or1g1nal c1rcumscr1bed

task,

-

Some studles of PVOs work1ng en ehe U S. and other Western

countries have found that PVOs were not more lnnovatlve than publln—

sector organlzatlons, and often less so. PVO approaches tended not

£

to be picked up by governments, it vas found and to the extent that

1
there was repllcatlon, 1t was from one PVO to the other. Thls form

of repllcatlon, 1nc1ud1ng adopt1on byqloealhprlvate instltutlons,

is important to vatch for in evaluat1ons.v The studles reported by
Kramer also found that new PVO programs werefshaped more by governmental
interests, prlorltles and funds, than bykexperlmental and 1nnovat1ve

initiatives of tne PVOs themselves. Whether true or not of PVOs

1Kramer (1981). Four reasons were suggested for why PV0O programs

are usually not replicated: (1) size (4 sérvicée modality mady be effective
for a small number of selected cliemts, but not 1f it must be available
to all; governmental prévision to’d small group; “in tutn, may be -
difficult to justify politically); (2) values embodied in the service

may be sectarianm,:controversial, ‘or noét popular; (3) ‘there may be

no parallel administrative jurisdiction operating at the level at

which the PVO ‘6perates; and (4) the PVO clientele or servicé may

be of low priority to the government.
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Uorklng in the‘thlrd worldy these flndlnge are certalnly cons‘stent

with my 1morese10ne, as reported in thls paner; thatVPVOS sometimes

Seem to be ta1k1ng or act1ng more llke' Iﬁ and the World Bank rather
than d1fferent1y from them. As noted in the 1ntroduct1on, for examole;t‘
the part1c1patory‘rhetor1c may to some extent;refrect what PVOs th1nk ”
ATD wants to hear from them, rather than the way these organlzations :

'would normally descr1be what they do. At a recent AID seminar on

rural electrification, some participants commented’on evaluation finding;
showingfthat thouéh;eieetrifieation cooperatives oftendturned’out
to be erf1c1ent‘hus1ness’organlzatlons, they certalnly were not |
part1c1natory——even though t;e PVO providlng assrstance to these

cooperatlves always aescrlbed them as part1c10atory in their llterature.
"0f course they re not part1c1patory'" a representatlve of the PVO
respondea to tnese comments. "It was AID that wanted to hear them

descrlbed that way, so we did.

e I4
e

| The Kramer study also presented f1nd1ngs”sugéest1ng that
governments in the studled countrles had been at least as 1nnovat1ve
in social-service nrograms as the voluntaryyorganizations, and that
the idea of the voluntary agency as vanguard had come to be regarded
as an outdated myth., Another 1nterest1ng f1nd1ng of thls study,;k
also contrary to the PVO self-description, was that the PVOs that
were innovatlve were the largect the most bureaucratlted and the J

most professionalized of thisytYne of organization.cJThe other
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innovating ca: egory of PVOs was the oewerkgroops rn the1r earlv stages

of growth. Thls flndlng is compatlble w1th other studles in the
organizational literature on the stages of organizatinnal growth.

I1f PVO innovativeness is a function of organizational ycuth and hewness,
Kramer says, ;héﬁUAhe'ﬁigﬁi"éhitivécé it”bf eoeohraging a high’birth

rate for suchvaéegoies ahc discouraglng the1r ;proverblal Iow‘mortality."
Clearly, AID s or any funder s role has been to encourage loofoortaiity,
with its instftdtgoﬁai’;ﬁpport‘grahts, rather:than”high proliferation

and high mortality;rates’for’ons; What AID is obtalnlng wlth its
support to PVOs, then,(may be somethlng other than 1nnovatrve organlaatlons.
AID support of the‘lnstltutlonallzatlon of PVOs as derelopment agencies,
in other woras,imay not help to preserve 1nnovat1veness but may instead
speed up the prctess‘through whlch it is lost. If the 'innovative

role” is indéea ﬁore\myth‘ghan‘reelité;tit‘is'iﬁportaog to gain a

more realistic viéﬁfthroeéh’evaioatioﬁhoffwhat itrisAthat PVOs are

doing well.

The case of PVOs vorklng in the thlrd world may be d1fferent

3 ¢

from that of the organlzatlons studled above. The examples of
replications c1ted above represen some ev1dence of thls nature.

Many governments, moreover, may not have”the institutional capacity

and funds to adopt successful PVO programs, aud hence the lack of

adoption is not necessarlly a sign of the lack of rep;1cab111ty.

N

At the moment,‘hoaever;fnoﬂevideﬁee'hasrbeeﬂ‘aecomulated;by PVOs and



their evaluators for making the case that these organizations’are
experimentalkand that the’results:of the experiments‘have been’ |
diffused more widely.k The sabject, tnerefore, is an’imnOrtant one
for evaluation. | | |

- Akfew‘notes of camtlon abont looklngﬂlnto the repllcatlon
or adoption question, An evaluator cannot assume that adoptlon by
government means that avprogram has beenﬁsuccessfnl."Governments
ma} aoopt out of pressure to 1ook’1i£e’they are doing something,
or to get rid of an‘organizationtthey oonsider undesirable. As Kramer
points out, adoption may represent being bailed out by a local
authorlty, gettang rid of an albatross, ov a oroblem anPVO miszanagement,
As in the Moroccan case above, morecver; adoptlon may be caused by |
1ealonsy by one government,mlnlstrv of the power and glory obtalned
through the program by anotherkm;nlstry. (Of course,,it,;s difficult to
imagine a case of adoption throngh such competitivemjealousy that would not
involve a‘suctessful nrogram.s | |

When governments adopt PVO programs, as in the examp;es above,

the PVO contr1but10n could be descrlbed as hav1ng lowered the costs
to government entltles of’embarklng upon certain programs by first
showing that they can be doner This may be a more aoeurate‘description
of what PVOs do thanvtnatiof’rnnovation; in many cases, that:is,i
~ they may be’introducing’a teehnique that has already been tried and

proven elsewhere--for example, the use of community paraprofes:ionals
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in medicine. Introduction of the "old" technique by the PVO, in

this case, lowers the political and financial costs to a particular
government of initiating a program that,\thogghtprovenvelsgwhera,

is not yet krown in that particplar country.  This sugggsted‘refo;mula:ion

of what PVOs are good at turas out to be comsistent with the reinterpratation
of the "vanguard rqlef suggested‘by;Kramer. Rather ;hgg innovation,

he says, the PVO contribution has taken the form of expanding or
improving upon an existing voluntary service--which is then sometines

continued with government support.

The PVO Fole cah also be characterized in many cases as being
a "precursor" Eomgb%é}ﬁﬁéﬁt;;ah’interﬁreféfioﬁ‘thét‘ﬁight be given
to some of the eximples of the following section. ~The "precursor"
model, of coutsé&“igiéaﬁﬁlétéiyxcoﬁsiéiéﬂt ﬁith”tﬁe”hiétéiiﬁaiwrole
of PVOs in reiétionffbﬂfﬁérdévéldﬁménifgf”%hédpubi{é sector in méﬁy
Western counﬁtiégimﬁﬁréﬁe§$(IQSi);pfof'éiaﬁﬁlé;fﬁbihfé out’ how PVOs
preceded the ﬁﬁbiiCSSECEO%}iﬁ“§6éial“géfﬁiCééjbéfoié”tﬁe‘l930§'ihf
the United Statesi &nd Wéisbrod (1977:63) pcints to the example of
16th century'Engiand: Qﬁéiévévdé‘ﬁrécédéd fhéwédverﬁﬁéhf in supplying
funds for schools;‘héspifals;Zﬁéﬁfoilff5é&s;ffiré;fightiﬁé'equipment,
public parks,5ﬁfiaéé;;‘dfkééwén&nééuégﬁéys{

Underéiéndiﬂéifﬁroﬁéhievéihation the transition from PVO
to public secfdf.G&ﬁld(fEQSi;ézébﬁéidéréblé ihéerﬁiéwihé of the féiéVant

government professionals and officials--in order to find out their
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views of what the’?V6kiéydOihé, ﬂoﬁ itfcompares‘tdwﬁhaﬁkgoveinmeht

is doing,'aﬁd”;hét insﬁaﬁceé‘bf‘adobtion and édéptéfibﬂxmay beloccurriﬁgla
To date, most PVbﬁéQaluégiéﬁs:shoﬁ little contact with the world
of:éovérnménf agénéiés,:reéuiting'in a lack of a sense of the PVO-’
Vgoééfnﬁéﬁt link, as well ésyéf“the macro-economic and pﬁlitical én;irdnﬁéﬁz;
(The issue of PVOsjééiianVQtiGa orgahiiatiohs iééﬁi5§ﬁ3§ed fufthér

in Section V.)

Change, superfluity and takeover

One particularly important form of adoption pf‘PVO,programsr
by governments may'gokunnpticed because of the,conflictual‘settingh,__@,,
in which it usually ogcurs. AGovernments4pf;en make major policy
decisions to turn :heir attention to the poor as a. previously neglected
sector or client group, embarking upon bold,,neﬁ ptograms in this
area. The Mexicanjgovérnment's massive new progfam of;produc;ion,
and nutritiqpal assistance to the;peasant secto:?(s.A.M,) is an example. .
Another such case is Nicaragua,{where the»ruralkpoqr”havg sudde=1-
become the centrai preoccupation of government atteution, aska‘result
of a change of regime.:‘When a goverament abrup;ly;poves into terriccry
previously unoccupied by it, it is often;po;itically difficult for
that government to tole;ate:any‘private, 1et_aldne foreign;’actors‘

in a field,that’now haskbeen,declared of major policy significance. e
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Previous to major public—sector moves into an area, a government

may have been perfectly content to allov an out51c= organlzatlon
to occupy" that area. It may not have haa the pol1t1car and financial

resources to make a pol1cy commltment to these groups, it may not

have been interested in these groups itself' 1t may have felt that

the PVO actuallv made 1t 1ook good because certacn groups were belng

taken care of by the PVO or 1t may have felt it could not expend

its pol1t1cal cap1t31 in supportlng one small cllent group—-such
as pockets of Indlan groups l1v1ng in remote areas of South America.

Thus it ic that in some countr1es wlth extreme problems of poverty

and littie pol1t1ca1 w111 or 1nst1tut a1 canab111ty to deal with

o [N

the problems, PVOs are llke para—governments, "d1v1d1ng up the

Lo o e

terr1tory between them,' as one evaluator remarked aoout the various

PVOs in Haiti.l

D T Y T

When PVOs are in terrltory unoccup1ed by the government,

relations between the two may be very smooth As one evaluator of

- e

lln a recent.speech, a minister .of state 'in-Bangladesh bemoaned the
difficulty of engaging in sector and country~wide programs because

of the different approaches and projects of each PVO in its separate
geographical domain. (Bangladesh is a country where the comcentration
of PVOs is high.) .;He referred to the PVO zpproach -as-"rent-a-county"--
i.e., in which to do your project. The "rented" county was then

no longer subject.to government directives or:staudardizations, the
minister said, because of it having been "rented" to the PVO by the
government. . . - .. ... . ., .. A g T



PVO p'OJeCtS suggested PVO- -government relatlons seemed best wren
competltlon v1th government/agencies Qa; not severe.
,;ubstantlal geographlcal complementarlty may also exlst bet;een the
kévbyand government act1vit1e » as 111ustrated above,‘w1th the PVO o
helplng to eytend a goverument prcgram further. In'countries with
repressive governments that do not allow 1ndependent peasanf organlzlng,
moreover, PVOs may be the(ouly toée:ated‘form of assistancedto and’k
organlzlng4amohg the ooor.l This has been the case in many Latin}u
'Amerlcan countries over’tbe last decade, Dartlcularly among church
groups follow1ng tie Libeyaficn t eology.

When governments suidenly move into the areas prev1ously
occupied peacefully by PVOs; theyqsomet1mes find 1t d1ff1cu1t to
tolerate the’power or prest1ge that the PVO has come to hold 1n that -
karea.bead relatlons may ensue, such as occurred with a PVO health
project in Nicaragua after the overthrov ot Somoga aud:takeover of
the goverum:nt by the‘Sahdrmistas_’_‘ ’ Srmilarly, relations,uith
an AID—fuhded indigenous PVbbmn Nicaragua have also deteriorated,
as the new government has moved 1nto the PVO—occupled territory in
:a ma]orkway—-l e.; organizatlon of peasant farmers, and prov151on
of agrzcultural credit and 1nputs. “In M_x1co; host1l1ty ex1sts between

the public sector and an IAF-funded Mexican pVO* that organlzes peasant f

groups and gets them publlc-sector credit, as a result of a major’
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move by the publ1c sector in that ares.

In many cases, then, the nev government moves 1ntroquce

competltlon to the PVO for the flrst thev-an unfalr competltlon,

in the sense that the competitor—government has the po‘1t1cal power

to make 11fe dlfflcult for the PVO or, 1f it llkes, to get r1d of

it. The governnent, i;'tﬁiﬁ; canlno longer apprec1ate or tolerate
the presencemof the PVO partly bEC(JSE it may dlmlnlsb the polltlcal
allegiznce that‘governmenrs expect to gain’by suddenly bestowlng
massive attentlon on a neglected group. Verbal sn1p1né.between

the PVO and the ctaffs of government ent1t1es may take place--as
occurred in Nlcaragua,‘between the PVOyand the reglonal health
ministry representatlvestﬂyﬁore oonmonly,’tne laekyof good worklng
relations between DVO and government ent1t1es tahes‘the form of a
polite neglect to carrv out promlses:madeqto prov1de snoport to the
project. In evaluatlons,‘thls problem w111 often be reported as
expressed by PVO staff as 1neff1c;ency and unrellabll-ty of the
government entlty.\ Though thls characterlzatlon may(hot‘be 1naccurate,

it may also be 51gn1f1cant1v 1ncomp1ete, 1f 1ndeed the lack of cooperatlon

also reflects a lack of government sympathy for what the PVG is doing.

1One commentator on this paper, with more PVC experience than my
own, has suggested that the cases -illustrated in this paragraph and
discussed subsequently may be more characteristic of indigenous PVOs
working in :their .ovn .countries than U.S. -PVOs working abroad.
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When a repressive government is replaced by a reformlst one,
the pol1t1ca1 meanlng of what the PVO is dolng may change markedly.
Whereas under the repress1ve government the PVO may be cons1dered
ref0fmlst, a sole defender of the poor, it may ouddenlv look reactlonary
under the new government because of the ill vill between‘the = |
sides. As "in]urea party, the PV0 becomes antl—government becauoe
it is being treated unfa1r1y by the government, in the course of
the latter s massive attempts o treat the poor falrly; Thus it
~is that in‘N1caragua the AID funded pr1vate development’foundat1oni "
mentioned ab0ve has become a part of the oppo51t1on to the Sand1nlsta
government . "he government; 1ncrea51ngl§ lrrltated by thekcrltlclsm
and the outside fund1ng of the prlvate organ1zat1on; has exerc1eed
its power of unfalr comnetltlon: it has tzken a certaln contrOl
- over all such prlnate groups,kreqa1r1ng that any out51de fundlng
to them be channeled throuOH the 6cvernment. Though the PVO-government
‘51tuat10n‘ln Hexlco’has not’tak el “n‘thls character, the mutual lack
. of respect/between the PVO and the nublic sector 15 enough that there
w111 probablv be 11tt1e transm1551on of PVO learnlng and exper1ence
to the governmentylnlltawneﬁ ventU'e.
F Because PVO evaluatlons focus so completely on the world

of the PVC project, giving little sense <f what ls happening inkthe’
broader political andkpuhlic—éector cohtext;'it is eaéjjto miss the’

real meaning of PVO complaintsabout lack of codperation by or difficult
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relations with government entities. It may Pe“thatwmajor‘changes

arez happeniggﬁie the’public—secter?enyironment,:end that the PVO

complaints_arefind;eative of a new yorld i?’yhich‘the’needs of the

poor are beipg add:eseed’ip e‘way(they,never{befqre:have been--even
thcough the government may not be particplet;y‘;ntetestedninéincluding
the PVO in theinev pietute.y GoverpmentYdissatiefaction:yith’the

PVO may refleet_the fVO's reluctance/to ;ckpoyledgewthe,government's
legitimate eontroi over yhat was preyiously, by;defeult,uPVO territory.

The story ofnthe’PVO working in‘community health in Nicaragua

sounds very much like the‘situatiop/desctibed abpve.%“Previoqs to

the overthrow of Somoza, the PVO complalned.‘its staff ha#Vopetated
autouomously"’and had "1dent1f1ed strongly with the personmel they
had trained and the communities they served. ‘Ihey’peteeived the

new government's health cqordinator‘initheir_region’as "erncroaching
on their territoty,"weqd said that their local staff would quit if
the ministry‘pt’ﬁeelth tried to “manipqlate'them? .. . For these

types of cases, it may be best for the PVO to go elsewhere; or, it

pride and put»1tse;£ ;n the‘seryice gf thé'?éfgtming governmént.‘

This seems torhévé?habpéhed in tHEjféﬁiahia:Egée;bﬁherefé ;iilege‘
health scheme, flnanced through a consortlum of PVOs, vas one of

the first" attempts by a’ fore1gn church related organlzatlon tc structure
a project . ent1re1y w1thin theé UJamaa village framewc:k of the soc1a115t

government,
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New reformist programs may so cOmplétéiy séaﬁﬁ what a PVO
is doing that the PVO contribution becomes sﬁPérflUBUs; In these
cases, itrmaj'be'bé$£ fdf'fﬁé¥P76 téfgo and work eldewhere.l This
kind of swamping was the complaint of thekHéiicahk?ﬁO hdied above:
the new Mekican'éoﬁefﬁﬁéhtwinitiativés in the céuﬁffyéiﬁé;‘ityéaid;
were making it "tco easy' forwthé'pééSaﬁfs by offerihgkctédiﬁ and
other assistance ﬁithohtﬂfeqﬁifing,:éé the PVO did; ﬁhat they first“
organize and go througﬁJé’ptbCeSé’df identiinﬁgmﬁhéir.héeds. ’By
making it easy on fhé;péaééﬁté;“in other Gords, £$e‘gové}nmen£ ﬁé&
made it hard on the PVO, wihhing'é&éy hifs" ﬁéaSénﬁs- In a Casé‘
like this, one would aésame:thatLﬁhé poor wédidnﬁavé’a Beitér chance
of improvinq’théirdiot thrgdgﬁ thé governmént initiatives;—ifwo;iifk
because of théir bréadth—itﬁsh through the PVO. |

As outside fuﬁdef; itxwduiatseém,hAtD“wbuid ﬁét Qanﬁ tb éohtinﬁe~
to back PVO activities in a country where, by" a s"t'r:;ﬁg‘e Ttviét JSf | |
fate, the PVQ suddenly foun&\iﬁself &ofkiné at éfoéséphégsééﬁrto
1*hat PVO activities may .be superfluous, or simply substituting .
what government is already doing, is a p0551b111ty that is not restrlcted
to these situations of abrupt policy change. In a community development

. project in Yemen, roads were being built by communities that had
the right to obtain the roadbuilding services and financing from

the Ministry of Public Works, In a Haiti project, PVO schools
were being built alongside schools financed out cof.a large World
Bank project, In Bolivia, an agribusiness and artisanry proijezt

was financing producers who normally would have taken financing from
regular commercial sources at higher interest rates (84:5). These -
examples illustrate the importance to evaluation of placing PVO programs:
in their larger context.
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a reformist govermment. After all,‘suchjq:a?aFiq thnges inApolicy

and publicesectorfactiyigy glso fé?fésenﬁﬁérdfématiew;iiériﬁg of

the conditions undgt ?hich’AID chose tbg quﬁupatbethhgn the public

sector, to do the task in :hgkfirst place::majqr’policyfshifcs such

as the SAM pfggramﬁiquQXiCQ’ the :eg;me ghanggnin_yicayaguai or

the socialist governmegg‘%n’Tanzania,kindica;e signifi;ag;cppli;ical

interest in/pakipg ;he public\sgc;o;ﬁfi;(fq; the’task.l It is"qnder

these circumstances that AID may prefer to_he;pﬁthe pubiic sector

become fit, pgcausg'gfVghe‘Pppo£tunity to havg;a mucb greater impact

on the poor ;hgp that allowed by the scove pf PVG projects.(
Evaluators,'in sum, should inte;prgt PYP,CQFplaiDCS gbout

governments with care, watching to see if the cqmplain;s are indicative

of favorable changes fo:}the{poo;;in ;he broader environment. Just

as impor;ant, evalqatprs should try to gndgrscand_yha; causes some

PVOs to be able to accompany ;hg$¢ﬁ§uddepwsh;§;§‘;p_reformi;m——as

in the TanzaniawfésgirVgnderwvhat’conQitiqps‘a:e ?VOsjable to contribute

to government g;paps;qn into p;ev%ogsly unoggupied tetritories, rather

than'to see tﬁe%g»gx;ansions.p?lyygs inéppﬁgF;pt‘vgtgiops‘pfiwhat

JER N B

they (the PVOs) have been doing, or as incursions into their "own"
territory? What explains the cases where governments try to take

advantage of previous PVO experience, rather than to discredit it?
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Between the poerland«the public sector

EXPVOSanten deseilbe their work aeynelping the”pddr :afééké
contndl over theirﬁdeétiniee; to arise out ofvthe'degendeney’tﬁat
deterninee‘their7felatldnédwith‘all “patrons,“'inelddlng government
itself. The geal andftnefénecess’of‘tnezlndda bilSeedlbrndete Cednetative
were described in'tneée‘tetne:'the'oilseed growefe‘freed tﬁemselvesji:
from dependency on:tﬂe gevernmentiﬁi gaininéitﬁe'anility’to\nakey~nu
their own seed, ‘SOne“ef;thejprinCiples”of:andtﬁeerVO was that
a commdnityvehbuldtimagineﬁitself as a self—contained’and'independentv
economic wmit, o Tne independenee-ftbmégonernment'tneme,’
is pattlenlarljieﬁatactetlstic'df Catholic sncial action and other
church-related érbune; who teach the peot'tohlearn nﬁat:theif own
resoutces are, and hdu te nobilize them;hinstead ofltonnting 65 help
from bntaide tﬁe tnnmnnit§:tefnaterializetﬂ Though many PVO progects
do help the poor to prov1de fc. themselves those thlngs that they
iprev1ously and 'in vain expected to get only from thek outs1de,i man}
proJects are of Just the BBOSlte nature. they help the p ’: te‘link a
‘up to the serv1ces of governnen-. Some examples fo;low. |

The pr1nc1pal ach1evement of a commun1ty development preJect
in Colenbia was saidjtb'be*the\teaehing ef%natlne“cenmunities hnﬁy
to work with gevernment”aéendleé; ’ Another connnnity'deﬁelopment%
project in Colombia was said to have taught Indian communities what

government and private services were available, and how they cculd
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obtain them. '~ An important athiebéménf'of'égééﬁﬁﬁdiff{heélfﬁ
program in Ecuador was said to be that the membets ‘6f the ﬁrdjeét
communities were now beginning tc rééBéh&ée”fﬁai"tﬁéy could make
additional déﬁﬁﬁds'onﬁﬁuﬁlicdseriEe'pfo%idefé. "' In Bolivia,
achievements of a' community development project with Indian ccmmmmities
were said to be that (1) the PVOs Succeaded in getting the ministry

of education té construct 30 mew schools in the a¥ea; and (2) several
women, trained aé teachers by the PVO, succeeded id getting onto

the governmént payroll. - An ‘evidluation of a development program
grant for anothér ‘PVO reported that the main developmental activities
of that organization were aimed Frimarily ‘at creating an absorptive
capacity at tHe' local 1ével "to better utilize host govéihment services
and bilatéral‘a§§iSEéhdédby’ihtérnationélTQQéhtiesP“ "' 1in Botswana,
the principal contribution of 2 PVO was said to be fhé‘légitimacy

it provided to certain youth brigades vis-a-vis the gévernment.

In these' examples, thé PVOs are playing an important intermediary
role between the poor 4nd the pubiic sectotr. They aré ‘brokers or
advocates for thé poor, helping them to get access to theé public
sector. They are "enlightened patrons” f£or theé poor, a role that
has often been played by public-sector agencies themselves. When
extension services have been parti;ulafly $uccessful at :eaching
poor farmer;; éo; e#aﬁple, the;f coﬁtributioq has qf;en taken the

form of opening up access to services and subsidies already available

.3
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to better—off farmers—rather than the stated objective of bringing
new technologies agd increased productivity to small farmers. PVOs.
as brokers, then, can be oE;considerable assistance to the poor.
The role is a particularly apt one for PV0s, moreovef, because of
its person—intensive pature: the PVO supplies the»intermediation
and the public sector supplies the resources.:

.Because PVOs eometimes portray relations betﬁeen~the poor
and the public~sector as having the potentizl .for dependency,,there
may be a tendency for evaluators tc miss the siguificénce,ofﬁthis
brokerage tole, when it is successfullyiplayed.f.Evalhatorsvshould
be alzort 7o the possibility in some projects that a P§0's success |
or failure may hinge on its ability to link up the,pber to the public
secth-—just as in other projects it may involve the freeing of the ;: -
poor from their relation to the public sector, as in the case of the
oilseed growers. Evaluators should try to.understandiwhich of these
two pbjectives best describes what the project‘setfout‘to~do, or -
actuaily aehieved. In the brokerage cases, the evaluator should .-
find out what it was about the PVO and the public sectbrkthat made

the intermediation work .or not work. S g

Conclusion
I have spec1f1ed a set of various p0551b1e relatlonshlps

between PVOs and governments, and have suggested how these relationshlps

can affect how a prOJect turns out. One mlght name these relatlonshlps
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in the following way (s&ﬁé:bfytheicategéfieSMare overlapping):

) complementarity;}(Z)_fillipg7un9c;upied’;e;ritqry;‘ﬂ})hrep;ication

or diffusiqp;y(&) governmenty;akeqverc(in some cases, a sub;ategory

of the’preyious); (5),competiticn;§r substitution;,;gd’(6)yprokerage.
Evaluators should‘watch out fo;’theSeﬁrelaFiops, and how

they are deter@ining vhgt is happening,iyln someicgses,rPVO success

may be able’to‘beidefined as ;glating well tp_a,fgood“épublic sector--

or helpingh:o make akpgblic'§ect9r be;ter,at reach;ng thekpogr. Finally,

some of the\s;;qngesttgaggs gf‘PVO impact,on Fhe poor may work througn

the mechanism qf‘pﬁblic—sec:or amplification cof PVOfactiqn.:,If one

wants to show thatfPVQs_arekinQeedEa Particularlygappropriate instrument

for feaching the‘ppor,xthen‘itliskimporpgp; to find out what causes

this amplification to take place. e
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'V - More on Innovation

" 'Evaluators of PVO projects should start oot with & sense of
Ehat:tﬁéfstaéé‘df the art is in the paftiéuiQfHEECCO: ‘Jv'v.i\i“v.«h'ic‘dt,tklé%’sL
PVOyié‘ﬁotking—+vhéther it be maternal and éhiid%héalth;‘ﬁuifitidﬁ'
education, agricuituraifexﬁénéion, sﬁéllibﬁsinésg‘éieaﬁt;iself—help
housing. Thoﬁgh”thié”kind of backgfo&ndtkndwlé&gé iépiﬁbbftantffdrpk‘.
any evaluation ofﬁééﬁeioﬁméﬂt‘projects; it is péféiéﬁlétl&”iﬁﬁortaﬁt;
for PVOs because of their claim that they are better at experimental,
innovative appréacﬁés‘tbéh are large dénbéékéﬁ&;gOGefﬁﬁeﬂis.”‘PVOs
may indeed be more innovative éndJéxperiméntaiiiﬁAcéffaiﬁ areas;
they have made‘impéftanf 5dhtribdtions,“{t hasvbeéa"Séi&; ibﬁprimafywﬂ4
healthzéare,jﬂﬁn-fofﬁalfeducéfibh; and apptoéfiété fechﬁdiogmf‘ k
But the very smallness of PVOs in relatiénlto thé‘iargé‘donoré méénsk’r
that they do not do the research, writing and information dissemination
on their experience that larg. donors have done. Information on
the state of the art in development projects, then, must be drawn
mainly from the research and evaluation outputs of large donors and
academic institutions.

There was little in the PVO evaluations to go by in trying
to determine whether projects were innovative. There was clear
evidence, however, that certain projects were not innovative, or
were using approaches considered to be outmoded. I present some

examples below, and then continue on to discuss what seems to be



an important :area of 'PV0 -innovation-—credit to small eaterpt jses.
Mv attention was.drawn-to the small-enterprise . projects, by the way,
not by-the individual evaluations ofthem-but by an AID research  project

in this area,-; -«

In a maternal-and child health program in-rural Ecuador,

-

project staff and the health promoters they trained disparaged ., <
traditional health practices in the community, discfeditedvcomm\mity
midwives rather thar making use cf them. :chose and trained only men

as commmity health workers, used expatriates.rather than loczl persoms

av

to train commmity health workers, and used M.D.s rather than
paraprofessionals 'to:a much greater extent .than was necessary.

The literature on.rural-health projects has for some time demonstratead
the unsatisfactory results.of programs conduc;ed this way. There

was no way fo; me to tell r-ffom the .other.evaluvations whether this
project was an exception or typical..

A potable water .project . in South Korea v,pIQVidES .an example
of the importance -of :the evaluator's knowing the state of the art
in the sector being-reviewed and -.explaining the project.in that
context. - - - Though the,projédt was described.as irmnovative by
AID and the PVO, it turned cut .that there was nothing.dinnovative
about it...Certain design aspects .like metering, fire hydrants, and
24-hour service had been said to be innovative, but these features

were actually being used already in other such systems. . In general,

-
Sy ——

vy -



...

the technology and équipment of the proéject wére'a'ifeady‘standard :

in the <ountry, so much'so that the project was comple.ely designed

by lecal engineefiﬁg;firﬁsi “The PVO engineer in charge, moreover,

had -had no experience infdevelbping countries and ﬁad made no” alteration
iz the design. Clearly, this is:ﬁot’the;pictuie‘ofvanéinnovative

{ ; ‘ :
.aﬁd experimenta1~ofganizatiéﬁ!"fThat”the*ﬁrojécﬁ~fbllowed standard
techniques is mot reason enough, of course, té be critical of it.
Tbough'chiS'partiéﬁlaf évaluéfioﬁ‘report~faulted”the project on other
grounds as ﬁell, a pijéét'uSing1standatd‘teéhnfqués~cou1d have also
been a succéssful 6he.*‘Agéin, it is hard to determine whether this
South Korea project is atypicai, since “it is one of the few evaluations
that looks at projeét“téchﬁiqﬁés’in‘thiS'brbadefféOntext;

Projects involving'tréining‘séem péftiéﬁlagly“vulnérablé

to the use of outmodéd Or‘ihaﬁprdpriate“appréaéﬂés;"A”legal services
project for poor women in Central Americd, for exéﬁple; ran courses. '
zhat gave no pfaéticéi;legél‘information;'and‘feéeﬁbled:mbre*the
contents cf a high—sdhool"civiés“6133§:~5‘”7”” Prdiéétsfinﬁblving
courses for women, as noted above, often Follow aﬁﬁroathés considered
to be outmoded--i.é., feinfbrting wbmen'sitfdditioﬁal;dependent status -
as homemakers rathet than as in-ome-éarners. AgfiéulturalkeXtenSion‘
is an’area'vhefe‘theffeaCHiﬁg'of‘Oﬁtmodea*or’inappgbpriafe téchniqués'
is also common, as "i111nfscra‘te‘d';‘ ifi ‘the ¥ollowing se&ion. - Finally,

vocational training programs often’ overlook the fact that the existing
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LndlgenoﬁsMapprent1césh1p system is the prlmary ;ehiCTe for skill
formation in 'ural non—farm industry (Chuta & L1edholm 1979 74 ;
Anderson & Le1serson 1980 235) Th vocat1onal programs often do
not do nearly as well in the formatlon of skllls and in subsequent
employment for trainees as do the existing‘systems;jao:fis‘thg
apprenticeship - system taken into dccount in-the design of the vocational
program. . Evaluators deed to Keep these existing well~functioning
systems in mind.

Based on ‘the limited evidence at-hand, ‘one can say that some
PV0s, or some PVO projects, :have been- particularly - innovative while
others have beenjust the opposite.. Until further evidence is-available,
then, it seems ‘reasonsble to conclude ‘that PVOs as a group are not
innovative but .that scme PVOs, or PVO'projects, have made important
innovations in ‘certain-areas. - ‘How does one explain the -innovative
cases? How does one explain ‘the fact that while ‘some PVOs5 are on
the frontier in primary rural health care, others are not -culy far
behind, but are using ‘the very techniques that’ have been shown by
the innovative PV0s to be outmoded? A striking;example»of this contrast
is the avove example of cutmoded health techniques in -the Ecuador
proiect. A project of the same PVO in Bangladesh was proceeding
in just the opposite way--i.e., using and generating innovative
techniques in primary health cate.

In cases Qheré fVOs;;ré usiﬂgVstaﬁda;aifecﬁniagég sﬁ;cegsfully,

the PVO claim to innovativeness may be just as confusing and unjust
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a criterion for avaluatlon as 1s the claim to the use of part1c1patory
processes. A prOJect that successtlly extended standard technlques
tc new cllent groups would f1t perfectly well wlthln the a‘ternatlve

conceptlon of PVOs as competent de11verers of certaln publlc serv1ces.

Agricultural eéxtemsion .and rationality

‘A final example of a project falling behind the state of
‘the art ccmes from the field Qf agricultural exténsibn; A project
in Ethiopia included seed-sowing demonstrations for smsll.farmers. -
"Farmers traditionally'randomly'scatter their ‘seed rether'than plant

-them in rows,"”

the report said;”in'explanation~of~the need to instruct
the farmers to pilant ihiIOWS,~ . "'During the last ten«years, an
important current of literature by geographers, anthfbpologists and
economists has shown thet the 'traditional" ways that peasant farmers

do things has turned out to be quite rational,‘agrdnemically and
economically.  Other studies have demonstrated that the“modern practices .
 traditi5nal1y'reCommended by egriculturaIVextensidn4Services in third-
world countries have often been inapprop‘ri“ate—‘-frequently resulting
in'deCreased'returns"to'ﬁeasaht~farmers or even deelines*inrfield.
Interplanting is one of ithe traditional practices thet has been found

to make considerable :agronomic and ecetomic sense in peasant farming:

1 !
“Some excellent examples of these undesirable results in Africa can
be found in the work, and works cited, of R. G. Saylor (1969 and n.d.).
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systems, while ;hekqleanﬁrow plantings recomrended in the Ethiopia

project have pf;euk;esulted in reduced incqmgskandksoil degradation..
Thopgh roq—planting may have,for some reason been appropriate

in thg Etﬁiqpia_;ase,!:hg_burden should be on ;be evaluato; to indicate

that it is and why, given Fhe;current(;tate}of.the.art,. The evaluation's

' and the recommended.

reference to interplanting as "random scattering,'
row plapting,_geemsft9 pla;ekghe projec;_and_its attitudes more in
the 1960s tbanuig th ;QSOSf-orggtkleasg,wiq,t@e,1?805 extgnsion
services of’somelgfjthe,gove;nments that PVOsjvouldﬁqharacterize
as insensitivelto‘localﬂgaysqukdoing things.

Ag;i;u;tu;e is an area in which there has been considerable
new research and experimencatiqn on produqtivi;y-increasing‘techniques
suited tc sma%% farmersiwithout‘capital\(e.g,, Whyte & Gostyla).
This new wo:k{ha§ been inspired, to a considerable extent, by the
critique qf eg;stingugxcensiou recommendations.‘gIf_PVOs are more
responsive tok;hglneedswof ;he poor‘;han largerponpps,‘iq other words,
then this is one area where it should be showing up. It is among
PVO projects yhgretpnekvouldégxpecy least,tp find th kind of attitudes
and recommendations;expressedziq thghEthiopiakevaluation. _Sicce
the Ethiopia gya;pat;on was thg;cnly one,‘pf thQse I read, that gave
a sense of ;he(agricultu;al techniqueskre;pmpended,yit:ianqt clear
whether this program isftypicgl of ;he;agricuigural:gx;ensiqn‘advi:

given out in most PVO projects. .
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"' ‘Evaluators éhéﬁld‘iodkAcidsely'ét the éiteﬁéioﬂ'fécbmmendatiaﬁé
of PVO projects, and comment on their”épbfdpfiétéhéés in.iighf of
the new wisdom about peasant Ffarming systéms.‘*Th{é}is notiénlf because
of the radical transformation over the lésiidééédéiin“fhinking about’
the rationality cf peasaﬁﬁ agriculture, but aise because some practices
recommended by exténsion services are more appropriafé'f641argé’férmeré
than ts smzll ones. Thus fecommended préétiéésima§ have been adoptéd;.
but only auzong fbeﬂiéfgesffféfméfé; :Evélﬁéééf;-shéuid the}éforé» o
assess the distributional iﬁpaﬁt“of"the recommended practices. Wﬁét
adopted, who did not? What were the results from those who édopted?
(This does not require sophisticated incomé caleulations.) Why did
the non-adopters ndt’adopff?‘ﬁré/tﬁere zny economic and social differences
between the adopters and the non-adopters? Is thefé any éédﬁénism
for spread irom thé'addﬁtéfs‘to‘theshdn?addptéfs? idf‘iéﬂthefe a
natural barrier between the two, such as réqhifemeﬁtgfiiké.ﬁapitai;
location along a'good road, landownership (Qé;yléné Eenaﬁ;;), piivilégéd
access to inputs o: credit? /

' These questions should be asked péftiéhiéfly'in cases where
there is a widespread adoéiibnﬂofrtéchﬁiqﬁes,’sincé‘this kind of
achievement is the exception iathéf tﬁéﬁ'théArﬁie.fowcdmﬁﬁnity
development project in ééléﬁbia, for'éxaﬁplé; répbéféd a‘43zwéd6§t165
rate fdf”im#roved”ééfiéﬁifﬁféiJtééhhiﬁués iﬁ'onéip;rtiéulér afeé. -

’ ] e . : .
What were the techniques? What difference did they make in production
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and jncome? Who were the adopters?. the non-adopters? Were-the
remaining 577 non-~adopters on the way to adoption-too? -, Or -had ‘adoption
reached a natural barrier?M¢Similarly,ﬁa visitor .to an:agricultural - . .
research project in Guatemaia reported "unheard-of-yieids' :in-new :
and traditionalxgrops:using,drip irrigation.. :. . . Were -these yieélds
verified‘in_theyfield,,or(only in the research station? . .Were ‘the
materials necegsa;y_for drip irrigation availatie [in the:atea? Would
their cost limit the extent to which the innovation could reach
the poorest farmers? Finally, ;ittle.monitoring of -ex-clients of
PVO projects was done by evajuaters, except for the DAI evaluation
of Kenya and Niger projects.. This kind of monitoring-is essential
for gauging the success of agriculturai projects. = :ure

The agricultural extension case also provides..the opportunity
to make a point about .evaluation .that applies to all projects-in
third-world countyl_'ies. - Project managers -and evaluators-often attribute
the failure of a project to the "irrational” traditional beliefs
of the poor. Thus it was .for many years that the failure of many
extension programs .to increase agricultural-production and productivity
waz attributed to the "irrationality"” of the peasant farmer, and -
his resistance to accepting "modern” methods of production. - Even
though peasant production’techniques are .now understood: to make- considerzable
_sense, however, the myth of the irratiomality ci peasant agriculture

still has a strong hold among agricultural ex®ensionists-today:



To some extent, the lag in adoption by extension agencies

of the "rational-peasant” viev'tepteSentS'a'éé&tain'fﬁﬁétiéﬁalify;
of the myth for these agéncies. If peasants éré £tra£ionéi,'that'
is, then considerable effort must be ihvéSted"ih'éhangiﬁg théir attitudes
and traipring them to ‘see the wisdom of the new techniques--exactly -
what agricultural extension does. But if peaséht§ﬂhaﬁg‘seridﬁs constraints
on their ability to adopt, then efforts might better be concentrated
in sectors where extensidn agenéies do not néCeSSa:ily:have a special
expertise--e.g., provision of imputs, of credit, and of land. In
many cases. extensionists have actually beexz on the forefroat in
helping small farmers in theseé areas, which‘are:periphérai‘tc their
stated task; this is partly because extensionists are sometimes the
~only pubiicﬁsector‘instifutiod'"ddtquing"‘thé countryside. But
“for extension agencies to admit ‘that théir main contribution is in
these other areas--aad that peasants indeed respond ''rationally" when o
‘you provide the conditions for them to respond-—is for these agencies
~also to give up on their claim to specialized ékpeftisé{“Oﬁe'dbes
not have to be trained in agriculture, that is, in order to open -
up access tc inputs that larger farmers alréad?%havef'éfﬂfd“intéimediété
betveen peasant farmers and unsympathatic banks.

- .- Another myth that has been functional to'pfé‘jéétk agencies
was pointed out by Allen Hoﬁeﬁ (as citéd“infl?5i265;f7ﬁaﬁy'ﬁytﬁs

about African pastoralists and pastoral systems .ersist, Hoben' says,
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because they provide a useful ideology for nom-pastoralist groups,

and have héipéa”Eibjéékwbérébnnéi‘jﬁ;éify’théir own values and perceptions.

He gives as”éh%eiEmpiehﬁhe aftithde;foﬁe;a;rghgé'mageéeﬁeﬁt of the
range scientist, éﬁofekgfééiefizé; pemadic?pegavibt:aek“eppottuﬂiStic“
in terms of his' (the 5&1&5&15&';)"é&ﬁ‘pfihciﬁal”éo%eerﬁ”bvér4minimizihg
the risk of”aégfaaétian”tS the'engif;nmeﬁt.r

Because of the fﬁnctibnalité"bf“ﬁéﬁy”sueh'ﬁyihé'abbac‘Ehe‘
poor to the ageﬁeies that are supposed to help them, the evaluator

needs to viéw them with eaution;\and hotxédopt‘them(as his own way

of explaining how things turn out. =

Small-business credit as innovative

I yoq;d ;ikeipo_close‘this*djseuseion ofﬁignovation,by focusing
on an area of projects in which,PVQs seem,\in&eqntrast,to the above
examples, to have been truly innovative—the epea.of;eredit to small
businesses. Though I have not looked at any of these projects in
the field, the evaluations .ive me the iﬁpféésionifhatkthé~pfojeccs
are doing thlngs dlfferent;y ‘from the ;4rg dounc siEnd’QOVefnﬁents
in five diétiﬂétraafeglwfi)'they make a jﬁ&éﬁeﬂf:hpoutléhe’feliébility
of the'pefgohNfé&ﬁesﬁiﬁévfipeﬁCihgfwfatﬁef“fheh;eﬁéééftﬁe'pfbjeet
to be financed or the assets that back it up;2 (2) they lend to groups
lMost of the i&férﬁéé&é&yoﬁ spell;pﬁeipees ereeie*iﬁ“eﬁieesectien is
taken from the ACCION International/AITEC report on investment in small

capital enterprises (1980) and, to 'a lesser extent, Bruce (1980) and:the
USAILD Upper Volta report on the Rural Enternrlse Development pro;ect (19/9).

5 o
\ot all small—buSLHESS Credlt pro;ects Lollow thls approach ‘or comnletely

exclude judgments about tba stub-borrower's investment planms.
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that are informally conscituted so;ely for the purpbée of taking
cred;t, ratherkthan promote Fhe cons;itution qf férmal grOUpsklikelwﬁ
cooperatives, with ipdepen@én; legal status and vafious purposes

in addition to credit;k(3) théir:staffs are gnspeciaiized in c:edit,
or business, in contrast tbjthe specialized ;:aff;rpf gqverpméntf
sponsored credit projects;1 4) ;hey have short ;epgfmenc‘periods
(e.g., up to six months), with f;equent ins;allment paymehts (sqmetimes
daily), in contrast to the long,repaymegt‘periqujand infrequent
repayments of thellarger programs;yfinally, and‘mgs;Aimpor;ant,

{5) these projects often show high repayment rates,,iq}contrast,;o

the mixed experience of government programs with credit to small
farmers. The comparison of these programs toitﬂ03é~$f'13fge5d0n6f§;”'
then, helps explain some of the éléﬁents'ofifﬁéif”suéceégnahd; at

the saméffiﬁe;yproéidéSVSOﬁé éipefiﬁéntal'ééidéhééftﬁ;t;ﬁight‘be

used in large-donor projects.

Judging the person vs. the project. That smallfbusiness credit projects

can lend on the basis of personal judgments about the reliability of a person
helps to overcome one of the major causes of inequality in the distribution

: 2
of credit channeled thrcugh public and private banks.  Banks usually .

1Agaln, this is not true of some programs, apd some have a mlx of
generallsts and spec1allsts.~ﬂ :

2The gudgment of a Credlt applicart may be made by the PVO staff

itself or by the leader of a small credit group, who takes respon51b111ty
for collection. 1In this way, project staff need not know a11 appllcants
personally in order .to Judge :helr acceptabllity. : ;



116

require that ¢reditr recipients have co-signers -or substantial collateral
in the form of attachable property, which most poor applicants cannot
provide. With the’ advent of govetnment-sponsored "modernization
programs in agriculture?“moréover,fapplicantsfhave,had‘to~present:

an appropriate ‘project for financing, :showing a .chahge to productivity-
increasing inputs'rand practices -and a level of ‘projected returms
adequate to repay the ‘16an. ~Certain government agencies-or private
firms are named as specialists at preparipng financeable projects.

Thus an appliéant1ha3mt0'spend money and time on getting a proposal
prepared, as well 'as on*winning the good graces of the appointed specialists,
in addition to the bank.. Spetialists, in turn, .tend to be more
comfortable with thosée who can carry out -the projects” they have been
trained to design--usually meaning-the bétter-off -among the applicants.
The necessity of presénting a project ot gaining approval for one's
production technigues, thén, complicates the credit-appiitation process

considerably and makes it‘mote*costlY*forfthe applicant, let alone

R

for the f1nanc1ng agency, it also 1ntroduces another government unit

into the plcture, or another sub—group of spec1alvsts, w1th llkes

TN

and dislikes that may not be con51stent w1th fhe dlstrlbutlonal

objectives of the program.
In the small—ku31ness credlt programs of PVOs, it was found
that there was no relatlonshlp between the the amount of lnformatlon

collected on an’ appll"ant and his promptness at Iepayment.fé S
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This is 2u interesting finding in light of the importance placed

by the credit progréms of government institutionStoﬁ~the‘asset
requirements and the'pfoject“proposalfof~the“pto$peétive'botrower;

Is this approsch to making credit :decisions replicable .

on a larger scale, 12t alone in agriculture as~oppo§ed to the urban .-
small-business sector? Would a larger scale destroj the ability

of an agency to make such personal judgmnents?  One fVO officar in
Latin America expressed skepticism abou . expansion of successful - -
small-business credit programs there, bat not betau#e*of the difficulty - -
6f retaining the personal basis for judging applicaﬁts.~ Expansion, -

he said, had ruined the PVOs themselves in' tertain §aseS§ with new monies,
they had engaged in a flurry of mew activities beyond their reack,

thus neglecting and diluting' the effectiveness of tﬂe*original credit - -
vrogran, Here is a case, then, where AID-might encourage °*
PVOs not to diversify but to use new monieS"insteadﬂto expand the -

coverage of the same activity to’a broader popuiatibn.\-x

Limited groups. The success of PVO small-business programs at relyiﬁg

on informal groups to channel some of the credit is also worthy of
note. First, reports in the literature on experiences with group

; 3 TG S
credit for peasant farmers have not been rery positive. - (Are there

o

1See, for éxémplé, Adams (1978), dos Anjos et éi (hﬂ&;), Von Pischké &
Rouse (1981:24, n. .24). The latter work also describes-a successful
exception (pp. 15-17).
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reasons why group credit would work better émong urban smail businesses
than among rutai‘férmets?) ysecond the typlcal approach of governments

and some PVOS to formlng groups through whlcn to channel rural credit
and other agrlculturalrlpputs is quLte dlfferent from thaf >f the |
PVO small—bu51ness'prograﬁs. Most " agrlcultural programs promote
the formal coéétitatieﬁmefilarge groﬁpe;'mainiy edepetetivee:'tﬁat
will be able to stand on their own and engage in myriad’egtiGities
like input supply, marketing, and consumer stores. These groups
are meant to encompass whcle communltles, se that everyene;who wants
such services wiilmﬁitiﬁeteiy'Be abie”té gét'thé; thredgh'thewéroup.
The results offéﬁeéé'ééceﬁgég‘téhdeééﬁéééiiéé\théféﬁﬁbly$éf public-
sector services”iﬁ“eétieuitﬁréftﬁréﬁgﬁ the cféaéioﬁ“bf'éamhuﬁity_
run entities has hétjbeeﬁhgoe&;ﬂperéieeiarly';itﬁﬁfeepeet téwdiétribdtional
chjectives. |

' The groups formed by small-bu51ness progrememate Just the"
opposite of those attempted by governments in the rura1 sector. They
are informal endjaet:ieéaiiyweépétft;tedf the}é“éie ﬁeﬁ;keueh grpups
in a particulét cdﬁﬁﬁhity,'eécﬁrﬁéde uéhaf ashhﬁdfﬁi)df“petepns‘who
know and trust each athef”(ﬁ;é*ééésbﬁs3;’£he&_aré“fS££éé'spahtéﬁeously
in response‘td)thefiﬁfo;ﬁétieh;L&FpEOjectaétéffuthetwtﬁis’is?the

only way to get credit; and the group leader takes considerable responsibility

1See, for exampiéf Tele (1981).
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in colLecting payments frqm members. This process takes‘a cppsiderable

burdenkoff the projec; ggenqy;’ Under many govgrnmept%p:qérams in the

rurzl sector, in contrast, prqject,s;aff spend’gonsidérablg,time "promotingf‘

the formation of groups ;mpng ?eluctantﬂfarmersygnd t?ying to sell them on

the benefits to be gaingd from "cooperqting."} In theismallfbusiness case,

the groups form spontaneously, in respoase to the immédiatg availabiiity.

of something they want. |
The‘ééall—bﬁsiness apppoa;h to groupsatakes‘aé§antage of

personal networks in the community, allowing groups to form along

3

"natural" lipes. The persénalyallegiénces apd .tuaiffamiliaritiesi
carry nuch of the burden pf judging an appl?cantyandrachigving repayment.
Theyyglso keep:qlass Qr'factiqnal,gonfli;t outside thé group in contrast
to the community—widé groups, which are often crippled by intra-
community strife and oftensignore or gxclu@gﬁthe lgast poyerfulkmembers
6f the community. Publ;cé;ector agriculturaljprqg;am;,Vof course,

tend to promote community-wide groups pa;t{y“because‘gbey want a
community entity to receive‘publicfsector services,'éﬁdk¢any §uch,
receivers wéuld be‘inefficient. As part of the hqped;for economies

of scale in serviéing chmqnitieS, ;he>agricultural p%ograms encourage
the groups they promote to engage in other activities?-no;qust credit.
Multiple taks, in tufn, are more demanding than singlé tasks, and

require a more sophisticated organization; it becomesimore difficult
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for these promoted groups to do well because ‘they must become competent
business enterprises. In the small-business programs, the groups
serve one limited ‘purpose and are not expected to become enterprises’
themselves.

The findings on small-business credit are relevant not only
to the attempts of governmencs to channel their agriculturdl programs
through cooperatives promoted by government, but to the interest
of many PVOs themselves in encotraging coobéfétf&é:fbfaétiéh}' One
of the things that makes the small-business program work well, that
is, seems to be the use of groups in highly circumscribed ways—-
quite different from the maifi-purpose, large, comminity-wide and
formally constituted groups promoted by government agricultural programs,

as well as some PVOs!

B

Staffs without specialties.)ﬂrhe use of unspgcialized staff in small-
business prpgrams alsoﬂmakes”for,inte;esting comparisop’;o:government
programs ip’;he ;pgal,sector, whgre staffs are specialized gither

in agricultura}ygxtension or crgdit.(ﬁStaffs in‘theugvaluated projects
were usually’cpmmuqityfdeve%opmen:‘experts, social workers,»qniversity
students--and definitely,not,pin most,cases,‘specialists,in small
business qr\credi;, In f;ct, many‘small-business programs evolved

- . . . . 1 .
out of more diffuse community deveiopment projects. This

1'«‘hy did this particular evoluticn 'take place? ' Was:itrbecause

of dissatisfaction or lack cf success witnh the more general

community development approach? Or was it because communities identified
such credit as something they wanted? Or was it because such a credit
program seems to be a more feasible task than others? If the latter, why?
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contrasts sharply to the rural credit programs for émall,farmers,k
which evqlved out of existing programs of credit ana other ipputs

to large-farm agriculture, administered through‘bangingfinstitutions
and agricultural ministries. Their staffs were speéialists in dispensing
credit or teachingyagriéulturalktechniques, whichyuéually involved
working with a clientele that‘was better-off than and, i=x many cases,
had interests in ccnflict wich the poor. Providingicfedit to the | .
poor, then, was often Beyond,the sympathies of thesé particular staffs .
and, in’many’cases, was even problematic for them—-éo the extent

that they had to turn their backs on their older, bétter-off clientele,,
who felt they had a pfid:wclaim on these agencies"éttentions.

The staffs of the smali-business programskafe quite different .
from these latter instituions. Their training and pré§ious work
involved poor clients (in the case of the social workers); or they
© were dfaﬁn tb v&rk‘oh Eﬁé‘pféjéét in the fifst pléééyéut bfktheit
commiiﬁéﬁéito distributional pfégrams (the coﬁmunit§+&év;16bﬁenﬁ
workers aha¢the‘uﬁiﬁersify étﬁdéﬁés). In addition to the cémmitmegt'iy
‘dimension of these udSpééiaiizéd staffs and the iéci%oé’neé;ssity
for them to turn their gécké on an earlier and h&ghér}cigés of clienté,
it is 2lso iﬁportaht’théf these staffs had no ééchnéf;gﬁ to sell.

This contrasts withkﬁfbgféméxof‘sﬁpéfVisédvcfedié‘fér small farmers,
with their attemﬁts to sell more "rational prbduééibn tééhniqﬁés.

Having no technology to sellfmade‘it,possible for tﬁeVSmall—business
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programs to be less complicated than the agricultural ones and. in
addition, protected the program and its clients from the contempt
developed by staffers for clients who resist the specialist's

recommendations. .. . .. ... . o I

Small loans, rapid repayment, frequest installments. The final marked
difference Bééﬁééh kﬁé‘;;éli¥bu§iﬁé;;‘bébéféms ;ﬁa;thé égricﬁitural
credit prééfé;;%iétthe éﬁaiifsize‘éf'thé'ibén;,‘Eaé‘éﬁéffﬁégsLof

the amorfiiéfibﬁ ﬁéfibd;/éﬁd tﬁékékéq;;£c§rﬁ£‘ﬁﬂiﬁﬁqinskaliients

fall due. 'Agriéulthféi“dtédit'progtéﬁs are based on the assumption

’

that credit is égveHiCiéberJéch}évihé imbf6§e;e£téjih‘pééd;éﬁivity,
and that thiéﬁcé; Bé:dénégaéiﬁif %ﬁ;ougﬁ‘inv;gtﬁehfi;as/8§§SSedhto
short-term cféﬁ%i”féf éﬁnﬁai‘apefétiﬁé éééfszr}TiéééipfbgfémS'therefore
emphasize thé“iéﬁofﬁéﬁEéTS%tm;kiﬁgfE;eait é&éiiabiécééféhéii}fatmerc

in large aﬁ;UnEéi1w%é%:iéngkémoftiéaiioﬁ‘Ee%ibaé;k;éﬁaiﬁéﬁt'iégset

at one or'tvo~tiﬁésAéfye;r;iﬁé}fl§;Enﬁéé%érénééwtb fﬁe‘aﬁa;;i‘crop
cycle. Thougﬁ sﬁéhvﬁfdéfaméyéiss;ékgéndféﬁnﬁai Bﬁéréiingjcfedit

to farmers——in‘teéégﬁitibn Sfjtﬁéyﬁpﬁgia bias of a purely investment-
credit program;4§ﬁallwéﬁsﬁﬁéé éﬁ&jéhbfg ééﬁﬁyﬁént'péfiﬁéé;éfé4éénsidered
to be assbéiégéd“ﬁitﬁ a c6néina;ti¢n of”aééiéﬁlﬁa;éiéStégﬁéfién.
Frequent'réﬁéfﬁéﬁt::méééaﬁér,(Hés‘ﬁévéf:ﬁéeﬁ'céﬁ;i&e;éd;;ﬁéééuéé of

the agricultural cycle, becausé theré is almost no lending for off-

8

farm éétivitiééﬁﬂy‘thé pSOr; and ‘because of the costs to the financing

agency of réééi@iﬁé:ﬁéﬁéiéﬁaii'ﬁéiééﬁt§:' fhoﬁéh{£hekSméli:éméﬁﬂts,
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short amcrtization pefiéds;'énd fréquéﬁtwiﬁétaliméﬂgé;farekthe hallméka 
of the small-bcsinéssprdgfaﬁs,“in?suh; théjihaVé né@er:been7so positively
considered in the”fﬁrﬁi‘cfédit“pfogfamsﬁ ‘ﬁhf"fhé diffefétée?

Small farmers often ccmplain about lbng'amoftizatidn"périOdé,uy
large ;Qan amounts, and i#frequent rep?yment,:‘Exteﬁsionuagepts or
bank peréonnel,‘small‘farmefs Sdéegiﬁé#v%ééér?; enééﬁrag; theﬁ t0~;
take large; loans’than they d?sire——or yill approve;the applica:ion
only if it is for z larger amount and’includgs addi?ional}items—f‘

: bééause~a larger loan and certain investments are‘cgnside:ed‘more »
consistent Qith the mo&érnization goals ofl;he prOggam, .In order
to get credit ratherktHAn pone,'smallrfarmefs‘vill éfcen go‘along y
withf;hese,larger pfojects,and w;;l potﬂdo very welf at»u?dgrtaking or
managing the investmgnts.,'Hehce the farmgrs':complgint, strange

as it mayMseem, that they qften‘had tc take mpra)prédit:than’;hey,
wanted. ﬂInxadditioﬁ ﬁo tﬁeir concern for overlyylaggeyloans, farmers
often express a desire for shorter amortization perfqu‘gnd more
frequent,repaymgn; :eduirements.’ they;feelrthgy:vogld dq‘betterr
undet the discipline;§f anreq§en; ;epaymggt §Cuedufe, where they
would have Fo“qse‘available fugdsfto makewpartiai pa&pent,éinstgad,

of having it around to spend/on'othg;‘things. kWomeﬂ, innﬁarticular,

- request ;his f:equentfrepaypent,?equirement,{qopplaiﬁing that their
husbands,~?ho controlwhquSehold1in¢°mg? wi}1‘often s¥epd‘amounts that
shouid be set,asidé fbtvlatér cred;;lrepaymentﬁqg’al?ghol énd other

"frivolous" items.
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In desiéﬂiné'égfichlfural credit ptogtémé fof:;ﬁafl farmers,
donor ageﬁciésqéﬁdngvéfnﬁenté have félfrfhéytwerefhelpigg gmall
farmers by ﬁakiﬁé.éfedit’QVSilébié:téﬁtﬁém‘oﬁitﬁé‘ééﬁéjfg}ms already
enjoyed by lérgef fafﬁéfé4¥ih’Iargétémoﬁﬁfs;”ﬁiéhribﬁgxgggffiiétion
periods, andﬂbifh{éh aﬁnhél'o¥”b§éﬁﬁﬁél ré%ifmént#s&ﬁéaﬁiéé.”iit is
ironic, then;‘théfizﬁéééfﬁell-intéﬂdéd moﬁéé'are‘éaiéfiénbed by soume
farmers as pfofiéhétic, fathéftfhéh‘hélpful; 'Thodgh;thérergre'many
small farﬁefs;who Habzkéainé&‘ffdsjtﬁékﬁeﬁiifavaiiabiéAéfééié, the
workings of.thigxaﬁbf;aéiyto'éxtehdihg cfédféifééilifiés maffalso:
have contributé&i iﬁédﬁefténtiy;wt6 iimiting:tﬁé”ébilityﬂsf small
farmers to bo;ioﬁ'éﬂé to }ebay;l ‘i£ is for this reason that the
opposite cﬁaraégefiétiéé Bf:zﬁersmAIIFBuéiﬁess pfbééaﬁé‘aréVééfficularly

interesting and relevant. Are they transferable to rural areas?

Costs. The relevance of the small-business credit.experience tc
that of larger credit programs is partly dependent on.cost. Are
the costs of administering credit this way reasonable in comparison

to public-sector and other credit programs? Costs were reported

1The larger loans and longer repayment periods also-limit the access
of poorer borrowers because investment loans are more risky to banks
than shorter-term working capital._ioans, .a point made by evaluators
of a public-sector program of credit to small businesses in the
Philippines (Anderson & Khambata 1981:46,.167). Partly for this
reason, the authors recommend more lending for working capital and
less for investment.. . . . . . e e

2Von Pischke & Rouse (1981:17) do suggest that "modest" credit amounts
and objectives contributed to the success of an agricultural credit
progran for groups iz Malawi.
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in the evalpations only for two cases; ‘ ;M(l)nin anjElASalygdor‘prdgram,
costs were U.S5.530 for therifSt loar, and $lO.fo; su@éequenﬁ loans,
with lqan‘size ;anging’between4$80 and $ZOQ (these daﬁa’need to be
reworked in;o a percentage Sharerpf costs in 1oap\va1§gyso as to
be abie to make qéppa?isonslto‘pther credi;kprqgréms)g (2)‘a program
of credit toﬁwomen;in India reporced,costs of $1 perk}oanﬂp;us 10%
of the loan value, oh loansvbetween §12 and $3§;(che percentage figure .
would seem ;o’represent ¢harges,ra;ﬁer than C°$F$’;Sthe loan ?rocessing ,
costs as a percentage of 1oan~vélue decrease as ;a;ﬁ\?ize inc?eases o
- 'because ofzeqonomies of,scalg). An gvaluatign Qf a sﬁall—business
credit program in/B?azil noted that costs were’39Z ofjloan value
in,;hg firSty?ear,‘anQ ;haﬁ nominal interest:fates wQéld have had
to be increasgdAfrom 247 to'632ktoﬂfully recover thbs; costs (Schreiber |
1975:68). Since the program is now quite sucﬁessful,:and under
‘consideration fdr'57Wof1d‘35ﬁ§”163n;”that’télativé~cogtihés presumably -
béen drastically teduced by now.

Costs to public4§éét5}finstitutionS'in‘fhé'PhgiiﬁpineS for
processing small-business lbans have beén reported ask2.4Z to 3%
of loan value--as compared to 0.4%Z and 0.57% for primeiand near prime
'compahieé‘?éépééﬁi?élyS(Anéerébhk&:Khambétéf1981;§4)14énd,as‘32 for -
small busiﬁéss‘lééns',"kinf“anékfhéfk Philippines study; ';a‘?nd‘ 0.5% for
larger loan#f(Chﬁté &ELiedhqlﬁ?1979;70)L ’Hdﬁ'qo‘ﬁﬁef%bs;S‘df”the ’L”

PVO projects compare? The few examples given above aie'ndikééry



encouraging, which indicates the importance of obtaining data on

the matter. Because credit is an activity where cosés per beneficiary
and per unit supplied are among the easiest to calculate and cowmpare

to larger public-sector operations, evaluators should routinely collect

such information and try to make comparative use of it.

A final comment on the experience with small-business credit.
From reading the evaluations and talking with AID staff, I have the
impression that this is a category of PVO projects that is considered
successful. If this is the case, then it must be that there is something
about this type of project--as distinct from the PVO involved-~that

makes it more amenable to success. Evaluation should attempt to

2xplain why this type of project does predictably better than others.
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vl - Evéluation: Additional Questions and Suggestions

The evaluation questions poséd in the introduction to this
paper are straightforward. They”are?the”kiﬁd of ‘questiotis that’ dévelopment
social scientists hkave bteen lookiig ihto for some time, much of this-
research having been 'sponsored’ by large donor érganizations.’ Way,
then, the apprehension of PVOs about the abilit§ bf‘f"oucie,iae'""énalysts
to comprehend 'what they are actually d6ing?  Séme of theé agizsticns
asked above, moreover), are highly corisistent with PVO thinking about
how projects should’ tdke place: ‘tie questions on participation and
innovation require an-ekxplotratiod into'processés and sequefices of
action; they require large amdurits of time spent listening to people
telling stories about why something happered ‘the ‘way it ‘did, rather
than in gathering dnd poring over data. “Indéed, many PVO ‘evaluations—-
with their emphasis ‘on quantifying 4inputs ‘rather 'than of asking the
process questions ‘and using the evaluation style suggestéd dbove—
seem to reflect more the style of large dondrs than the PVD belief
in process and people. : This emphasis on the number of people ttained,
the number of meetings, the amounts of equipment supplied, etc.,
is just as characteristic of the evaluations-performsd or contracted
out by the PVOs themselves as it is~of the more’ "outside" evaluations -
contracted -out by-AID country missions; by the PVO office of AID:
(PVC), or done by AID staff members- themselves.: Part of this-similarity,
PVOs say, results from AID pressures on them to express their work

in quantifiable terms.
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Questions regarding the income distribution of participants
and beneficiétieé éré'aiéoﬂhbi?iﬁéongiétéhg giéhE§§0‘5£y1¢. ‘The
small scale of many PVO projects,,working~frequeht1y in only a hzndful
.of commumnities, makes these questions moref:asil§;and’informally
ascertainable:than in the large projects' of gove;nmehts;and donors..
The art of rapidly asseSsing,distributional~pattérns:in a community
has now developed to the point where statements ;an:be made about
how project benefitsfare distributed withbutﬁddiﬁg formal survey
work (e.g., Castro et -al 1981).‘kThiS~tecﬁnique-;relying on-easily’
observable proxy indicators of income such~as~atéributes~of the dwelling;
numbers and kinds of livestock, etc.~—can be supplemented by the &= . -
evaluator with thevgroﬁing body of empirica1~worﬁ on what income |
distributions look 1ike»in-particular countries énd'regions, and
what the characteristics of the poorest are. fWhénvsuch empirical
studies exist, they are essential reading for thé~evaluatof;;enhancing”v
her ability to rapidly‘discern where the project‘£enéficiatie5‘and
participants stand -in- the income distribution. -

,,_¢fina11y,,with'respectfto PVOs and‘evaluat&on; ‘on€e wonders
why PVOs or their suppotters have not carried out?the“évaluation
task cf chronicling their‘innovacions—~even‘if;oniy for public relations
ﬁurposes; -No such threniéling, as Sommer (1977)5£ctess~ha5'beenf60nel"‘
I make this query, .and theothers above, not sb‘ag‘to dwell on what = 7~
PVOs and their evaluators have*hot“done;‘but”so*ég to heelp explain-
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why I think that certain cypes of ‘questions should be asked during
evaluation of PVO projects, ‘and why evaluatidn exercises should be
structured in ‘certain ways.

The most obvious reasons that the PVO self-déscription has
not led to the kinds of qiestions and evaluations indicated above
is that these PV0 thémes have been more important as articles of -
faith than as standards of self-measurement. ~That ‘parti¢ipation
leads to improvements in pootr people's lives is an article of faith
for PV0s, not a hypothesis that one is interested in’ testing. ' Most
organizations-have:such articles of faith: organized religion does
not test for the existenceé of a god, and largzs donot organizatioms
vere not interested, for many years, in testing the canoti that ‘growth
in national output-would automatically benefit:all.<~

Another ‘answer to: the‘queries posed above i§" that “the articles
of faith in themselvés put PVOs at a di’sédvéﬁtag’e'“‘iﬂ““th’inléing“ about
how to evaluate-“theit own projects. The PV0 articles of faith; as
noted above, caﬁ be seen as a description of what these organizations
are not: their strength lies in théir being ffee of ‘the bad'qualities
and values shared by large donors and othér public-séctef bureaucracies.
Though this clear ‘demarcation ‘of :"we" and "they" 'is‘d good way: for
an vrganization rtoracquire and maintain a:sénse of self--and though
the contrast may in ‘many ways be ‘accurate--it dlso seems to keep

PV0 evaluators confined to the PVO world. Most PVO evaluitions do



not express awareness of what has been learned tgrough,the‘developdént
and research efforts 6f the public-sectorvworlde;bout the: activities,
the countries, and the kinds of poverty they are&lookiug at. It .-

is not that PVOs explicitly reject the findings,érom that other world—
in the way that neo-Marxist social scientists ma;~$ometimes-reject

the findings of "bourgeois' 3ocial. science; it i#, rather, that these
findings are simply not known.- -

. One does nct . need to be aware of the-finaings of public sector
research and evaluations, of course,; if one“is'déing»something completely
different from what the "other world" is doing-aﬁd researching-«~
which‘is exactly what the PVO articles of faith claim: they are engaged
in process:and not task, in. taking control and n&t*in‘outputs, in - 0w
relating to people and.not.to;latge’organizationé;“ Yet when the
articles of faith are translated into the researchable questions
posed above, it turns out that PVOs of:en_gg‘haveithe same - concerns’
and are involved in the same kinds of activities ﬁhatwthe>"other'
world" is.

Because of the unfamiliarity of PVO evaluétors~vith‘the lessons
and research results of the "other world," they*aie often noet able -
to discern whether particular'ac:ivities‘are‘inno§ative in ‘comparison
to what the other world has tried to do.- They aré‘not able to determine
where their participants and beneficiaries fall“i$ the income distribution

|
because the question, and the techniques to -answer it, come out of the
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other world. And they are unable to coument on the relationship
between the ;Qntexf of the projectj-economic,,political, agronomic, .
social--and its sucFess.wvIroni¢a11y3wthe self—prgglaimed,pthernessf
of PVOs makes>i; difficult for them to understand where their successes
really lie. Just as ironic, the outside evaluators. so feared by
PVOs may in some cases be:becter able towynderstand/and describe
those successes,.precisely because they are not,consttainedkbthhe,
articles of fai;hwand,;he way‘that ;hey'put the e:t*;»e):';'_enkg:e;\,of,:the:w
non—-PVO world out 9f~reach.¢ﬂ(‘

The ;nsularityjof the‘PVO evalgations;isuteflegted~in,the,
lists of persons ;;;quigwedwthat is appended to esach eyaluatiqn,w
and the written material cited. A large groportion of those interviewed
represent various levels of the PVO~i£;éif;¥héadq&afééf£;féﬁpiEél”
city, in-country or fegional office, and field persomnel. Pruject
participants aré usually the only other category of interviewees,
with project aﬁ&"cémEuﬁiéy Iggdé}ﬁ ddmiﬁétihé:p Tﬁé}é{ig iiltié
interviewing of”nbﬁﬁiéé&ér‘%éﬁefiéiériés;’6%‘266m&5£%} ﬁéﬁgé;;t;hél
do not particiﬁéféﬁﬁhjéﬂé ﬁt;jégfubézﬁéﬁéfif‘ffoﬁﬁigf 6f”;£h;fqﬁoﬁﬁunity
organizations, of those working for government agencies in the same
sector or afeé;‘6f}Of"ﬂogt—C6ﬁﬁffym}é§é5fcﬁéfév%ifgféQbefieﬁéélih
the area. o
The same PVO-centered approach characterizes most literature

that the evaluations cite, and the general knowledge demonstrated
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by the evaluator--with the exception of a Béﬁdf&l of cases. Literature
and knowledge is by and nguf‘PVO”bfganizainnsj‘hof abotit the world
and the problems in bﬁich thé‘btojé¢t isitékihgiplﬁ&é;ﬂbr;éﬁéuf”the
general classydf{préblémé being dealt with &nd t%é'ékpériénce in
dealing with'theﬁ;"Gi§éﬁ'thé'kinds bf“peiééﬁs h%t~iniérviéwed,yand

the kinds‘ofjiiférgtﬁre;nét cited, ifyié ﬁhdefétgﬁdéblé“that‘PVO
evaluations do not give much of a feeiibg‘féf th; areas in waich

PVOs are innovative, the extent to which the déc&siohﬁakiﬁgyﬁrbcesses
they promote are participatory, and the extent’f?yvhicﬁ their ﬁ}éjéct§Hi
reach the poor. In short, the ééal&atioh§ hé1§ iitiie to answer

the researchable questions posed at thé Bééinhihé of the paper.

The fear and the politics.of evaluation

VO eyaluatiogs are not unique‘in:Fheir_&gficiencigs—-i.ei.
the over-exposure to the implementing,o;ganizatién%and';heﬂlack of
contact with,the'pobrfwho‘are meant to benefit ffom tke activity. .
The evalua;ions of large donors are often markgﬁibyAthe same inadequacy.u
Yetighis ;gadgqgacy comes as lass ofka surprise from the large donors
than f#oy(the_PVOs; #heﬂinadequacy,,aftgr all,.ié consistent with
the PVO s;efgotype of theﬁlargg’donor as gﬁhnoceﬁt:ic, insensitive
to local customs and valﬁes; uncaring aBout poor%péople as opposed
to bureaucracies,;gnd 9V¢fcon9erned Fd:h,quantiffablelinputs and

outputs.
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Though' interviewing of ‘the excluded parties néted above might
be more consistent ‘with the PVQ self-imsge of 'sensitivity to:local
environments and-local wishes, it also frightens the PVOs.:: They:
fear that the outside evaluators, ‘with ‘their ‘ldck of belief in the
PVO approach, may-talk to discontented persons with distorted pictures
of the project, and“thén take their words as the truth.- The€y also"
see evaluation as an instrument for bringing on outside control,
and believe that:their field -people know perfectly well what is working
and what is not. '~ | Some PVOs also oppose evaluation or evaluation -
systems because ithey ‘think 'they represent a diversion:.of resources
from "human needs",td‘highécost‘evaluation”attivitiess‘

PVOs fear, finally, the ‘adverse impact that evaluation systems
may have on their -owrt organizations. :One evaluator noted that ‘a
new internal monitoring system, created by the PVO in response to .
AID pressure, resulted :in a false incentive for extension workers
to show "pleasing numbers" rather than good analysis of the quality
of work. The incentive to produce numbérs, in turn,’ 'bred rivalry
and competition among field staff" and discouragéd them from working
together, : - This tesult, by the way, is not atypicalj the
literature on organizations has recognized for some time that monitoring
and evaluation svstems must tread :a-fine-line between this<!pérverse"

result and the output of ‘useful evaluation: information.
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‘The fear of "objective"‘evaluation:byiouESiders is not unique
to PV0s, and not just a result of their partiCul#t way of thinking -
about themselves.- CGovernment agencies and ddﬁoréialso resist evaluation,
or the dissemination of evaluation results.- This is because evaluations
‘are highly political events. No matter how fair ;r accurate an evaluation
is, no matter how much the-criticism iS‘couched~iﬁ térms‘of general
approval, esvaluations ‘can be ﬁsed by an agency's,5011:i¢al opponents
to make moves agaiast it.  Tais political dangéf-gf evaluations may U
be greater when prcjects in one country are eValu%téd by researchers -

or organizaticns from another country, who are less sensitive cr

vulnerable to the potential »olitical repercu?sicﬁs of an honest
evaluation. From the political point of view, in other woTds, ‘2

tighly objective and -fair evaluation can be‘the'mést danger-us kind -

for an organization. This'politically procblematic aspect of evaluation ~
operates for PV0s as}well as for other orgaﬁizatiﬁns, since they

see evaluations as affecting their chancéS‘for”fuéure funding and

’théir continued reception by host-courtry governménts;

- Given the political dimension of evaluation, it is mo surprisé
that organizations-are loathe to institutionalizeitheit‘OUn monitoring -
and evaiuation systems, with their outputs of written results readable
. oy others. It is also understandable that when oéganizations do
sponsor their own evaluations,.they‘often“tehdJtoiéérve public-relations "

rather than information-gathering purposes. One might expect to
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find, moreover, that some orgznizations would have well-functioning

systems of informal self-evaluation, without ever having that capacity

reflected on paper.

An 1nterest1ng example of che pol1t1ca1 dlmen31on of evaluat1on

is to be found in the reactlon of PVOs and thelr supporters to the

= T msme 2 A
-

comparative evaluat1on by DAI of some PVu programa in neu]u an
One of the maJor f1nd1ngs of the evaluation had 1mportant 1mp11cat1ons

for the ways PVOs worked the PVOs d1d best, it was found, in progects

where they made only marginal 1nputs to an act1v1ty or a group that
was already underway. Those PVOs that tr1ed to do more——to start

from scratch, to supoly man/ incuts and proc«s:es-—dld less well.

Since many PVOs do Wth more than prOV1de the last plece of an act1v1tv,

one cguid ezpect th1s flnozng to have been dlsllked by DV'Os and thelr

supporters. Though PVOs were unhappy wlth the evaluatlon, however, their

£

discontent focused on someth1ng completely dlfferent. the fact that
the ctudy had ranked varlous PVOs by name, 1nd1cat1ng that some were

better than others. Even those PVOs that d1d well in the rank1ng

=)

were unhappy about 1t, obJectlng to the pr1nc1p1e of comparing the

performance of one member of the PVC community tc another.::::

1It is interestiag that this finding-is coasistent -with that . of the
Kramer (1981) study of PV0s working in very different settings than
those of the third-world. -The successful programs, in-the Kramer
study, were usually "small-scale, non-controversial, and incremental,
if not marginal, extensions or improvements.¢.'" (p. 178). A study .of
11 United National technical-assistance projects came to a similar
conclusion: guccessful projects usually "addressed a situation where
only one ingredient is missing" (Rilby 1979:321). The author reported
the same finding from the literature on comparable technical assistance
ventures in depressed urban areas of the United States (p. 322).



136

The obJectlon of even the well-rated PVOs to the pr1nc1ple
of rankeng'ls not onlf a tesﬁimony to the polltlcal cohe51veness |
of the PVO communlty in ghe Unlted Sta’es’ More 1mportant, it shoes
how the ranklng represnnted a more 1mmed1ate thteaL to 1nd1v1dual ’
PV0s than the flndlng that PVOs in gen eral tended to be less successful
at certaln tvpes of activities. Even tbough thlS latter f1nd1ng -
could have serious long;terﬁ 1mp11cat10ns foL PVOs-—51nce many of
them engageyln the type of broad-gauged 1ntervent1en belleved by(
DAI to ‘do less well--the ranklng(represonted a more’concrete th;eet
to spec1f1c organ12é£1ons.' | | “

It should be noted flnally, that less threaten1ng§types
of findlngs—-focu51ng on the success’of certale act1v1ty cypes and’
organlzetlopai styles‘ratherrtnan on the‘kerformance of spec1f1c
PVOs-—are more likely to emerge from analystskw1'h a broad range
ofkeﬁperlence Vleh all kinds of development.pro~ects,‘and wlth expeflence
i comnaratlﬁe analyslss‘k*hls type of snalv51s, 1n short, may be |

best done by those vho, because they are out51de the PVQ world are

~somewhat 1nsen51t1ve to tbe qulrks and per501a11t1es of 1nd1v1dual PVOs.

After construction ¢

In this and the following sectiom, 1 would like to emphasize

two oeher areas that need attentlon in PVO eva;uatlons. *ThiS‘seCEion’,

deals w1th 'he Operatlonal phase of construction vro;ects and the
. b . :

fo’lowlng cne wlth 1ncome-earning pr OJects. o
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Most projects imvolving construction or supply of equipment begin
to have difficuiﬁié;’;ﬁzé ghé g;fﬁ¢Cure or the eé&ié;éﬁ;;ié iﬁ éia;é:“
The problems are ﬁrdégfﬁaéii jfﬁbéﬁéllsﬂfﬁéf’falllidza’ﬂiSfépéif;j‘
potable water thatié;ébﬂiéﬁiﬁaéeé,”réCenEiy4ébmpleted'ﬁéte}ﬁ;yéféﬁsktﬁat
fall into disrepairjgtwfﬁef;éméhtime that dew systéﬁé’égé'beiﬁéiéuilt,
latrines chat n&boﬁ?cﬁgé; eiéebf'to impresé'visitiné éighifé%ﬁéé;waads
that are pot maintained, electrified health clinics witﬁbd&vreffigéracors,

and meeting haIlS'ﬁithéﬁE“ﬁeéEiégsil

Despite our familiarity with the problematic nature of the tranmsi-

tion from construction to operatiom, most PVO evaluations do not look

{

into the post-construction.phase, and focus instead on the completion

of construction as the project’s final output--the community built

ek

the road, or put in the latrimes, or sunk the well. The evaluation
of a project in Ethiopia is a typical example: the project succeeded

in constructing rat-proof zrain storage, it is reported, but there

r

is no indication as to how the storage facilities were used, by whom,

and whether they actually turned out to be rat-proof. Similarly.

1From the point of view of the South Korean villagers, the neeting halls
without meetings were.not considered-a failuré. ~Most:-of the méeting halls
built under the project ended up being used for storage or for livingz quarters,
and not for meetings.  -The villagers, however,: looked at rthe physical
existence of their meeting hall as a symbol of modernization, and

thus with great pride, -regardless of whether-the hall -was actually :

used for nmeetings. Should this be considered a failure? Or is community
pride an achievement in :itself? - Here is another case-where -participation -
by the community or community leaders leads tc results that are uct

very compatible with what developament agencies, including PVOs, think

is good for the poor.
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the repotf’notes tbat othernltems successfu11§ oatetialiaed—elatrlne
covers; cupboards for ke°p1ng household uten511s off the ground
and fac111t1es for Iarm—tool constructlon-—but there is mo indication
of whethet‘these items’were used, letkalone of thekimpact of use.
,Construotioo’ptojects seem to be among the«easiest of community
undertakings. The evaluatoriof the,Sooth Koreafprogram‘reported
that communities were always quite good at joint coostructionyefforts,
but not at what should come after. The evaluator of a similar
project in Coioobiajooteé‘thatroonstruotioo alwaysiwent Qell,‘ﬁas:
‘usually}oompletediaﬁead‘of:sohéduie, and tﬁat moré structures were
‘,usuallyHSoilt thanfoiahned for. /Ano:héf‘eGaloatotfof*the'saﬁe
project, and axsiﬁiiaf'oﬁe in Hcﬁduras,'also noted t e easy ac“levement
with constrﬁctioniprojects, particularly when ooﬁpared“toathe’less |
successfui‘inooﬁe—eatnioé ptojects. o if a 5raje55‘aéé£5 its%
construction targets, then, this is less surprlslng than if the ptOJect
succeeds in maklng ‘the trans;t1on to the posu—constrUetlon phase.
If commun1t1es-are frequently good at coostruotion and not%atrw

what comes after, what explains the cases where the transition is

successful? Are there any lessonc to be -earned about the comparat’ve ,

advantages and dlsadvaﬂtages that communities have at varlous tasks--‘
or stages of them*—and what th1s means for prOJect de51gn7 Here S
is anoiher tase, by the way, where the- PVO emphasls on - proﬁess as

opposed to tasx obscures the issue: 1t is dlfflcult ‘to reccec11e
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the emphasis otitcommunity decisionmaking as an eni-in itself with
the finding that wcommimities are good at some things and not at

others..

Some tasks-may suffer less from post-construction problems than
others. 1In some cases, this will be because the type of projéct
itself needs less post-construction attention than othérs--such as
churches or soccer fields.: In -ther projects, community réaction
to post-construction problems may lead to their resolution; an example
is the school without 'a ‘teacher that:leads to commiunity self-taxiag
to supply a teacher, or to successful commurity pressure on the

ministry of educatlon to supply a teacher. Why does the post-constructlon

problem generata thls klnd of 1eact10n and resolutlon in some

schoolbu1101ng pro;ects and not in others In st111 other ptogects,

L

there may be no such bullt-ln mechanlsms for gettlng through the

post—constructlon phase' examples are contamlnation of new warer

b ¥

sources, or lack of use of latr1nes.k In both these examples, tho
community may ;;; berce;ve‘thekpcst;constructlor 1nact1v1t§ as‘a.
problem, | fhls could meeh that e"top—down".*;pekot ;nterventlon
during the‘post—constrﬁctlen #hase 1s ;cte 1nd1cate4 than in the

previous catﬂgory of proJects.
Construct1on. in sum, can afford nore to be taken for grqnted

than trans1t10ns to operat1on. These operating phases of prOJacts

LN

cannot afford to be neglected in turn, since operatlng costs account
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for two thirds of the costs in the social sectors——i.e., nutrition,
education, health and Hater~(Burki\l981:69);' Whenaevaluators look

at projects involving constructiomn, then, they need to keep the following
thoughts in mind: (1) that community conmstruction projects are "easy"

and not in themselves a-sign of completion; (2) thatvpost~construction‘,
problems are the rule rather than therexception;Land'they should

be known zbout beforehand and watched for; and (ﬁ) that successful
transitioas froﬁ‘tonstructiOnftb'operation&deserﬁe'3pecia1 attention,

in crder to understand what brought the transition about.

Income—earﬁlngAprogects

Income~earn1ng DrOJeCtS seem to be as dlfflcult as construction

oro;ects are easy. Though these pro;ects have 1n the past represented

a small share of PVO prOJects, they are now on the 1ncrease because

5

of the chanse in empna51 from ellef to development As
noted above, 'he evaluatlon of communlty development nrOJects 1n
Colombia and Honduras reported that the 1ncome-eatn1ng progects d1d

» L

poorly, in contrast to tHe success of the communlty constructlon
pro;ecte. | A communltykderelopmeht expert inwﬁgﬁpt, and member
of the adv1eot§\board to the local offlce of U S ‘DVO uorklng there,kﬁﬂp
hoted that the d1ff1cu1t1es 1nherent 1n 1ncome~earn1ng ﬁro;ects made '
the1acy, preschooly and b11har21a pro;ects 1ook relatzvely easy..

The evaluatorvef a rrOJecr 1n the Ph111pp1nes questloned

the economic impertance of the 1nc0me—earn1ng pro*ects——f-sh ponds,
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small gardens, pig dispersal; sewing skilis, .  The evaluator .

of a community development project in Jamaica questioned the economic
wisdon of the project's promotion of wicker production, in that the
Kingston craft market .was already "inundated" with straw and wicker
products. . . In Egypt,  -the same PVO had promoted the.initistion

of income—earning activities in brick manufacture, marmalade processing
and fish farms, with the goal of dncreasing local emplcyment opportunities.
At the time of evaluation, however, these projects.were-undergcing

various difficulties and had had little impact on employment.

The income-earning activities of the above examples are a coumon
feature of community development.projects; so is:-the skepticism expressed
oy the evaluators of the last two examples. Why is it, then, that these
activities continue to be standard features of many rurai p;e;ecte.
Perhaps the persistence of‘these activ1£1es is more an e#ﬁre551on of
the routine behav1or of’organlzaf*ons than of the 1qﬁerent value
of the activitiz 5. Of;\perhqps‘the PVO prOJecte are exceptionswto
the rule. Nhatever’the case, it is 1mportant that evaluaeefsvgo
beyond the llstlng ofylncome—earning activ1t1es tha* were proﬁered
and try to aetermlne thelr v1ab111ty and lmpact What d1fference¢
have the act1V1ties madedto their owners, and :5 the commun;ty7 Are

the activities able to sustaln them<e1ves v1thout the PVO s presence°

Where do the participants fall in the income d15tr1but10n7
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Incbme;earnihg”projects, fihally,‘may'beymore difficult than
community works projects because the cbmmﬁnity;*éith the latter project,
has more control over inputs and outputs. fThe'ihcome4eacning project, -
in contrast, may be too dependent on things deterwined outside the
‘commuhity;—prices;fmarkeESinnyﬁtVSupply; tfanspstt; “If this is
the case, then income<earning projects may work 6hly‘vh93 more variables
than usual are withintlocal control, or when project organization
is different than that for works projects. When%iﬂcbme—earning projects '’
do work, then, it is important that evaluators tiy to get a sense
of the ‘¢ircumstances that contributed tb‘the“éuceess;»in“brder‘tc

be able to answer some of the questions posed abcve."

Doing evaluation

My comments on PVO evaluations thus far have focused on certain

issues that I felthwete iﬁportant, or ﬁere'being negiecte&, or were
being m;sunderstood.' Part of the inadequate treatment of these 1sshes )
in PVO evaluations, I be11e§e, rasults from the way evaluaters are
going about their verk and the pr1or1t1es they are plac1ng on verious"
kinds of informatlon and 1nformants. In th1s sectlon, I would 11ke |
to suggestkcertaln‘vays of working in the f1e1d and certain llnes

of quest1on1ng, that may help to y1eld more 1nformat10n on the 1ssues

‘discussed in thls “aper.
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Success and failure. "he evaluator should treat any successes she
Tuns across w1th sense of awe. She should not be content to say
that somethlng worked but should also attempt to exp‘aln why 1t

worked, even 1f the at*empt 1s speculatlon.

R ey e

Most successful pro;ects w1ll be only partly so. The most important

part of the project may be a resounding success, but there may also
be a failure that 1s Just as resoundlng. It 1s very important to

give a d1fferent1ated p1cture of the proJect, rather than an "on

the average" picture of success cr failure. A contrasting of the
T e e g TR e

parts that are‘working yellwto those that_are not villvcontrlhute

to an understanding °£,Vhat made Lhe _success 1n one area, and prevented
its realization in another,i Often, the strengths that g1ve r1se

to success in one area turn into.impedinents in the other,rsovthe’(
failure is a very loglcal outcome of the success—-or ylce versa.’k

The picture of success and fa1lure should also be presented through
time, as well as in t1me. The evaluator should ask many quest1ons
about the hlstory of the progect——the false starts, the changes of

course, the unanticipateu events. houlu ask PVO staff anq commun1CV

part1c1pants what they do dlfferently than they d1d before, and why.
Interviewing for h1story 1n th1s way w111 reveal to the eva uator
what lessons were learned along the vay, whlch are usually bur1ed

in the altered pro;ect Much of what the evaluator v111 learn about

what works and what does not w111 comes from thls retrospect1ve,

in addition to hls perspectlve on how things are worklng currently.
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Evaidators‘shonld“behon.theyaiertﬂrgr‘nnanticipatEdﬁsnccess;‘l
‘Success in days that had not been olanned may be obsc1 ;a by”the
fact that the progect falled in its stated objectlves. An’indigenous
PVO in India,.for example; organized a‘social‘educationkconrse for
dest1tute women (Coombs 1981 27) ; The prlmary emphas1s of the course
was on llteracy; but some craft tralnlng was also ;ncluded The N
literacy part failed ‘Eor4the usual reasons;" but‘the craft tralnlngr
turned out to be verykpopular. It led the PVO to move one step further,h
moreover, and to provzde ass1stance»1n ga1n1ng access to rawkmaterlals,
credit and markets. Moch of uhat there is to 1earn about how projects
work w111 be revealed through a‘search for tnese nnant1c1pated events:

Evaluators should be aware of current prcblems in certain areas¥-k
e.8., faultfhnaintenance;‘iack of coordination betWeen coonerating
entities, lack df‘fﬁﬁ&gﬁfaf operating.costs after:construction; schools
vithout teachers;wheaith‘clinicshoithout'eqndonentj. Simllarly, certa1n
types of successes arewalso more frequent than others—-e g., commun*ty
cooperat1on in the constructlonlof fac111t1es 11ke meet1ng halls,
.,health cl n1cs, feeder roads.v Thekevaluator should attembt to explaln
wvhat 1is happen1ng in the prOJect agalnst thls general background |
of what is predictable and what is a surprise. 1f there is a lack
of coordlnatdon between’governmentvagenc1es, then llttle t1me should

be spent on describlng the problem because it is so famlliar and

there are good reasons for 1t. If coord1nat1on is ach1eved then

Doe L
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a lot of time ‘Should’be’ spent explaining how that happened, since
it is so unusuzl. Similarly, if a road does mnot get maintained,
not much time should be spent deploring it. Inéfééa,réégenfiéﬁ'éhbuld
be paid to the Community reaction to ‘the lack of mainténance, and
what direction it is moving in. Agaii, if a ¢ase of maintenance

is found, comsiderableé attention should be devoted to’explaining

why it happehed.;€5
In trying to explain suctess and fiailure, eValuators should not
stop at explanations relating to the quality of the program leader.
When success is attfibuteéd to the quality ¢f leadership; this tends
to obscure the fact that some projects do well even with médiocre
leadership, or that ‘certain types of projects are more apt to attract
good leaders than otheérs. Thougzn thé evaluator should be attentive
to leadership, theny he should alsc keep in mind the importance of -
setting this leddership in its more general contéxt. This approach -
will yield results that aré more useful for making comparative -
statements about projects.
Success is sometimes facilitated by a certain sequence by which
events or activites took place, ‘rather than by a ceértain constellation
of factors at any one moment in timé. 'Successful community organizations,
for example, ofren Start out their group existence by organizing
around a discrété,3immediété and temporary task--like comstruction
of a road, or resistance t5 eviction.” Evaluators shotuld be alert

for such sequernces.



146

The world of the project. Evaluators should consider the unit of

observation tc be the community or area where theyproject takes place,
and not the PVO.  This mweans that interviews with fVO headquarters
and staff will have to be counterbalanced with intérviews with those
outside the PVOkworld-—coﬁmunity leaders, other préject beneficiaries,
those who do not pafti;ipate, and others like bank%, government ageacies,
universities and the researchers who work in thét ﬁafticular area
or on that particular set of problems. .These non—éVO interactions
are crucial to an understanding of how the'project{fits in its environment.
Gaining a sense of who -the non-beneficiaries are wi11~be part of
_ this understanding of the;impacﬁ of the project and the distribution .
of its benefits. Contacts with other institutions%areliﬁportant
for learning how well the project is doing compare& to other efforts
of this nature, and where the project strategy;fitg in the evolution
of attempts to deal with this problem, both genefaliy and in this.
particular area. In order to force the context ofkihe evaluation
kout of the PVO world and intto the project world, it may be necessary
to hiye evaluators or consultants to evaluators who%e.links to the -
context are»s:ronger':han their links to the PVO—fagthropologists
who have experience in the area, .local persons who‘ﬁave lived there.

It is importantifor evaluators to not :only iecord what the prcject -

has done, but also to go and look at these activities.. If the project

has promoted kitchen gardens, for example, then the evaluator should
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spend time looking at - them with the woiten -who'.control them—-listening
to an explanation of :the wviarious plantsy trying to find out-what -
impact the garden has made:on family income :and nutrition. -.If the
project has built:a hedlth-cilinic, then-the evaluator should hang .
around there for a .substantial amount -of time; wstching -to.see how
people are attended, what nroblems arise arnd how they are resolved.--.
If the project has built rat-prvof :storage, tha-evaluator -shoulli .
be seeing it with the persons who have the storage.. - Whatevex the - -
activity, the evaluator cannot rely on-written or staff reports to -
verify that certain‘things -have happened and have had certain impacts.
Much can be learned about the way a*project~hasfworkedvsimp1yﬂby~
asking questions at ;the site of ;he;strycture:orlactivjty fo}1which
the project is responsible. .-

Evaluators should not-rely-completely . on.the project input and-
output data as a proxy -for what the.project has accomplished. -Data
on training classes.given  number of persons .attending, equipment. .
in place, etc., cannot substitute.for an-assessment-of whether the
classes have made a difference in the lives of people.in :the commnity,
and of what impact the equipment-is having. . .Though such causal relationships
may be difficult to.get at without doing formal :survey work,: much
can be learned by tracking dowh:-a handful of people who have participated
in the courses and spending time with them—-as well as with a-handful

of those who have not participated. ,-Precisely because it is not 7.
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easy tofeStablish*the:impaét‘of training,  these pérticular fedtures
_of developmentWProjeCts seem to ‘get away'withfa fot,léss scrutiny
than otherrprojects--likérbridges, for example;'W£ich:will‘fall down
if they are*notibniltltightJﬂ‘Certain tyﬁes<of‘tfaining courses, -
therefore,«have~become‘éiaﬁdard features. of ¢ :rtain kinds of projects,
and in many cases may be useless or even ihabéfop}ia;e: . ‘Evaluators
should be attentive'tthhis problem"and'shOQld,’if possible, sit
in on some of the courses. k
For many projects, it is quite’difficult,tq'assess impact. Health .
and educatioa,are~éxamp1es.;iYe:‘in'the‘casé of some, like héalth,
it is generally accépted’that a prnjectfthat~pr0videé a service well
is, by definition, a good thing. Evialuators éan‘¥61y”on the large
amount of field research in this area to gain an idea'of what is
currently considered the Best;VQY‘to«pYOCeéd‘aflstﬁplyihg the service.
The problems of suprYiﬁthealth‘sérVices“to the ibdr'sénsitively;
effectively and economically are o great that whéﬁ 4 project ac¢cémplishes
this, one does not haveﬁto:worry too much aboﬁt“egtablishiﬁg a sophisticated
proof of causal impact-—as long as one knows, from the literature -
and other experiences in the field, what kinds of ?'acti(:f!é; tend to
have the right impacts. 'Thus in an areéfmike:heaith,fvheré there .
is a‘étrong“conséhsas that ‘the ‘poor viilrbenefii7ﬁcté”fr0m this kind
of project than' from many ‘others (aside from the faétvthatﬁthey themselves

give it high priority); the evaluator ¢an comncentrate on assessing



the extent to which project services reach the target population.

Impressionistic ‘datd on the feldfionéﬁipwbécﬁéeﬁdfhéAnew health service

and the incidence of disease will always be?ﬁéfﬁfh1; 5ht'tﬁé evaivator

need not feel that “rothing can bé done” because of the ‘impossibility

of quantitatively assessing‘impa;tiW:(PétabLg)ygtg;Jis/; ;;pilar

case where:the‘eﬁéiuaibrv&ill‘usuéli§;nbt‘bé‘éﬁleﬁt5;é§sés§wihe impact

of a particulaf"wate%i%roﬁééf”oﬁmthé‘iﬁéidéﬁcév6f‘H&ééé%eEJBUt{Ehe

can make an imporiant eontribution’ by ‘finding out about the percent

of the populaticn covered; the' quality 'of the water ard, that greatest

of problems, the mainterance of the water site and its equipment.

Adequate coverage of these areas will %ffenﬁéiyét;hé7iﬁf6rﬁétiéh necessary

to speculate intelligeptly aqut impactj)v e
Finally, ifkis very important for the evaluatof to talk to ex-

ciients of a prOjééElf‘Thé7e§4éiiéﬁté'wiiljfééiyioYéféﬁ'1igéfcy to

talk openly abouthche ?rqjeg;\and igs‘role ;g thgiF }iY§§;;;he greater

lapse of time since their participation in the project, moreover,

will make it p?Ssiblé:€6 géini§“}6ﬁgef%£e;ﬁkperébéét%§él¢nxfﬁe:ﬁéture

and the permanence of the project's impact. Just'as eéx-clients are

Pl wgn ) oun o v e R i R o < (g"vr"“f\ff" [ER
impertant to -interview, so -are ex-PVO memBers and‘ex-communiﬁy managers

R N
of projects. R L S



Conclusion .

The
into one of
)

€]

(3

150

questions for evaluation raised throughout this paper fall

three categories: .

how

is decisionmaking being made, and what gioups are

being excluded, if any;

who

.the

i -

is benefiting frcm project activities, and where do

beneficiaries fall in the income distribution; and

what is the proiect doing that works well, and what is not.

in oring these questions,. e evaluator should be attentive -
expl g th q 't th lua

to three additional dimensiomns, which cut across the topics stated above.

Briefly, they are:

(1) the nature of tasks and activities 1p terms of their
compatiblllty with

@

3)

(a)

()

()

the

certain dec151onma&1ng ptocesses (part1c1patorv or
arbitrary);

Certain:benefit‘distributions_(équitable vs. skewed);
and

certain degrees of contrel (decentralized, centralized,

specialist, non-specialist);

relationship of what the PVO is doinc to the state

of the art in that particular sector, and in that particular

(a)

(b)

the
and
PVO

country, and .

whether the project is inncvative (doing. “things -, -
dlfferentlv and with better results than they are usuallv
done) ; or -

whether it is using a standard abproach to extend
services to a new client group;

i
nature of the relation between PVO and government,
how it explains the success or failure of what the
is doing: whether there is
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a division of labor, in which case the comparative

Wadvantage‘of each entity should be‘described;

()

" (¢5

btokerage, where thé PVO 1nternedlates between the
poor and the government“

competition or substitution, where the PVO is

‘duplicating what the government 1s d01ng or even

“;fgettlng in its way ;

(d)

(e)’

replication, where thé‘goﬁéfhméﬂfzié‘Ieérning‘frbm: \
the PVO experience and copying or adoptirg PVO programs
as its own; or

no relationship at all.



Appendix A

Suggestions to Evzluators

The following set of suggestions for evaluators is meant to
help them get at the :issues raised in this paper.' . Many of them are
obvious, but have been included because the evaluations done so far
have usually not yet yielded this kind 6f information. Some of the
suggestions are repeated from the text cf the paver; others follcw
directly from arguments in the text. The questions are divided into
five categories, even though many do not fit neatly in ‘one category
or another; some of the questions in certain categories are elaborations
of questions raised in previous categories. .

Participation, benefit distribution, innovation, cost

1. Locate the participants and the beneficiaries of

the PVO activity in the income distribution of the community,
approximately by thirds. Elaborate on how the benefits and results
. of the PVO activity are distributed among dwellers in the area.
(Further questions elaborated below.)

2. Learn the history of community decisions and acts that toock
place up to and during the PVO activity. Find out to what extent
existing community groups were included in project decisionmaking,
and to what extent the pocrest groups participated--the landless,
women, ethnic or social outcast groups, temporary (vs. permanent)
woriers, land tenants (vs. owners), small (vs. large) owmers, etc.
(Further questions below.)

3. Did indigenous organizations exist prior to the project?
Among tke poorest too? Kow were they included in project decisionmaking?
1f not, why?

4. Find out what innovations or experimentation have resulted
from the PVO's presence. What have been the changes in course, if any,
and what were the results of these changes?

5. Estimate the cost of the activity, separating out person-hours
and their costs from other contributions; use this information to make
estimates of cost per beneficiary, per-input, or per-ouiput; compare
these estimates to thoses for public-sector projects of a similar nature.

6. If decisionmsking is not particularly participatory, are ihere
ways of making it more so? Does project history show that decision-
making is more participatory now than it was orlglnallv’ How was this
accomplished?



7. Are there certain prOJect tasks or activities that are not
as suited to part1c1patory dec1s1onmak1ng as others?  That is, does
participation’ result in less effective project outcomes in some”
cases? What are the tasks that seem better su1ted7 less well su1ted’
Why? : : i

8. When decisionmaking is in the hands of local elites and

therefcre non-representative; do the ‘ex¢luded groups nevertheless
benefit? In 'situations of elite Téntrol are there some activities

where excluded groups benefit regzrdless of elite’control, and other
activities for which elite control results in mainly elite beneficiariess?

9. Do some activities seem mcre appropriable by elites than
others--e.g. fertilizer supply vs. health-clinic services?

10. Does the project exclude elités from decisionmaking or benefits
in any way? If so, how were they byvassed? Some examples are activities
in which the elites have no interest, low~status activities," class—based
organizations from which elires are naturally excluded~-11ke women's
organizations, tenants unlons, ;abor unlons, etc. :

11. What aspects of the' project, if any, Seem to be reach1ng the
poorest stratum of the population? Why are these activities, as distinct
from the others, able to reach the poorest7 What is the nature of the
relation between the PVO and the poorest in these ‘particular activities—-
part-c1patory enllghtened" top-down7 o ' c ’

12. By reading’ cbuptry—speclflc ‘studiés on income distribution,
and by talking with local people, find out how to identify the poorest
groups——e.g., lowest caste.'casual laborers, women’, etc. Seek them or
their representatlves out to ascertaln how they are belng affected by
the project. o

13. Watch for examples of, or opportunities for, ‘targeting on the
poor by type of art1v1ty——e.g., low-status activities and goods,
absence of elite interest 1n part1c1pat1on in the activity, class-
based organlzat1ons,‘etc. “Are these opportun1t1es belng exp101ted

and if not, how might they be?

14. To gauge‘the‘degreé‘of representativeness of local participation
in the project, find out about the history of some important issues and
how they were resolved. One evaluation, for example, chronicles the
history of some suggestions made by a group of coop members to its
board, ard how and why those suggestions were overriden.
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15. With respect to project activities involving women, determine

to what extent they augment women's incowe-earning capacities and

other forms of power, and .to what extent they reinforce women's ..
traditional role as homemaker. . If the latter is the case, make suggest¢ons
2s to what changes in project design would be appropriate.

16. Where there is a community contribution to projects, ascertain
its distributional burden. For example, voluntary labor might fall
disproportionately on the poor while ceniributions in cash or kind
might fall disproportionately on the rich.

Impact

17. Give some idea of the importance of the project in the region
or country--percent of the population affected, percent of project B
expenditures in relation to total government expenditures in the sector,
percent cf the goods provided in the country or by the public sector
(e.g., health clinics, fertilizers, seeds, credit, schools, standpipes,
trained spacialists, etc.). To save time, use the national cr regional-
level figures for comparison that can usually be found together in
national five-year plans, annual economic reports, or economic surveys
carried out by the World Bank. ~ ,

18. ‘Much of the impact of these projects will be discovered through
institutional history rather than data. This requires being alert to
the history of the project in the community and the area--what was
accomplished, what chain reactions were set off (in prices, in private- .
sector behavior, im town politics, im public sector responses). . It -

is not necessary to catalogue what has happened in all these areas; .
rather, in asking questions and listening to histories, one should be =
sensitive tc the possibilities of finding impact /in one of these ways.
Don't ask people what the impact was; ask, rather, “whar happened"

and then ask, 'what happened next?" i

19. If benefits have gone ma1n1y to elites, try to determine
which category the case belongs to: (1) the poor jare also benefited, - .
through a trickie~down or spread effect (describe this indirest
mechanism); (2) the poor are harmed (as in the case of subsidies for
large livestock, resulting in the eviction of cropping tenants); and

(3) the poor are not affected one way or another.
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Training and extemsiom .

Many projects involve teaching people new ways of doing
things--nutrition education, agricultural extension, vocational.
training, etc. A series of questions should be asked about these
teaching projects.

20. Are the "new ways" appropriate, in light of the current
literature on or experience‘with thiswsector? ;

21. “What was the extent ‘of adoptlon or the new ways among those .
who recelved ass1s’ance or tra1n1ng7 , ,

22. What was the alfference between adopters and non—adopters,‘or"
participants and non-participants, in terms of income, occupat1on,
sex, and landholding statis?

23. What was the extent of adoptlon among non-part1c1pants, through
the demonstration effect’ This question relates closel y to 1mpact,
since training ‘can have a considerably 1arger impact if the non-
part1c1pants copy what,*he part1c1pants are doing-~i. €., lf .there .are
"spread" efFecLs. T S U TP I O

24, If there'was> spread" from adooters to non—adopters, or
participants to non—part1c1pants,,f1nd out khat the mechanlsm of the
spread was.

25. Is there a natural karrler to’ spread such as requlrements
like capital, location along ‘a.good road, landovnershlp (vs. land -
tenmancy or landlessmess), privileged access to inputs or credit?

26. Are certaln aspects of tra1n1ng or exten51on more apt to be
picked up by non—part1c1pants than others? E. g., seeds that one can
grow on one's own and then pass along to ne1ghbors-—in contrast to.
hybrid seeds that nave to be bought each year, or other agricultural
ionovations that requ1re close’ superv1s;on by extensionlsts or capltal‘
and other inmputs not accessible to many. Gy

27. When people adopt the new ways, what is the result for their

lives and their incomes? Sophlstlcated data are not necessary, ask A
the people what difference the uew practlce made 1n the1r lives don t
ask only the project staff. : '

28. Of those participants who did not adopt the new ways, find out
why. Were the1r income constralnts° Irrelevance to ‘their . lives or
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productica activ.ties? Inappropriatemess of the recommendations?
Try to avoid traditional explanations of non-zdoption that point .

to 1gnorance or "lack of Lnderstandlng on the part of the
part1c1pant. ‘ ‘

The public sector

Adoption and amplification by the public sector of PVO ideas,
approaches, and programs is an area of large potential impact of PVO
projects. The interactions of public-sector entities with PVO activities—
and the reflections of public-sector managers and tectmicians abont
these activ1ties——are therefore a very important area of observation. :
Public~-sector response is also important for determining whether the
PVO is playing an imnovative or “precursor ‘role. R , o

29. What has the public sector been doiag in| thlS particular
,actlvity or ‘sector, if anythzng’ How does the PVD activity differ :
from vhat the publlc sector is doing? Try to explain the difference.

30.  Thinking about the PVO—government relationship can be organized .
into one or more of the following categories: (1) complementarity,

{2) £illing unoccupied territory, (3) replication or diffusion,-

(4) governmerit takeover, ’5) competition or substitution, and

(6) brokerage. Place the project in the relevant category, and try

to elatorate on the relatiorcship and its effect on the project, its
relevance to project goals (e.g., projects designed to provide .
technical assistance or new inputs may instead be providing brokerage
between (he poor and‘government institutions). Lo

31. If the project -involves interdependence with a public-sector
entity, find ocut in what ways the cooperation is working well, and in
what areas badly. Suggest an explanation for the variationm in the
experience. Be sure to get at least as mmch informatiom on the
question from public-sector persons as from the PVO. Does it seem o
that certain activities are wmore conduc1ve to succeSCful cooperation -
than others? Uhy’

32. In the' cases of interdependence, 1s there a division of labor .
between PVO and governnent that works part cularly well’k Does the .

PVO seem to have a particular comparative cdvantage in ome arza ard

the government in another? , \

33. "In the ¢ases of public-secror interactions, pay attention to
the commitmént of the public-sector entity to serving and working with
‘this particular client group. Is it high or low? Pay particular
attention to field staff, and their interactions with the client group.
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34. Interviews with relevant public-sector managers -and -technicians
are also important - even when the project has little relation-to the
public sector: ' Find out whether these persons:have found the PVO to
be doing something interesting, to be a problem, to be relevant, etc.

35. interptet PVO complaints about QOVeanentS with care, and learn
both 51des of " the story. Yy - T .

R :

q6. Try to dlstlngulsh between what ‘is ghod for the PVO organlzatlon,
and what is good for project impact. If a'PVO project is successful,

the government may want to copy it; if the PVO is so successful that

it is becoming tob important in-a particular sector, the government may
feel that-this is'poélitically undesirable. -Governments, that. is, may.
sometimes make things difficult for PVOs, or crowd them out,. because
P70s have been so successful that the govermment wants to take over.

From an impact- point of view, many such cases may be characterized as:
successes, -even though they may represent problems or. fallure from the
PVO's point of view. C -

37. ;vIn cases where;there are successful -transitions -from PVOs to
governments, ‘try- ‘to-understand what made the PVO _able .to manage the
transition. Has the-government tried ‘tc -take advantage of -the PVO
experience, or has it instead discredited it. Why7

38. At a more- general level be alert tc *He effect of natlonal
economic policies-and:political .environments on the PVO project.. Do
certain economit¢ policies overwhelm the-effects-of the . political
env1ronment—~for good or for bad—-or vice versa? .. .o o -

Ch e ¢ .

Sucress and fallure, acHLevements an"l Eroblems-*

39. The evaluator ;hould treac any succeSses w1“h a sense of awe.
Do not be content to say that something worked well, but venture an
explanation as-to why it worked. ' Explain what-is happening .in the
project against-a- backgrou d of what- is. predlctable and what is a
surprlse. e Sel vy e . e e

40. Be -alert to the possibility - that certain project components

or tasks may work well consistently across different -project -sites and
countries while certain others consistently do poor*y. Try to explain
the reasons for- the pattern Hq’e,,~1~ e e ; e

41, Approach tb° pattern of prcblems and achlevements through
time, in addition to gaining-an understanding -of the current moment
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“in  time. ' Ask’'questions about the history of the project--false starts,
changes of course, unanticipated events. Ask PVO staff and commmity
participants what they do’ d1fferent1y now than they d1d before, and
way. : , : o :

“42.° - Don't hold organizations to their stated objectives, especially
if they seem to be doing well in other areas. ' First look open-endedly
at what the organization has accomplished, regardless of its objectives;
then compare thé reality and the obJectlves. Does “the reality shed

any llght on the obgect1ves’ - ; ‘ﬁ - IR

43. Be on the alert for unant1c1pated success. Such achlevements
may be obscured: by the fact that the pro;ect fa’Ted 1n 1ts stated o
obJectlves.' ; v : : Len

44, 7 iqn trying to explain succéss-and failure, try to go beyond -
explanations having to do with the quality of the progran leader.

Some types of projects are more apt to attract good leaders than others;
some types of projects do well even with medioé¢re leadership. Think
-about whether -the project type itself has contributed to program out=-
comes, in other-words, and explaisi what it is about ‘this’ prOJect type
or task that makes it more amenable to success {or- ‘allure)- ‘

45, Related to the above suggestlon is the fact that certain
problems experienced by projects are recurrent 'and therefore not’ a
surprise--e.g., faulty maintehance, lack of coordination between - -
agencies, lack of funds for operatitg costs,; sé¢hools without teachers,
health clinics without doctors. Be aware of what ‘these recurrent ' :.: -
problems are in the type of project uncer observation. 1if the problems
are occurring, spend relatively little time inlexploring and explaining
why they occur--since they are to be expected.! Instead, look for casés
where the expected problems are not occurr1ng,‘and then try to expla1n
why they d1d not appear.ff R : ©o L ‘

46. " The- dlscu551on ‘of: problems or problem ﬁrogects should be set

in a broader context -of why ‘this particular problem might or might not
be characteristic of this particular type of project or project setting.
Attention should be focused, in other words, not only om what the PVO
did that went wrong, ofr on what went wrong in the c1rcumstances
surroundlng this” part1cu1ar prOJect , o

47. When looklng at progects 1nvclv1ng construction, keep 4in mlnd

the following: (a) post-construction problems are che rule rather than

the exception, and they 'shoéuld be-known -about teforehand and watched -
for; and (b) successful transitions -from construction to operation déserve
special attention, and an attempt should be made to understand what
brought the transition about.
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43. A companion to the above cuggestion-is that certain types

of cuccesses are more frequent than others——e. g., community cooperation
in the constructjon.of fzacilities. . Achievements in these latter areas
come as less of a surprls , and therefore require less elabtoration .
than achievements .in .areas where -success is less commoTi. . . i

49. Successes are sometimes facilitated by the sequemnce by which
certain events .or activities .take place, rather than bty .a certain.
corscellation of factors.at any omne time. Be aware of these. sequences
of project development through .time, and think about whetber they are .
associated with achievements or problemsz. L :

50. Be alert to the possibility that some achievements are made

by project organizations that look dlsordnrly or in other ways deficient.
as organizations. .Don't -let the disorderliness of thn organ;zatlon ‘
obscure its ach1evements., Be alert to the possibility, moreover, that
certain achlevements will. have ‘been made because of the discrderliness
of the organlzatlon, and not despite it. " Judge the PVO not only on its
completeness as an organization, in other words, but by the quality of .
its project. The prcject may. be good though the orgﬂnlzatlon looks
bad. Try to explaln this.... . . vl e e

Fieldwork style éhdiceheiteugéeétions |

51. Consider the unit of observation to be the community or the
area where the project«takes;place, and. not the PVO. fa
52. Do not rely heavi;y on. prOJect 1nput and oatpu data as then -
ma2in source for what the project has accomplished.  1f .the project. ‘has .
carried out a serles .of training courses,. for example,~attend the courses,
talk tc the part1c1pants, 8o to their homes. . If the project has promoted
kitchen gardens, go and look at the gardens and talk to their owmers.

53. Make an assessment oE »he competence of prOJect staff in~terms'of
their training, experience, language ab111ty, ‘and commitment. : :

54. Pay JUSt ‘as much attentlon to Junlor and f1eld staff as . to managers.
Junior field staff of projects are often neglected it 1nterv1ew1ng. Yet they

often have more contact with and understanding of beneficiaries .than persoas in
managerial positions. .They also will often have .good ideas ‘about how the .

project might be meroved,.what the source of its problems are, and the

nature of the prOJecc s impact on households .and .on the region. . Their ideas .

and perceptions are often unexpressed bscause of hierarchical patterns and deference

#8




to authority in office meetings. Try to talk with these persons,

therefore, away from the office. The best opportunity for this is

to take jeep trips with these petsons to visit faraway beneficiariss

or project sites. ‘Much can also be learnmed about project staff and their
style with beneficiaries by doing some interviewing of beneficiaries

with prOJect staff accompanylng or part1c1pat1ng.

55. Ask pro;ect managers and staff what 1nFormat1ou they would’ ,
find useful from an ‘@valuation. What are the questions, perplex1t1es,:
and contradictions they face that make 1t dlfflcult for them to proceed
as they would like?

56. Be caretul not to accept the assumptions behind project de51gn
as truths--e.g., that vocational training per se accomn11shes its
purpose of increased opportunities for employment © Similarly, do not
accept achievement of project outputs as prima facie evidence of achzevementc
of project obJectlves—-e g. number of participants trained shotld not be"
accepted as a proxy for achievement of the employment objective. Do’ ‘
aot assume that agr1cu1tural extension automatlcally leads to increased o
production and therefcre is good in itself; do not assume that nutrition
training automatically leads to chznged habits; do not assume, when

habits do change, that the changed tabit automatlcally leads to better-
nourished and more healthy families; dc¢ not assume that vocationai .
{raining automatically leads to employment. Do not use proiect ocutputs,
in sum, as a proxy for indicating the achievement of prbjectﬂobjectives.

57. Much of what is to be learned about the project will come from
‘interviews and not documents-—in the communlty, and not in the project
office. Since interviews take so much time,- evenlng hours shouid be
taken advan-ege ‘'of . They represent an opportunity for learning about

the project by "hanging around™ in the communities where the prciect

takes place, eating and drinking with local people or local staff.

58. Interviews with community members who participate or benefit

from a project are just as important as interviews with project staff.

Similarly, interviews with commnity members who do not participate or

benefit from the prOJect are equally 1mport°nt as those wlth parcicipants

or benef1c1ar1es.'

53. “in aSSes31ng progect ‘outputs ‘and achievements, pay ‘less attention

to what pecple and organlzatlons say they intend ;o do than to what has '

. actually hapvened ‘Information about intentions is not helpful for
Judging an organlzatlon because the 1nten*1ons may or may not come true.

60. Make a special effort to talk te ex—cllents or ex-participants
of a project. They will have a longer experience, a more reflective
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view, and a different perspective. Ex-staff members or managers,
moreover, will often feel free to talk more openly, and will have had
more time and distance to be reflective about thEIT experience.

61. Do not 51ve up ‘on asse551ng 1mpact because there is not enough
time to do an sdequate quantitative assessment, or because the time
and the data do not.allow estzalishing causality between thé iproject
and what has happened. .As.a proxy, .ask beneficiaries and commumnity
members how their -lives are different as a result of the project.
This will give -some 1nd1cators of impact,. or at least -of- clues to ..
pursue. PR RS ST LT U DS PR e e fed :
62. Be sure to know the state of the art in the sector you are
evaliuvating. Use .this knowledge to tomment on the extent to which the
project is <nnovative, is following the latest wisdon .on.the subject,
or is using approaches that the current. wlsdom has proven to be-.
inappropriate. : S
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: - Suggestions to ‘the | :
Office of Prlvate and Volunta;y uooperatlon (PVC)

1. a1 wou1d suggest a fleld evaluatlon of a’ group of projects

for whlch ‘the PVO is no lonzer operatlng——eltber in that particular-

commmity, or ia that particular country. Ideally, the PVO should have
left the commmity at least ona or two years béfore ‘évaluation. ' This o
type of evaluation is essential to determining the imact of PVOs on =
the building of local 1nst1tuu10ns.

2. One way ‘of dec1d1ng how to divide’ progect—~or PVO—spec1f1c"
from issue-oriented evaluations is to determine vhich ‘questions are
tough for amyome but 'a specialist to get at, or which questions will
yield data that are not good enocugh for comparative purposes unless
collected and analyzed by a2 specialist. One obvious example is

the question of cost, and how PVOs compare in cost 'to large-donor
activities in similar areas. For researching this task, it is essestial
to contract a highly trained econcmist who already has donme work in

this area, and who has access to public—-sector data om these types of
costs. This kind of person might not be able to handle adequately

other kinds of evaluation questicns posed above, so that is cne criterion
for doing the cost question as issue-oriented. Such a contractor should
finish the task with a simple set of questions about cost that can be
asked by non-specialist evaluators in future project evaluaticns. 1In
this way, comparable data will be coming in subsequent to the cost
evaluation. Alternatively, thke original ccst study in itself might
provide sufficient information on PVO costs relatlve to costs of
‘public-sector entities.

3. PVC should take advantage of the large investment made by the
World Bank in computing the costs of project implementation and project
development, as well as in other areas, such as the costs of administering
small-business-enterprise programs. Consultants should check with Bank
staff about their methodology, so that their own findings car be compared
to a ready-made set of pc.evious findings about other such programs

(e.g., if the PVO cost is a certain percentage of total loan value in

a credit program, how does this compare to experience with other
entities?)  PVC resources will not permit that the evaluator ask the

- full range of questions and do the comprehensive analysis that the

World Bank can do. But comparability for a handful of important

figures and per centages would be extremely useful, involving little

extra effort on PVC's part. Indeed, the Bank might 'be interested in
broadening its own findings by including the PVC f1nd1ngs in its own
comparative analysis.
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4. PVC should embark ou a few sector evaluatlons——perhaps health
and feedlng/nufr1t10n educatlon, for reasons discussed momertarily.

In the sector evaludtions, the questions raised in my paper can be /
explored and "testod " 50 that one can get not only prOJect—spec flt
answers to the questlons (e.5., this project was more participatory
than that), but so as to get a baseline of answers to the questions w1th
respect to a particular sector. This baseéline of impressions about the
sector can then serve as backdrop for subsequent project evaluatlons-—
outside the sector as well as k1th1n.

I suggest health and feedzng/nutrltlon for the fOllOWlng
reasons (there may be other areas that also £fit th°se crlterla)

a) Many‘PVOS work,in these areas. - e

b) Many PVOs in these areas ‘are spec1a112ed 1n thlS one ]
particular sector and ‘have not d1ver51f1ed (yet) into other sectors,
like agr1cultur¢, resu1t1ng in multl—component progects that make
evaluation more comp11cated.7:;'

Pr—— R

c)’ Many ‘of the PVOS 1n these sedtors have evolved out of ;
the relief mode} there would therefore be much to be learned from the
long experience in one area, and there would be a matural framework
for eliciting such informat1on—*1 e., how does your relief _experience
bear on what you are d01ng now? what do you do now d1fferent]y than
you did (or do) unde; the rellef orrentataon, and why?

d) ‘Theré is a large literature about’ ‘thesd areas “and about
prcjects of ‘this nature, and therefore plenty of state—of the-art -
information. Projects can therefore be Judged 1n terms ‘of the state of
the art more ea511y than 1r an area where there 1s less . 11terature.

e)’ These areas, I would suspect, ‘are those 1n whlch PVOs have
been more s1gnlf1cant ia terms of their share of such services in host
countries, or 1n rerms oF total AID monles channeled through PVOs.

£f) ‘Since health (and nutr1t1on°) are Ehe areas where uorklng
relationships with governments seem to be most comzon, it is in these
areas where’ potentlal for spread effects through government ampllflcatlon
is 1mportant. } I B e
5. Frequent PVC monitoring actions and demands may not be consistent
with why AID uses PVOs ° in the firSt place. A system of monitoring and
evaluation should: be cor31stent with AID's reasons for channelxng money
through PVOs—-i. e., because they are sa1d to be gooa at belng left on
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their own and getting things dome.  This could 7ean a low fregquency of .
monitoring interventions and demands, for example, comb1ned wlth ,
comprahensive ‘evaluation before a decision to fund a project is made,;~
after the project is over and mldway through. Current PVO evaluations,
however, do mot have the depth and breadth that would be necessary to
move to a lower-frequency monitoring system. The kind of monitoring
now being carried out or proposed, moreover, does not allow sufficient
time or expertise for the monitor to detect some of the more important
problems that the projects may be experiencing. (Cases of misuse of
funds, for example, could probably not be detected in the short f1e1d
‘visits now being carried cut by project officers.) Ome might want to
define a‘:limited set of questions that can be e3511y or superflciallywe3
dealt with, and limit monitoring to that.

6. The office should look it evaluation as an iterative process,
with each evaluation providing a better idea of which project, or set

cf projects, shoald be evaluated next. Each evaluation, therefore,
should be looked at as producing learnlng not only about the evaluated .
project, but about how to pian and do evaluation. The office, therefore,
should worry less about mapping out everything in advance and more about
how to learn from .the evaluation process as each evaluation comes off

the line, and how to feed that learning into the design of the next one.

7. ' An iterative approach to thinking about evaluatioms. is comeendable
because of the dangers always inherent when evaluation is institutionalized.
It is very difficult to keep systems of evaluation from becomlng treated

as ritual. They come to serve the function of showing more that the
sponsor1ng agency is a legitimate organization——with a respectable

system, budget and staff for evaluation—than of providing new, interesting
and useful information on what projects are doing.. (A good description .

of this legitimation and ritualistic process can be found in Meyer &

Bowan [1977].) Many of the project evaluation summaries (PES) routinely
required of AID missions are an example of the systematization problem,
though ' there are some important exceptions.  One wants to devise a system
of evaluation, of ‘course, so that the process of evaluation will run on.

its own. But the very systematization, and the freeing from concern

that it prov1des, leads to a decline in the walue of vhat evaluations
yield.  Though some degree of systemat1zat10n,9111 be necessary .of .

course, it is important to be aware of the dangers inherent in the process,
and to appreciate the value of a more erratic, iterative, and random
approach to evaluation. (Concrete suggestions can be found in p01nts 15-20.)
8.. PWC's concern with PVOs seems to have been focused too much on .
building "good" organizations according to the ideal model, rather than .
doing good projects. .The cne does not automatically lead to the other.-
PVC and the PVO evaluators often seem to have in mind the model of an
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ideal and complete organization against which they measure,.or make
demands on, the.PVO. rBut:evaluations should give at least-equal

weight to judging .a PVO by the project it produces: if the project was
good, then the FVO was- d01ng somethlng rignt, even though the . organ1zat10n
may iook sloppy.a g, e A R R P s

The YMCA evaluatlon is-a good 111ustrat10n of _thesewpointSa,r
The evaluator says:that .the.organization shows strength and vitality
that is rooted. in local -autonomy and popular volunteerism;-but,.he -
continues, there dis.a weak.and constrained hierarchy largely dependent
on local units for support, and attitude variations of local YMCA's
from country fo country are sometimes-extreme, particularly with respect
to the develcpment process.. . These factors; the evaluitor concluces,. :
increase the difficulties of momitoring coherent dévelopment activities,
and should be offset with more qualified “development-personnel and moré:-
clearly defined general policies. I disagree with this analysis, for the
reasons stated above, -and ‘becauseé¢ -there :is probably a good ‘argument to
be made that .the success of -the -organization at local levels may be
consistent with its weakness in the other “areas pointed out by .the
evaluator. If the recommendations are adopted, -in other words, ‘one
perhaps runs a risk of 1051ng the strengths the organlzatlcn now shows.
The YMCA evaluation is not unlque. I 60 not mean To S1ng1e it
out, but cite it because it is a typical example of the sporoach that
I think needs modifying. Organizations are normally 'quite’ messy,: -
chaotic and incomplete entities-—even ‘the 'good omnes. -1 am concerned
that the evaluators and the instructions -to them assume that it is
alwayvs to the good to £ill in the "missing" parts of am organization.
In so dciag, one may not oaly compromise and endiager what the organization
is good at, but one-also misses understanding and appretiating what has-
beeu accomplished. . Hence the importance of instructing evaluators to
focus on judging the organization by idits feats, rather than by an assumed
model of what the ideal organization should look like-or, as stated:
elsewhere, by what: the organization said it.was going to doj or by its
goal-setting process or the consistency of it. All of these things are
less important than the ab111ty to accomp11sh somethlng in the field.

9. Another aspect of the 1ssue dlscussed above 1s that there is
too mich emphasis in scopes of -work-on what the srganization ‘s geals -
and objectives . arey; and how performance-matches ‘up.r Evaluators"
should instead be directed to look at what actually happened.

This is the more important and the more difficult thing to a:icertain.
Evaluators should ultimately make comparisons of goals to periurmance,
but the emphasis on what happened should be much greater than that of
ascertaining goals and measurlng performance agalnst them.



B-5

10. One way of getting around: ‘the problem of evaluations that ;
focus too much on the organization as an end in itself is to ‘drav less’
evaluators from the field of public or business administration, whose
unit of "analysis is the organization.” Anthropoiogists, sociologists, -
political scientists and economists tend to have more of a view of the
organization as only a part of a larger enviromment. Clearly, the

best public-administration specizlists ¢an 2asily transcend their:
organization-spec¢ific focus. Similarly, many sdcial scientists w1117
end uvp doing orgauization-~centered zvaluacion, partly because it is-
easier than brlnglng in the rest of the’ world to’ the ana1y51s.

1. ~The office shou1d ‘rely less on PVO and PVO related persons to
do evaluations, mainly because they atre not trained or experienced

in dealing with the aﬂalytlc questions dlscﬁssed 1n thls text. 'They also’
tend to see the envxronment as PVO—centered ' : S

12. . PVC evaluatrrs need to bevwellkinformedioﬁ’thefstate*of’the art’

in the relevant sector, and to reflect that knowledge in the report.

Aside from explicit directions -of thls natLre ia the scope, this can o

be achieved in 'he follow1ng ways ek :
3) Contract with evaluators who are known to have an understanding

of the state cf the art, or ability to:acquire it quickly.

b) - Supply evaluators with, and make sure they read, the relevant
state—of-the-art papers.  The World Bank, as well -as AID, has undertaken
various research projects on-the problems that PVO evaluators will ‘deal
with—measuring social impacts, small-business enterprise, effects of ,
food supplementc on child health, income distribution studies in various -
countries, etc.  PVC should subscribe to Bank Staff ‘Working Papers, 1f .
it already does not and should keep in touch with research-project
directors in areas of interest. (Many of the workinz papers are issued’
as background pabers many months before publication, and are usually
available to all. 1ntere$ted persons who are in contact with research
direcrors.)!

c) Supply evaluators with, or requlre that they f1nd existing
studies on income distribution in the country or région where they will
be working; this will enable them to get a feel for the distribution in.
their area cf evaluatlon, what the poo est poor do, and how to identify
them. . A L . s L .

|

The World Bank puts out a per1od1c publicatlon on 1ts research projects,,
giving information on who runs them, what has been publlshec so far,
and how to get hold of unpublished papers.



d) Supply evaluators with some of the literaturé on how to
make impressionistic’assessments of where people fall in the benefit
distribution. -Oneé Trecent review 6f the anthropolog1ca1 literature on
this subject 'is the Castrd article on indicators of ‘rural inequality
(1981). Another soturcé ‘could be ‘somé of the papers from the Conference
on Rapid Rural Appraisal Sponsored by the Institute of Dévelopment
Studies at Sussex.  The Interndtional Center for Research ‘6n Women -
prepared a similar décument for ‘a training session fcr World ‘Bank project
officers, given in-December '1981. 'PVC ncght waﬂt to acqulre those 1nstruc—
tions for dissemination to -evaluators.

All of theé -above’ ‘Suggeéstions requ1re ‘Ho €xXtra vork on ‘the part
of PVC, in terms of’ des1gn1ng scopes, posing” queStlons, ‘réading ‘the®
literature, etc¢.: 'They ‘simply mean cashirg in on the work other pecrle 1
have been do:.ng, bot‘h in51ce AID and vhthout. i o

13. The office snould dev1se 2 Standard set of quest1ons regarding
the competence of ‘PVO staff: ‘language ability, specialist or geneLal1st
training, ekperienCQWﬁith”this-kihd“owaork; experience in the particular
country, commltﬁent,‘turﬁover rates. "This will fatllltate the drawing -

of some cross«progeét ronc1u51ons in the future.~»

14. Scopes’ for ‘ssué-ﬁrlented eva’uatlons should ‘ask that” the final
report include ‘suggested questions on how the issus can be intorporated
into future scopes for project and PVO evaluations, without making-
unrealistic demands on the evaluator s t1me or skills. 7

15. pvC staff ‘nclud1ng prOJect off1cers shOuld nmeet’ early on
with an evaluator ‘and ‘convey the kinds of concerns ‘they hope the
evaluation can address, ‘the kinds of missing infotmation it tould be
hoped to provide, and the flture detisions its result would be hoped

to inform. Though these considerations are theoretlcally in the scope
of work, they can often be better and mére*concretely conveyed verbally.
Also, scopes cannot Elways reflect the SpELif’C concerns of certaln
up-and-coming’ declslons. ‘ . , :

i6. -+ PVC shOuld ask for feedbéck ffom etaluatbrs about (a) ‘how the
conditions and ‘ipstructions for doing their evaluation might’'have been
improved; (b) what ‘issues and doubts témained “Urirésolved; "and what
questions might~be lovked ‘into tore in subsequent evaluationi (c) how
they might incorporaté tertain impertant issues into’ scopes of work

for future evaluators. Evaluators should also be asked for suggestions,
after completing their own evaluat1on, about evaluatlons scheduled to
be undertaken in the near future. B :
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17. .. The office should keep a record of how useful any particular
evaluation was, in what way it was used, what decisions .it helped to
make, and what changes it caused in decisionmaking or wzys of thinking.:
Some evaluations will have no effect at 'all; which is an important
thing to learn, so it is important not to "cook up" an impact where
there really was none: . Some of an evaluation's effects wiil only be
felt over a longer term, so this exploration should be an ongoing
effort. .- The results of this type of record will help the office to
. learn what types of evaluation and evaluators are most useful, as well
as to improve the way it instructs evaluators. ~

18. = Evaluation teams should have only one person responsible and
accountable for -the report and its contents.. 1f respomnsibility ‘is
joint, and there is disagreement--as there often is--the result is
frequently a process of compromising, of taking an average of the
differinz opinions--rather than the taking of a stand and a willingness
to defend it. The averaging or consensus process can distort the real .-
picture considerably, failing to bring out strengths and weaknesses. .
The .person responsible must ultimately make a judgment, and should be -
chosen because of a trust in this judgment-making capability. Clearly,
the person responsible should listen carefully to the opiniouns and
facts of team members who disagree, and alter her argument accordingly
to:the extent .she is convinced that she was wrong.  But team leaders
should not .have to give in to opposing views of team members in order:-
to be comnsensual. s : v

19. The office should place as much thought and time into getting

good evaluators as it puts into preparing scopes of work. A good

evaluator will not need to be told many of the directions in the list

of suggestions to evaluators. A weak evaluator will not do a 51gn1f1cant1y
better job even w1th an improved scope of work. ‘

20.5 --The orflce sHould budget more tlma for each evaluatlon, even

if thls means do1ng less evaluations. PVC evaluation budgets allow

one person-month's time on average, and often involve travel to several
places--PVC in Washington, PVO headquarters somewhere else, and various
project sites,; many times in more than.one country. - Even the "rapid-
feedback" evaluations of U.S. social service programs, as used by various
U.S. agencies and recommended by The Urhan Institute (Wholey 1981),"
involve a minimal time of -three person-months: for' dan evaluation that
tells a manager whether she wants to embark on‘'a subsequent full-scale
evaluation. - e , : - i

; If the real cost of the AID impact:evaluaticns were calculated—- -
and these evaluations were among the best of the PVO evaluations--they
would probably amount to several times the person-months currently
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budgeted by AID for any particular PVO evaluation. It is ironic that

these evaluations drew on in-house AID staff so as to show that adequate
evaluation could be done without spending large amounts of money. Yet if the
staff time used were pr1ced 1t would represent “much more than PVC

now spends when ic contracts out an evaluatlon.A, L

If person—ddys on the PVC evaluatlon cannot be 1ncreased p
then the rumber of project sites or countries visited should be reduced
markedly. Otherwlse, time is not sufficient to talk with the range and
number of persons necessary to understand prOJect s impact.

21. The offlce could 1ncredae ‘the number of good evcluators on

its projects by (a) planning further ahead, so it can .afford to wait
for a favored evaluator to be available; and (b) .allowing the choice

of projects. for evaluation to.be influenced by the preferences of the.
evaluator. Both actions will help lure good evaluators to work onm the N
office’s evaluations. At this point, I think that better evaluation
results will occur if good evaluators are used, w1th the loss .of some
control over timing and project ph01ce, than if a more ordered
evaluation plianning process is carried out by average evaluators.



Appendix C

. Bibliography

This bibliography is in two parts. The first part is a list of
PV0O evaluations in the files of the Offices of Private and Voluntary'“’7
Cooperatlon and of Program and Hanagement Support. The sécond part,
"references," is a list of non-AID materials cited in the text or
read by me in preparatlon for wr1t1ng the report. B

" The PVO evaluatlons af the” first part are organlzed 1n the
following manner. Evaluations are categorized bty reglon—-Arrlca,
Asiz, Latin America, Near East, and 'Worldwide." (North African
countries are plzced within the Near East category, corresponding to
country placement in AID's regional bureaus.) -Within the region,
evaluations are arranged alphabetically by the name of the PVO. When
the PVO name is without parentheses, the PVO itseif did or contracted
out the evaluation; with parentheses, AID or aa AID contractor did
the evaluation. At the end of each regiomal listing is a general"
category that lists evaiuations that are not spec1f1c to any partlcular
PV0, arranged alphabetically by author or sponsoring organization.
In cases where the country of project locatioun is not obvicus from
.the author or title, the country appears in parentheses at the end
of the c1tat10n.

In the first part, I have placed an asterisk next to the entries I
read. For some entries, the dates, project numbers, or contract numbers
are missing because of incomplete information on the origimal document.



&
.

Bibliography—Part 1

{Comimmity’ Development Foundation/CDF) USAID/Yaounde. "North

“Cameroon Pilot Commwunity Development Project." Project
Evaluation -Summary, -Project No. 631-0010. ‘' -June 1981.

Cooperative for American Relief ‘Everywhere/CARE. :-"Midpoint
- -Evaluation: Chad Reforestation Project:™ By Fred R. Weber
' znd ‘Maryanne Dularsey. -Washington, D.C., A.pril 1978

(Cooperative for American Relief Everywhere/CARE). USAID/
Pureau for Program and Policy Coordinatiomn.; Effectiveness
and Impact of the-CARE/3ierra-Leone Rurzl .Penetratiomn
Roads Projects.  ?roject Impact Evaluation-Report No. 7.
June 1980.

{ Coop\_rat:LVe for Amen.can r{elzLet,Everywhere/CARE).‘,. .USAID/Bureau
for Program and Policy Coordimation. Kemya Rural Water
Supply: Programs, Progress,  Prospects. .Project TImpact
Evaluatlon Report Ivo. 5. Hay 1980.

(Cooperat:.ve for Amerlcan Relz.ef Everyvhere/CARE) USAD)/Maseru.
"Project ;Paper Preparation:for Phase II of ‘Lesotho
Instructional Materials Resource Center and Evaluation
of the-Care-Lesotho Village: Industries ProJect (Hohau-) '
By ‘J.R. Hortmer.; May 1979. , 2

Coordinatz.on in Development Inc /CODEL. "Draft ‘Proposal for
‘Request for Exteénsion of Hanang Vﬂlage Health ProJect."
OPG 621—0130.» (Tanzan:.a) :

(Coordmat:Lon in Developmen Inc /CODEL) USAID/Tanzan:La.
"Cancer Control for Tanza:ua By R.E. Gilson. Project
Evaluat:.on Sumary, Project No. oPG 6/.1—0147 July '1979.

(Coordmatmn in Development I.nc /CODEI.) USA]:D/Tanzanla.
"Hanang District Health'Project:” . By -R:E. .Gilson. Project
Evaluation Summary, Progect No. OPG 621-0138 February

(Foundatmn for Cooperative BousmngCH) USAID/Botsvana.

"Seli-Help Housing Agency Project.”" Project Evaluation
Summary, Project No. 633-0092. August 1979.



x
10.

13.

14.

16.

17.

18.

19.

c-3

(Ghana Rural Reconstruction Movement) USAID/Africa/RA.
"Final Evaluation of the Ghana Rural Reconstruction
Movement , A Sub-Activity of the Accelerated Rural Learning
Project." By V.K. Nyanteng and J.M. Seymour. - Project
Evaluation Summary, Project No. 698-81-05. '

- International Eye Foundation/IEF. "Evaluation Report,

- Blindness. Prevention and Health Education Program—
" Kenya."™ Grant No. Aid/afr-G-1266. Washingtomn, D.C.,
1980

f,‘(International Voluntary Services/ IVS) USAID/Botswana

. "IVS/Botswana Horticultural Development Pro;]ect. Project
= Evaluation Summary. November 1979.

Medical Assistance Programs International/MAP. "1980 Ammual
" Report of the Commnity Health Program at lNyankunde,
Northeast Zaire." Wheaton, Illinois, Hay 1981. (T<ans-
~ lated from the French) ‘

Partnership for Product1vit:y/PfP. "Strategies for Development
" for the Rural Enterprise Development Project im the Eastern
Ord Region of Upper Volta." By Gale:t Hull. January 1980.

(Partnership for’ Productlvity/PEP) USAID/Botswana.» M'An

Evaluation of the PfP Botswanza Business Advisory Service."
By Chery" Lassen. Pro;ect No. 633—0212 November 1979.

(Partnership for Productlvity/PfP) USAIDIKenya. "Bad of

Grant Evaluation on The Rural Enterprise Extemsion
Service, Kenya." By Albert Maleche and Galen Hull
‘Project Evaluat:.on Sumary. April 1981 ‘

(Partnership f.sr Productiv:.ty/PfP) USA]DIUpoer Vo1ta.
"Rural Er:erprises Development Project (636-0219)."
‘By A.A. .ollbrecht and G. Hull. Project Evaluation
Stmarv Project Ho. 686—80-01 Decanber 1979.

' /

(Save the Chzldr Foundation/SCF) USADJ/Upper Volta. "Dori
Integrated Rural Development.”™ OPG Grant No. AID/AFR-G-
1249. Project: Evaluation Stmary, Ptogect No.f 686-79-1.

- July 1979. ’

(Technoserve, Inc. ) USAI‘D/Ghana "Farmérs' Association and
Agribusiness Development—Mid-Project External Evaiuvation."
By F. Dimond, M. Fuchs-Carsch, and D.M. Warren. TFAAD,
Project 641-0072. May 1980.



20.

*
21.

General

*
22.

23.

24,

*
25.

*
26.

27.

28.

(Technoserve, .Inc.) . USAID/Rernya. 'Mid-term Evaluation:
Increase .Employment Income Production.” By ‘'Nat - Engel
~and Petar -Anyang Nyongo... GPG Grant No. AID-615-198-G.
Drogect Evaluation Summary, Progect No. 615-0184 .

Young Heu 's Chrlst1an Assoc1at10n/YMCA 'Ethlopla YHCA
Agricultural/Comminity Development Pro;ect A Recommenda-
tion for an Extension and an Evaluatzon.;f'Neijork,?

- 1977. . e . . I R S

Development Alternatives, Inc¢. The Development Tmpact of
Private Voluntary Organizations: Kenya and Niger. By ;
A.H. Barclay, Jr., Marilyn W. Hoskins, Wamburi K. NJenga,:‘
Robert B. Tripp. Washlngton, D C., February 1979.

Hull, Galen. "Is AID Meeting the New Directions Mandate?
A Look at Prcjects in Zaire and Upper Volta.' Presented
at The Sixth’Annual Third World Conference dn- Chzcago.
Washlngton b C., March 1980 '

USAID/Afr1ca Bureau/RA. 'D1rected Agricuituté’??b&ﬁetion
Credit."” Project No. 689—81-04 ~ Project Evaluation
Sumthary . March 198 e S o e

Asir

(Cooperative for 'American Relief Everywhere/CARE) ‘USAID/Bureau
for’ Program and P011cy Coordlnatlon.( Korean Potable Water
Systém Progect Lessons from‘Exper1ence, Project Impact
Evaluation Report No. 20. May 1981. o '

Cooperative Ledgué ‘of the USA/CLUSA. - "A:Reﬁdfé“bﬂtiﬁé Dilseed
Growers Cooperative Project." By the CLUSA/USAID Project
Assessment Team. ' New York, April’ 1981, (India) -

Foster Parents Flan International/FPP. "A Study of Plan's Family
and Community Development ‘Program in ‘the Ph111p01nes.
Summary Report on Initial F1nd1ngs."k ‘By Anthony J. Dibelia.
Warwick, Rhode Island; 1980. ‘ L

Helen Keller Iatermational. "Nutritional Blindness Prevention
Project: Characterization of Vitamin ‘A Deficiency and
Xerophthalmla ‘and the Design of Effect1ve I“*erventlon

' Ptogram " F1na1 Report ‘New ‘York, 1980. (Indone51a)



- 29.

31.

32,

33.

*
24,

35.

36,

37.

C-5

(Internatioénal Institute of Rural Reconstruction/IIER)

. USAID/Office of Private-and Voluntary Cooperatiom.

© ¢ MEvaluition of ‘the Development Program Grant Funded
Activities of the International Iastitute of Rural
Reconstruction.” By M. Fuchs-Carscb. Grant No. AID/
SOD/PDC—147—04“ 1980. : ; ‘ C

Meals for Mlllvons/Freedom from Eunger Poundatlon. MAnalysis
and Evaluation of VWonseong County Model Nutrition
Education Project." By the Analysis and Evaluation
Comnittee of Wonseong County Model Nutrition Education
Project.  Scuth Kcrea, September 1980. ..

Meals for Millions/Freedom from Bunger Foundation. ™Wonseong
County Model Nutrition Education Project—Second Anmual .
Evalvation.” By Kathryn W. Shack. New York, 1979. (South
Korea) Cw ! " . :

‘Meals for Lllllons/Freedom from Bunger Foundatlcn.. "Wonseong

Couaty Model Nutrition Education Project—-Third Annual
Evaluation." By Kathryn W. Shack. New York, 1980.
{(South Korea) S « o

Medical Assistance Programs International/MAP. 'Heed
Kamaiganj Rural Development Project-——Final Report."
By W. Meredith Long. Wheaton, Illinois, May 1981.
(Bangladesh) ‘

(Medical Aséistance Programs International/MAP) = USAID/
~ _ Bangladesh. "MAP/HEED Kamalganj Rural Development
Project (79-i4)." By I.T. Buxell, V. Molldrem, ard

A. Ahme. Project Evaluation Summary. 29 May 1979.

(NRational Rural Electric Cooperative Association/NRECA)
'~ USAID/Bureau for Program and Policy Coordinatiomn. The
Philippines: Rural Electrification. . Project Impact
Evaluation Report No. 15. December 1980

(Natlonal Rural Electrlc Cooperatlve Assoc1atlon/NRECA)
. USAID/Indonesia. . "Rural Electrification (79-1)." Project
Evaluation Summary, Project No. 0267, Loan-497-T-052.
15 June 1979.

(Save the r‘h:.ldrem Fonndat1on/SCF) Interna*ional Counc11 for
Educational Development/ICED. ™"Planning from the Bottom
'Up: Comsmnity-based Integrated Rural' Development -in South
Korea." By Vincent S.R. Brandt and J1 Woong Cheong.
Essex, Comnecticut.



C-6

38. (Save the Children Foundatlon/SCF) USAID/Office of Private and

Voluntary Cooperation. -~"Community Based Integrated Rural
Development (CBIRD) in the Special Territory oi Aczeh,
Indonésia." By -J..VanSant and P.F. YWzisel. A Field Report
Prepared under JSAID Contracf ¥o. DSAN-C-CU65 .- :October

. 1979. -

39. (Save the Children FoundaéionlSCF) USAID/bféice‘of ?rivate

and -Voluntary Cooperation. - "Evaluation of -the Mini Regional

‘Rural-Developmant ‘Project, Korea." By V.L. Elliott.

September 1979.

*
40. (Save -the Children Foundation/SCF) ' USAID/Office -of Private and

Voluntary Cooperation. "Save-the-~Ch:ldren's Program of
Commmity Development in Kirillapome Shanty, Sri Lanka "
By John O‘fField and N1nali Kannangara July 1981. oo

r £ ‘vw'«,

41. (World V1510n Relzef OrganizationIHVRD) USAID/Offl*e -of Private

General

and Voluntary Cooperation. "Report Evaluation of AID Hatchlng

Grant to° WVR0O." - ‘By Charles G. W1111ams Mhrch 1981
(Philippines) Indoﬁe51a) © oy . R I

ETUI

42, USAID/Baﬁgiadésb"f private and Voluntary Organlzatlons (PVOs)

in Bangla ssh’ ‘and the PVO Po—Flnanc1ng ProJect EvaluaC1on.
By 7. Bukell. April 1977.

43. USAID/Indonesia. "PVQ Co-flnanc1ng (79-22)." Project No.

497-0225. 9 August 1979. ' (Re: Cooperatlve for American
" Relief Eve*ywhere/CARE Catholiic Rellef SerV1ces/CRS
Church ‘World Service/CWS) o

44. USAID/Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation. "Field

Visits tc PVG PrQJects. Ph111pp1nes, Indone51a, South Pacific.
Trip Report by I. Austio Heyman. Aprll 1980.

45. USAID/Office of Private and Voluntaty Cooperation. "My Recent

Visit in the Phlllpplnes. Trip Report by Thomas’H. Fox.
5 November~1980.: Sl e R RN

46. USAID/Office of Private and Vo‘untary Cooperatlon-f "HyVRecent

Visit to Indla.f Trlp Report by Thomas H. Fox. .7 November
1980." =

"



47.

48.

49/

50.

51.

52,

53.

- Sh.

S5.

* k4
56,

57.

oAt

Latln Amer1:a ¢

ACCION Inte*natlonallAITEC "Cred1t MAnagement Tra1n1ng zand
Business Education to Micro Enteérprises in Urban and Rural
Latin America—First-year Report and Evaluation." AID/SOD/

PDC—G—0293. 1

September 1980.

g

ACCIOh InternatlonallAITEC. "Descrlpcién de un Programs de
Desarrollo para Microempresas.” Cambridge, June 1980.

(Colombia)

-ACCION International/AITEC. "Rural’ Deve’oPment in Costa ‘Rica.”

By Jeffrey Ashe. WNew York, 1978.

(ACCION Internat¢onallAITEC) USAID/Costa Rlca. "Integrated
Rural Development Project (OPG)." PreJect Evaluat1on Summary,
Progect No 515-0129. January 1979 ’ ~ :

(ASCONA) - USnID/ osta Rlca.~ "Evaluacién de 1a Pr1me:a Donaciba

de A.I.D. a Ascona (CPG No. 515-0142)." By John K. Hatch.
New York, December 1980. (Costa Rica)

(Association. of Services for the Cooperation cf Indlgenous'

 Mennonites/ASCIM) _USAID/Paraguay. "Indian Settlement (OPG
No. 3/78)." Project Evaluation Summary, Project No. 526-0120.

July 1979.

(Boy Scouts of America) USAID/Bureau for Latin America and the
Caribbean.  "Assessment of the Boy Scout Community Development
Projects in Brazil, Peru, Honduras and Guatemala." By Paul G.
McGuire. February 1981.

(Catholic Reiief Sefvices/CRs) USATD/Haiti. “Gros Morne Rural

Development.”
0081. October

Project Evaluation Summary,. Project No. 521-
1978.

(Cathollc Rellef Serv1ces/CRS) USAID/Uruguay. "Cbmﬁuﬁliy
Farms." Project Evaluvation Summary, Project No. 528-0100.

October 1980.

(Ic Spanish)

\Chol—Chol Foundation) :ﬁSATﬁ/Chlié;. "ﬁaﬁﬁéhé“huftltioﬁ Education.
Project Evaluation Summary, Project No. 513-0311. -1978.

(Consejo Nacional de Entidades de Benef1c1encia/CONEB) USAID/
Paraguay. "Community Services for Women and Disadvantaged

People Project.™

Nc. 526-0506.

Project Evaluation Summary, Project
April 1980.

"
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69.

(Cooperativéff5¥‘AbeficannRelief £véryﬁﬁéfe/CAﬁ£)f?ﬁSAID/Peru.
- "oPG CARE——Cdmmunity_Food'Production.ﬁwﬂProjéct Evaluation
Summary, Project No. 527-0184. March 1581. -

(Cooperative for American Relief Everywhere/CARL) USAID/Peru.
"Rural Water Health Serv1ces. Project Eva uatlon Summary,
Pro;ectkNo, 527—0177 April 1976.

(CREDICOOP) USAID/Paraguay. ''Credit Unions pro;ec o Project

Evaluation Summary, Project No. 526—0L01. November 1979.

(Fe y Alegria) USAID/Peru. i"Vocac1ona1 Tra1n1ng in the Pueblos
Jovenes." Project Evaluat1on Summa*y, PrOJect No. 527-0181.
January 1981

(FederaéiénJUrﬁgﬁaya”de Cooperativas de Ahorro y Crédito/FUCAC)
USAID/Uruguay. "Credit Union Developmeat Program." Project
Evaluation Summary, Project No. 528-0106. TFebruary 1980.
{In Spanish) " ) .

(Foundatlon for Cooperatlve Hous1ng/FCH) USAID/Fanama.
"Evaluation of Panama Operational Program Grant (Aid/otr—G-
1583)." By Dick Owens. Project Evaluation Summary.
October. 1980. ‘ ' B L ‘

Heifer Project International/HPI. "Evaluation Field Test III:
Guatemala." . Grant No. AID/pha-G-1188. 6 Little Rock, Arkansas,
980. | B

HeleﬁgKéiiefyiﬁfétngﬁiohéil "EvéiuatiohyéfléﬂPfogfam\fo Prevent
Xerophthalmia in Haiti." New York, 1979. ‘

Med1c51 AégiétaQCé ?fdéfaﬁs'Ihfé;ﬁafioﬁaiyﬁAfVﬂk"Evaihation Report--
OPG 518-~022 Rural Community Health.", By Patrlck H. Marmane.
Wheaton,,1111n01s,‘May 1981. (ECLador) '

Medical Assistance Programs Intérnatibnal”HAP'f’"An Evaluation
Review of the Pache.pam Water Preject." By Maja Verapaz
Cubulco. Wheaton Illin01s,‘May 1981. (Guatemala)

Medical ASslStance Prbgrams Intérnational/HAP;'1"Sah“Antonio
Maternal Child Health Project No. 1303--Evaluation Report."
By Ricardo Crespo. Quito, Ecuador, February 1981.

National Rural Electric Cooperative Association/NRPECA. "Rural
Electrification in Costa Rica: Viability Concepts and Evaluation.
Washington, D.C., November 198C.
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- (National Rurzl Electric Ccoperative Ass&tiatin/NRECA) UCAID/

_Bureau for Program and Policy‘Cdordidation; Bolivia:
Rural Electrification. Project Impact Evaluation Report
No. 16. December 1980. ” '

(National Rural Electric CooperatiVe'hSéSciation/NRECA)K”USAIﬁ/
" Bureau for Program and Policy Coordinaticn. “Ecuador:
Rural Eiectrification. Project Impact Evaluation Report
No. 21. June 1981.

(National Rural Electric Cooperative Association/NRECA) USAID/

Bureau,for Program and Poiicy Coordinmation. ~The Product
is Progress: Rural Electrification in Costa Rica. Project
Impact Evaluation Report No. . 1981.

(Overseas Education Fund/OEF) USAID/Costa Rica. T"OEF/FOV ,
Human Development Pro;ect {OPG 515—07&O/.f Project Evaluation
Summary. February 1981.

(Overseas Ecucation Fund/OEF) USAID/Ecuador. "Tarqui Cooperative
and Commur ity Development-_ Project Evaluation Summary, -
Project No. 518-0008. May 1°81. (Ecuador) "

Planning”hssisfénté;kIné;/PAI. "First Yeér EvaluationE Management
Support Services Grant/Latin America.'! Washington, D.C.,
- 1979. (Costa Rica)

(Planning Assistapce, Inc./PAI) USAID/Office of Private and
Voluntary Cooperation. "Evaluation of Planning Assistance."”
By Jessica Romm, Gerald Mc;ntyre and’ Edward Glaeser.‘h
August-September 1979. , o

(Salvation Army World Services Office/SAWSO) USAID/Office of =
 Private and Voluntary Cooperation. "An Assessment of the
Salvation Army's Housing Project in Tecpan, Guatemala and
Other Related Projects.” By JoAnn E. Glittemberg. University
of Colorado, .11 March 1980. .

(Séﬁe the'Childrén‘fédération/SC?)AiﬁSAiDjC6iomBi%;i’ﬁSave the
Children—Colombia, Operational Program Grant.” Project
Evaluation Summary, Project No. 514~0210-230-240. September
"1578. A L N ,
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*79- (Save the Children Federation/SCF) 'USAID/Office of Private and
Voluntary Cooperat1on. "CBIRD Rev151ted An In—depth Evaluation
of the- Effects of a Development Program Grant on Save the Chil-
dren Fedération's Program 3in Colombia and Honduras." - By Mayra
Buvini€. ~Grant No-”AID/SUD4147f0319. Uash1ngton, D c., 1980.

80. (Sumeer Institute of Linguistics/SIiL}  USAID/Bolivia. "SIL B
Leadership Tralnlﬂg "for Indigenous Language Groups.
PrOJect Evaluation Summaty, Pro;ect No. 511—0460. June
1981. ’ : R

*81. Technoserve, Inc. "Téking Stock: A Case Study of %“Cattlé”Project

in E1 Salvador.)) By Susan Goldmark.
82. (United Christian Missionary Society) USAIDIParaguay. "Health
Education II (OPG No. 4/78)." By Lucia Ibarra de Terol.
Project Evaluation Summary, Project No. 526-0306. May 1979.
(In Spanlbh)

* - - o

83. (W1scons1n-N1caragua Partners) USAID/NicaragLa. "East Cdast
Delivery Project, OPG 524-0193." Pro;ect Evaluatlon Summary.
March 1980.

General R ’ e
84. USAID/Bolivia. - "Agribusiness and Artisanry.” Proge -t Evaluatlon
Summary, Project No. 511-0472. January 1981.

85. USAID/Costa Rica.- "Hojancha-Nandayure:: Evaluationgpvairst
Year Activities, ‘July . 1976—June 1977." - Project Evaluation
Summary, 1977. . o e s

86. USAID/Ecuador. "Five Rural Health‘bejects (0PG 518-0002) ."
Project Evaluation Suamary. January 1980.

87. USAID/Baiti. "Small Farmer Marketing Project’ (521-0083).#
Project Evaluation Summary.’ March 1981. . '

88. USAID/Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation. "Colowmbia,
The Dominican Republic and Hajiti--October 1-i5, 1980."
Tr1p Report by Deboran Mace.i 5 January 1981.

89. USAID/Offlce of Pr1Vate and Vo;untary C00perat10n. "’uatemala,
Ecuador, “and 8011v1a—-March 23—Apr11 17 1981." ‘Trip
Report by Ronald Ullrica.- o R
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90.fi(Cathollc Rellef Serv1ces/CRS) USAID/Bureau for Program ‘
and Policy Coordination. . Morocco: Food Aid and Nutrition
n4ucat10n._ Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 8.
Vash_ngton, D-C., August 1980.

91. (Cathollc Re11ef Serv1ces/CRS) USAID/Morocco. "Self-Help
Food for Work: CRS Rural Development Project, Figuig
Province, Morocco."™ TFifth Progress Report. Grant No.
ATD/NE-G-13%2. Project Evaluation Summary #79-03.

-March 1979.. ; [

*92- (Commmity Development Foundat1on CDF) USAID/Bureau for Near
East. "Community Development--West Bank, Gaza Strip.'
By Peter Benedict.. Project Evaluatien Summary, Grant. No.
-AID/NE-6-1303, Projecr Nc. 298-0143. March 198%.

93. <(Cocperative for American Relief Everywhere/CARE) USAID/
. Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination. . Tunisia: .
CARE Water Projects. . Project Impact Evaluation Report.
No. 10. October 1980. ‘

94. (Save the Children Foundation/SCF) "Community Based Rural o
Developwent: Mahweit." By Amal Rassam and Peter Benedict.
Project Evaluation’ Summary, Progect No.. 279—0031 August
1980. (Yemen) o ‘

95. (Young Mén's Christian fssociation/YMCA) ~ USAID/Lebanon.
- "YMCA Vocational Education Project: Evaluation of the
ATD-YMCA Vocational Training Program.” ' Project Evaluation
Summary, Project No. 268-0309.

General

KN

6. USAID/Office -of Private.and Voluntary Coopetation. "PVOs in
Sudan." Trip Report by Thomas H. Fox. |4 November 1989.

World—W1de .

*97. ACCICN InternatlonallAITEC. "PISCES (Program for Investment in
. ‘the Small Capital Enterprise Sector Phase ‘1):  Assisting - -
the Smallest Scale Ecoromic Activities .of the Urban Poor.”
By Jeffrey Ashe. Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1980.
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Cooneratlve League of the USA/CLUSA “Gulde11nes for Progect
Evaluatlon."ﬁ Wash1ngton, D.C. 1981.

(Coordination in Development, Inc. /CODEL) Robert R. Nathan
Asgociates, Iﬂc.w_"An Evaluation of ‘Coordination in
Development, Inc.,(CODEL) " Grant No. AID/otr—c-lBBO
Washington, D.C., 1978, (Afrlca, Latin America)

Heifer Project’ InternatlonaI/HPI.:'"He1fer Pro;ect International,
Inc.--Design Evaluation Prcject.” Grant No. AID/Pha—u—;188
Little Rock, Arkansas, 1980.“{_,F ‘

(HBeifer Project. International/HPI) USAID/Gffice of Privaze and
Voluntary Cooperation.. "Evaluation of Heifer Project
Internatioral's Performance Under AID/PDC/PVC Development
Progtram Grant." Trip Report by Douglas W. Butchart.

July 1981. = - o L
(Institute of Cultural Affairs/ICA) USAID/Office of Private and
Voluntary Cooperation. "A Formative Evaluation Report on
~ the International Development Program of the Institute of
Cultural Affairs (ICA).? ‘Grant No.,AID/Pha—G-llSl. August

1979. . ‘ L S o .

(International Executive Service Corp./IESC) USAID/Office of
Private and Yoluntary Cooperation. "IESC Evaluation.”
By E. Betzig. Washlngton, D. C., February 1981, - '

IﬁtetnatioﬁalNVoiuutary ServiceslIVS; "EVal&ation?—Ihternational
Voluntary Services Inc." By Cleo F. Shook. Grant No. AID/
SODIPDC-C—OZ&I . Wash1ngton, D. C., 1979. e

(Meals ‘for Wllilons/Freedom from Bunger Foundatzon) USAID/
Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperatxon. "Meals for
Millions Foundation--Evaluation.™ By Marion Frazao. .
Washington, D.C., 1981. e o o T

Medical Assistance Programs International/HAP. "Second Year
Report: 1 July 1980-30 June 1981." Matchlng Grant No.
AID/SCD/PDC-G-0269. Wheatou, 1111n01s, May 1981 (Etuador,
Zalre, Bangladesh Guatemala) B

(New TransCentury Foundation/NTF) USAID/Office of ﬁtﬁﬁate and

Voluntary Cooperation. “Future Directions for U.S. Government
Fundirg of Management Development Services for Private
Voluntary Organizations.” By Mary 5. Anderson and John
Woodward Thomas.
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(Overseés Education Fund/OEF) Juarez and Associates, Inc.-
- "Evaluation Report of Overseas Education Fund." ATD/SOD/
PDC-G-013%. Washingtom, D.C., February 1981.

(OQerseas'Educatlon'FﬁhdIOEP) ;uose—Av1la, Carolyn A “Field'
Evaluation of the Oversezs Education Fund.” Cont*act No.
AID/PDC 100—5-00—1071—00 . 14 September’1981.

‘Partuership for,ProductivityleP. "An Analysis of the Development

. of PfP Evaluation Policies and ProcedUres; 1978-1981, witk
Saggested Priorities for FY 1932." Lletter from Cheryl
Lassen and Andrew Oerke. 26 May 1981.

(Planning Assistance Incorporzted/PAT) USAID/Office of Private
- and Volumtary Cooperation. TAn Assessment of Planning
Assistance, Inc. Management Suppov: Services Grant No.
'ATD/SOD/PDC~G-0095 and Gemeral 5S¢ estions About AID
Supported Management Services fcr Indigencus Private and
Voluntary Organizations." By Loren Finnell. Jumne 1981.
(Guétemala, Honduras, Costa'Riéa, Kenja)' '

Private Agencies Collaborating Together,,Inc /PACT. “Inputs
to an A.I.D. Evaluation of Private Agencies Collaborating
. Together, Inc., December 1974 through March 1975--Final
‘Report."” By Paul Prentice and Juliette Muscat.

Projeét Concern International/PCI. "Report on Current Status
of Evaluation Activities." AID/SOD/PDC-G~0279. San Diego,
California, . July 1980. (The Gambia, Bolivia, Guatemala,
Hexlco) o o

Salvation Army World Services Offic e/SAWSO. '"Develdpméﬁt Program
Grant Impact Evaluation for the Salvation Army World Services
Office."” By Michael Rohla. Washington, D.C., August 1980.

Salvation Army World Services Office/SAWSO. "Semi-Annual Report
of the Development Program Grant for the United States
_ Agency for International Development.” AID/phg-G-1196.
1 August 1980.; ‘ : . e C e
Technosérve,'lnc.' "Monjtoring and Social Impact Analysis as
Applied to Enferprlse Development.”™ Norwalk, Connectricut,
1981. , ‘
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*117. World Education, Inc./WEI. -“Evaluation of Tototo-Kilemba
and PRRM~-SAM ‘at ‘Midpoint: ‘Ar Assessment of .the Nonformal
Education :Project." .By Noreen Clark, -C. Gakuru-and Pedro
Acierto: ; -July 1979. - (Kenya, Philippines; re: World
Education Inc., The National Christian Council of Kenya,
The Phlllpplne Rural Roconstructlon Movement)

1i8. World nducation Tnc /HEI. "Integrated Fam;ly Llfe Educaglon

Progect Assessment.,* By John C. Pettit. . Madison, Wisconsin,

*119. World Education, Inc./vZI. . “Reéport on the Staff Evaluation
Workshop, June 18/19, 1979." By Thomas B. Keehn and
JOSperdean Kooes July 1979.¢ e d e

*120. (World Educatlon, I1c IWEI) USAID/Offlce cf Prlvate and Voluneary
Cooperation. "Second Year Evaluation of the World Education,
Inc¢., JInstitutional Development Grant." By Edward A..Glaeser.
‘Grant No AID/SOD/DDC~G~OO72.~:l979.’ T

121. Young Men s Cbr1st1an Assoc1at10nlYMCA. "Stfengthening Develop-
ment Capacity: At Evaluation of the YMCA Development
Program."” : Grant No.: AID/PHA-G-1103." New York, 1978.

*122. (Young Men's Christian Association/YMCA) Kllbrldge, Maurice.
"Institutional” Sttengthening -of the YMCA for Development
Work." '{Executive Summary ¢f mid-term evaluation ol the
YMCA. ) Cambrldge, Massachusetts, 1981.

*123. (Young Men s: Chr1st1an Aasoc1aC1on/YMCA) Fllbrldge Maurice.
© - ™MCA Matching Grant Program Evaluatioi: Report to the
Agency for Intermational Development." Grant AID/SOD/
PDC-G~0123. (Ph111pp1nes, Kenya Uruguay, Colombla,;
HongAKong) S

General

124. Beardsley, Johh'R. VA Framework and Plan’ for Undertaking a
Preliminary Assessment of Selected PVO Development Assistance
Projects and Refining Bypotheses to Guide Further Work-
March 1980.

. ’ e - Ty A TSI
125. Reardsley," J hn* R.; "Assessment Of PVO Tmpacts. ‘A Report on

Appropriate’ Initiatives Yor the PVC Offvce. ‘18 September
1979. ' :
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Beardsley, Johan R. "The Implementation ¢f Development Assistance

Projects by Private and Voluntary Organizations-<A review
of what is known about sources of success and d1ff1cu1ty,
‘a discussior of what 11nes further analys1s mlght take."
December 1979 i . ‘

Development Assoc1ates, Inc. "Assessment of Cooperative

' Development Organizations.”™ AID/SOD/PDC-C-00158. Waskington,
D.C., October 1980. (Re: Credit Union National Association/
CUNA, Cooperative League of the USA/CLUSA, Nationmal Rural
Electric Cooperative Assoc1at10n/NRECA Agrlcultural Coopera—
‘tive Deve;opment InternatlonallACDI)

Development Associates, Inc. 'Draft System for Evaluatlng
Cooperative Development Projects." AID/SOD/PDC-C-0394.
Washlngton, D. C., 15 September 1981.‘ : ‘

~-Development Assoc1ates, Inc. ' Summary and LISLlng of C operative

Development Grants and Contracts Funded by AID: 1962-1980.
AID/OSD/PDC-C-00158. Washington, D.C., October 1980. (Re:
Credit Union National Associatioh/CUNA,‘Céoperative‘League
-of the USA/CLUSA, National Rural Electric Cooperative
"Associaticn/NRECA, Agricultural Cooperative Development
Internat1ona1/ACDI)

Finrell; Loren.. ‘"An Analy51s of A. I D. Relatlonshlps with
Indigenous Private and Voluntary Agencies.” MNovember 1979.
..ew TransCentury Foundation/NTF. '"A Report of the Impact of
the Development Program Grant (DPG), Agency for International
Development.'" By Jack Shaffer. Washington, D.C., 1978.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation‘an& Development.
"Collaboration Between Official Development Co-operation
Agencies and Non-governmental Organizatioms.'" Paris 1981.

USAID/Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation. ."Evaluation
.Workshop--Stoney Point, New York, May 27- 29, 1981." By
‘Ross Edgar Bigelow. 23 June 1981.

USAIN/Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperatiom. "Srant

Monitoring: Report of the Monitoring Task Force,”" . By

Ross Edgar Bigelow. Deborah Mace, and: Ronald Ullrich.

20 September 1981.
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*135. USAID/Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation. "Report

of the 1979 AID/PVO Conference: A Meeting for Representatives
of Private and Voluntary Organizations-and Officers of the
Agency for Internmational Development.” Washington, D.C.,
1979

* ' ' P
135a. USAID/Ofr*ce of Private and Voluntary Cooperatlon "Summary
Report: 'Review of the Institutional Support Grants to'

Cooperative Development Organizations.'" Memo by Jack

Shaffer. 3 February 1981.

136. USAID/Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperition. "The San-
Francisco Conierence on Food, Nutrition, and Davelopment,
Sponsored by the Advisory Committee on Voluntary. Foreign .
Aid of the ‘Agency for Intermational’ Development, June 25-26,
1979." (Plenary discussion of assessment of PVO programs,
and presentations by John Sommer, Catherine D. Cromne,
Charles Sweet )

137. USAID/Offlce of Program and Pollcv Coordlnatlon. "PVOs and AID:
A brief quantitative overview." By Luis E. Arreaga-Rodas.

*138. World Bank. "A note on the potential relationship between the
World Bank and Non-Governmental Organizations (between
large—scale dotor agenc1es and small-scale development
groups)." “ Memo by Nat J. Colletta. 14 October 1980.

139. USAID/Buredt for Program and Policy Coordination. Senegal:
The Sine Saloum Rural Health Care Project. Project Impact
Evaluation Report No. 9. Octcber 1980. =
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