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Abstract

The following article discusses theoretical approaches to Monitoring and Evaluation that over time come to be streamlined and
modified for implementation in the real world. Logical Frameworks (logframes) and pragmatic approaches to Monitoring and
Evaluation (M&E) frequently facilitate the need to modify processes that can be used in instances where there are limited
resources, limited financial capital and limited human capital to determine whether programmes and projects have had an
impact. The practice of M&E often moves from detailed log frames being used for measuring impact, to the implementation of
orderly pragmatic approaches and finally resorting to utilizing simple fundamental principles of M&E that entail identifying
measureable objectives, performance measurement indicators, targets and periodic reporting. The United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP), for example, offers a detailed framework for insuring that intervention logic is measured in
terms of verifiable indicators. The framework, however, requires the establishment of a means of verification to determine
whether activities are being accomplished and outputs are being achieved. An alternative to such a detailed approach is to
assess the risk of projects and programmes, and then report on the likelihood or unlikelihood of objectives being achieved. In
the case of limited resources, the organization should at the least report on measureable objectives in terms of performance
indicators. This paper concludes by emphasizing that no matter what approach is used in monitoring and evaluation,
establishing targets is necessary in order to conduct meaningful Monitoring and Evaluation for impact.
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1. Introduction

There are two approaches to conducting daily operations in the real world of management, monitoring and evaluation.
There is the logical approach where frameworks are used for formal systematic analysis (Norad, 1999). Then there is the
pragmatic approach (JSB, 2007) that while being inherently orderly and structured, allows for greater flexibility and
immediate reactions to achieve outputs. Having those characteristics, action [oriented] research lends itself to
pragmatism, in contrast to the application of a logical framework where clearly defined indicators and outputs contribute
to a rigid time consuming structured logframe.! As it relates to implementation, practitioners can be researchers whose
portfolio includes responsibility for achieving outputs. In other words, a portion of their responsibility is to evaluate,
critique and make recommendations designed to improve operational efficiency. However, due to time constraints they
will be inclined to take a pragmatic approach based on action research conducted. Alternatively, a responsible manager,
also a practitioner, will be concerned with long-term outcomes that supersede short-term [immediate] outputs. The use of
a LogFrame and a logical framework approach suits the manager who, by the nature of their job description, is allowed
the luxury of time to achieve outcomes. In the realm of education, for example, a researcher would be concerned with
how to increase the number of successful graduates - i.e., maximizing throughput. In contrast, the department manager
would be concerned with post university careers of students, such that they are gainfully employed and absorbed into the
job market to become contributors to the tax base, thus being less dependent on the social services network - i.e., long
term outcomes to be realized many years after graduation. Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E), therefore, can be
accomplished with a view towards and emphasis on the short-term or the long-term — concern for immediate outputs or
concern for future outcomes. Moreover, the practitioner, researcher or responsible manager in the real world is faced
with immediate performance goals and may not have time to implement a prescribed LogFrame. They may then opt for a
pragmatic approach to monitoring and evaluation.

This article discusses the merits of two approaches to monitoring and evaluation. In principle, managers are
compelled to develop frameworks [logframes] that should be used throughout the organization to evaluate projects and

" Wikipedia [online] distinguishes between a Logical Framework Approach (LFA) and Logical Framework (LF or logframe). Sometimes
confused, the Logical Framework Approach is a project design methodology, while the logframe is the actual policy document.
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programmes to determine to what extent goals, objectives, outputs and outcomes are being achieved - this being a
logical approach to M&E. In practice, managers opt and resort to shortened forms of an imposed logframe, finding it
necessary to take shortcuts and a more pragmatic approach to M&E. The article further discusses the implementation of
a principled framework, followed by a discussion on what is actually put into practice in the real world. Resorting to
pragmatism, therefore, is a coping mechanism that is used when time and resources do not allow for the implementation
of detailed logframes. What then follows is: 1) using a logframe for planning, management and M&E; 2) using a
LogFrame under duress or by design; and 3) moving from the logical, to the pragmatic and eventually to what is
practiced in the real world. The conclusion will be drawn that no matter what approach is used, the identification of a
target to be achieved is crucial to implementing any system of monitoring and evaluation.

2. A Logframe for Planning and M&E

As with any framework, a logical framework approach is a tool for designing, monitoring and evaluating projects. t,
essentially, entails goal and objective oriented planning for project implementation. The written planning or internal policy
document is essentially the logframe. The two terms (logframe and logical framework approach) are at times used
interchangeably in referring to the underlying processes for M&E. Nevertheless, the logical framework approach (LFA)
itself includes the M&E processes and again the logframe is the actual policy document. The discussion here is of those
processes included and discussed in a planning document.

One thing to keep in mind about an LFA is that it can vary in look and structure, depending on the implementing
organisation. For example, an LFA for United Nations projects will differ from an LFA for, say, Nordic Development
Projects (Norad, 1999). While the example here is that of the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP), all LFAs will
have common components, one way or another, consisting of objectives that can be measured, indicators and targets
subject to periodic reporting requirements. In fact, a pragmatic approach is sublimated by those basic components due to
time constraints and limited resources. This remains to be discussed. In the mean time, the UNEP (2005:92) LFA is a
matrix that has three (3) main features: firstly, it describes how a programme or project is meant to work on a practical
basis; secondly, the LFA matrix identifies the components required to assure that the stated results and objectives are
achieved; and thirdly, the matrix lists specific indicators to be used to measure actual performance. The following table
exemplifies the elements of the UNEP LFA matrix:

Table 1. UNEP Logical Framework Example.?

Project Description: Capacity building to strengthen policy for safety and security.
Strategic Goal: Improved policy coherence in the context of national development through Safety and Security Strategy Policies
(SSSPs) and implementation of multilateral environmental agreements (MEAS).

Intervention Logic Objectively Verifiable Means of Verification Assumption
Indicators
Results |Improved inter-departmental | Level of inter- | Survey of relevant departments | The existence of official
cooperation to ensure | departmental of a selection of countries, to |communication links
integration and coherence. cooperation reflected in|include a review of reports for a | between formal
safety and  security [specific sector — e.g., safety|representatives.
strategy policies. and security.

Output |Agreement and support for
inter-departmental ~ strategies
on the incorporation of key
social policies for safety and

security,
Activities | 1. Establishment of aninter- 2. Facilitating  the 3. Drafting inter-departmental
Departmental forum. establishment strategies.

and management of
coordinating institutional
frameworks.

Note above the elements of a Logical Framework. Those elements include: 1) the intervention logic that, as an objective,

2From United Nations Environment Programme, UNEP Project Manual: Formulation, Approval, Monitoring and Evaluation 2005, Annex
IV: Logical Framework Matrix.
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remains to be achieved, verified and measured; 2) results that are comprised of the intervention logic, performance
indicators that serve to objectively verify that the objective has been achieved, by way of a specific means of verification
that addresses the need for a Framework for Managing Programme Performance Information (National Treasury,
2007:5); and a statement of assumptions that qualify the achievement of the intervention logic; 3) outputs; and 4)
activities. Notably, the notion of “logic” in a logical framework and the logframe for that matter implies that there should be
a sequential and an understandable flow from results through to the relative subcomponents, leading to desired outputs
that can only be achieved by performing activities that have some relationship or simply something to do with the desired
results and output. In other words, there must be a relationship and alignment amongst and between the various
elements indicated above. For example, national safety and security strategy policies (SSSPs) will emanate from national
ministries and those ministries will be the environment within which the surveys will be conducted. A misalignment would
occur if the means of verification (conducted surveys) for integration and coherence were to be administered in local
communities or industrial sectors, considering that the environment under review includes national departments and the
policies therein. The survey would be optimized by being administered in the departments themselves because the
objective (intervention logic) is that of improved inter-departmental cooperation. Logic reflects order and relevance as
there is movement from the objective to the indicators; activities must have “something to do with” the stated objectives
as well. Alignment is an important integral requirement in a logical framework approach for Monitoring and Evaluation.
This, therefore, requires planning and forethought with the aim of optimising project and programme implementation.

3. A Pragmatic Approach and Planning for M&E

The basis of this approach to monitoring and evaluation is of course the pragmatic philosophical school of thought that
professes linking practice and theory. Indeed, in this instance theory arises out of practice or what should be done in the
real world. This arises from the notion of intelligent practice as theory can be clearly traced back to daily practice.3 Pierce
(1898) referred to “normative recommendations,” implying what should be done to achieve clarity and comprehension.
Applying a normative approach to M&E, the Judicial Studies Board’s (JSB) approach is to collect information and use
data collected to measure effectiveness and efficiency. Circumventing the need to formally evaluate each and every JSB
objective, a pragmatic approach to M&E would entail measuring risk by considering two factors:

e Factor 1: The impact of the measureable objective under consideration.

e Factor 2: The likelihood that objective will have an impact.

Note that impact and likelihood would be determined by an analysis of risk and then indicating the results of an
analysis on a grid marking or indicating in one of nine quadrants to reflect low, medium or high risk. Simply, an analysis
of risk would be done and the results indicated on the following grid in terms of two parameters — impact and likelihood:

Table 2. M&E Grid to Summarize Risk Analysis

Impact 4

789 HiZ

123 Law

Lov |4 wet | Els=- Likelihood

Source: JSB (2007)

3.Of course the danger here is that the practice itself maybe flawed. The subsequent theory can therefore be expected to be flawed and
not sound. An assumption then is that the theorist will only proceed to formulate a theory based on a tried and true practice proven to
have some merit.
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The grid aims to readily illustrate and reflect the outcome of the risk analysis.# An approach to risk analysis that might be
used is a decision tree that includes decision points, alternatives, chance points, states of nature and payoffs. The results
of the analysis would then be used to reflect the likelihood and impact of the payoff. After evaluating, summarizing and
illustrating risk in this manner, the next step would be to determine the resources required to facilitate the achievement of
the objective.

Essentially, a pragmatic approach to M&E could first involve evaluating risk, say using some decision making
framework and then modeling the results of the analysis by way of a two parameter grid indicating low, medium or high
outcomes on an X and Y axis. While practitioners will find it beneficial to measure risk as part of the M&E process, limited
time and resources may cause them to further simplify the monitoring process. Practitioners will then be forced to
consider the implementation of M&E programmes and processes either by design or by duress.

4. Implementation by Design or by Durress

Gasper (2000) commented that while the uses of logical frameworks have spread enormously, the approach itself has
had very little systematic evaluation. It, therefore, is being suggested that the efficacy of organized, pragmatic and logical
approaches to monitoring, evaluating and reporting is questionable. Indeed, much effort is put into writing internal M&E
frameworks and implementation plans only to find the problems and challenges still remain — even after extensive
monitoring and reporting takes place. It is not unusual for the documents mentioned (frameworks and implementation
plans) being written are not fully implemented or accepted for use by directorates and departments. In other words, they
are planning documents written without buy-in or commitment to meet the objectives of monitoring and evaluation - to
monitor projects and programmes and evaluate predetermined measureable objectives and targets. Monitoring and
evaluation under these conditions will then be implemented by duress. In isolation, an M&E specialist draws up the plans,
disseminates information to departmental managers and provides training on principles of M&E. There is an expectation
that a decentralised approach will insure that M&E is conducted throughout the organization. In reality, M&E takes a back
seat to other departmental activities. Report writing on projects (progress reports) is construed to be monitoring and
evaluation. However, narratives on programmes and projects without evaluation in terms of measurable objectives and
targets should not be considered to be monitoring and evaluation. Monitoring and evaluation becomes so pragmatic, so
bureaucratic that senior managers do all they can to avoid not conducting M&E in a systematic manner. Moreover,
logframes where risk analysis was first conducted and where an analytical tool was used to monitor performance are so
intricate and involved that, again, departmental managers do all they can to avoid complying with any requirements to
engage in structured systematic monitoring and evaluation. And why should departmental managers comply when, as
noted above: The approach itself has had little systematic evaluation.

Arguably, the most important component of any approach to M&E is the involvement and support shown by the
Chief Executive Officer (CEO). Importantly, an internal M&E programme must be driven from the top, with delegations
from the CEO. The CEO must be seen to be part and parcel of any internal logical framework decided upon. It [M&E]
would even be most effective by way of a separate directorate or department unto itself, reporting to the CEO and
empowered as an operational department. This will be a requirement for any logical framework, pragmatic or otherwise in
order to be implemented by design. Unfortunately, M&E starts out to be implemented by a logframe designed in isolation,
only to move towards a less pragmatic real world approach.

5. Logframe to Pragmatism in the Real World

Surprisingly, a less pragmatic approach includes consideration of assumptions for the subsequent implementation of
interventions for successful achievement of measureable objectives. The process is relatively organized and structured,
giving the appearance of being pragmatic. A pragmatic approach to M&E will involve risk analysis where the findings and
outcomes are illustrated by way of a grid or matrix to summarise low to high potential for achieving objectives. At best,
these approaches can be time consuming, requiring capital and human resources for programme implementation. This
entails M&E under the most ideal scenario, with support from the CEO and the executive management team. Monitoring
and evaluation will then be raised to the highest level of importance.

Monitoring and evaluation can, however, take a back seat to seemingly more important organizationsal functions.

4 Turban and Meredith (1985:630) discusses methodologies that may be used in risk analysis. Some methods include decision tables,
decision trees, simulation and decision making under risk. The grid above provides for illustrating the outcomes of any method used to
assess risk.
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Total responsibility and operationalisation usually rests with one mid-level manager — an M&E Specialist — who must rely
on a decentralized approach, with others being tasked to implement an organizational [policy] M&E framework written in
isolation. Under such conditions, processes might be necessarily streamlined, with M&E being implemented by way of
the most basic components — namely, recognition of measureable objectives, performance indicators, stated targets and
a formal system for reporting. Note that the common component or factor that exists whether there is a pragmatic
approach bounded by a logframe - that is, the notion of a target. Indeed, it is that thing to be achieved and reported on in
a responsible manner. Thus no entity can be said to be engaging in M&E in the absence of a stated target for an
individual programme or project objective. Table 3. illustrates a basic straight forward reporting tool that when
wholeheartedly utilized meets the essential requirement for monitoring and evaluation, and subsequent reporting.

Table 3. M&E Reporting Tool

Reporting Tool
Strategic Objective: Poverty Project Objective: To assist 15 Name of Project: Women
Eradication women to expand their businesses of the South
*
Specific Objectives Perfo:rr]n da}zgﬁ)l:ll(e;\snllj)rement Target Status / Comments

1. To train women in bee keeping. 1. Number of women trained. 15 8 trained to date.
2. To train women in beekeeping 2. Date by which to train women. |30 Sept 20XX Significant barriers to
3. 3. Tointegrate their products 3. Unclear measureable objective |How can this be meeting target date.

(honey) into a downstream value & difficult to create a PMI. Measured? Difficult to measure so

chain. 4. Cost to conduct marketing study. | Budgeted amount of |rework strategic objective.
4. 4. To compile marketing 10,000 USD 4,000 USD spent to date.
5. Information

* Dimensions of Performance Measurement Indicators (PMI)

Quantity: Number of .. .

Time: Date by which . . .

Cost: Within an amount of; for a cost of; etc.

Quality: Efficiency of; effectiveness of; high quality; excellent; outstanding; but a measurement tool must be devised.

The simplicity of monitoring and evaluation to evaluate achievement often escapes organizational managers.
Indeed, this is M&E as it should be in the real world. The question raised is whether pragmatic approaches and the
obsession with logical frameworks dissuade the use and implementation of the most basic components of M&E. This
may be the case, as formal policy documents and frameworks are drawn up, only to be shelved to accumulate dust. In
the absence of CEO commitment, organizational buy-in and adherence to targets, monitoring will remain a fleeting
thought in organizations seeking to achieve organizational efficiency and maximize service delivery.

6. Conclusion

This paper has discussed how the application and process of monitoring and evaluation progresses from a logical
[framework] approach, to being altered to a more flexible, orderly pragmatic process and finally to a point where in the
real world it becomes necessary to streamline processes due to a limitation of resources. Evaluations and assessments
move from being rigid through to becoming flexible enough to enable managers to monitor, evaluate and report. While
there are indeed varying logical frameworks (logframes) that may be referred to, one such as the (UNEP, 2005)
illustrates the complexity and challenges in implementation. Time, human resources and management buy-in are
required to optimally determine if project and programme objectives are being met. Indeed, this is M&E being
implemented in the most perfect circumstance — ideal circumstances that often do not represent what occurs in the real
world. With wholehearted intentions of implementing rigid practices for M&E, it may become necessary to make
modifications by focusing on risk assessment and evaluation as an alternative to a rigid logframe. The Judiciary Services
Board's approach is to assess the risk associated with programme objectives and then quantify and map the risk on a
grid indicating likelihood on an X axis and impact on a Y axis. This is nothing less than a pragmatic approach to M&E. In
the real world, however, practitioners will be limited by constraints that will preclude their continued used of either a

5 See Department of Health (2004) that provides a through example of a framework for monitoring and evaluating an HIV and Aids
programme.
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logframe or some overly pragmatic approach to M&E. At the least the basic principles for M&E (measureable objective,
performance indicator, target and periodic reporting) can be used in a reporting tool. The advantage here is simplicity and
efficiency in data collection, recording and reporting. Implementation, as in all cases, is subject to buy-in and support
from the top down. Optimal monitoring and evaluation will be assured when driven either as an operational department or
out of the office of the chief executive.
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