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SECTION ONE

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: GENESIS OF PCI'S PROJECT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

"If you don't know where you are going,
Any road will take you there."

Peter Drucker once said that management is the setting of objectives.
This much is certain--if you have no objectives, then the relative value
of any course of action cannot be compared to alternative courses of
action. All courses of action, all roads, are the same--you're consuming
resources, you're moving; but where are you going?

In 1969, to "discover where they were going", the U.S. Agency for
International Development commissioned pel staff to analyze its project
evaluation system. That analysis uncovered three basic problems that
were seriously hindering not only meaningful evaluation of projects, but
also their implementation.

1. Planning was too vague: Objectives were Iilultiple and not clearly
related to project activities. There was no clear picture of what the
project would look like if it were s~ccessful. Thus, evaluators could
not compare--in an objective manner--what was planned with what
actually happened.

2. The management responsibility was unclear: Project managers were com­
mitted to the fact that projects must be justified in terms of their
u1t~r.late benefits ("impact") yet were reluctant to be considered
responsible for impact; there were too many important factors outside
their con~rol. They found it difficult to articulate what they should
be responsibl~ for, and ended up not accepting any responsibility for
results.
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1-2

3. Evaluation was an adversary ~rocess: With the absence of clear tar­
gets and frequent disagreements (even among project team members) as
to just what the project was about, evaluators ended up us i ng thei r own
judgement as to what they thought were "good things" and "bad things".
The subsequent evaluation results would then frequently become a basis
for further argument about what was good or bad, rather than resulting

in constructive actions for project improvement.

The logical Framework Approach* to project design and evaluation was
specifically developed in response to the above problems. It encourages

collaboration from the outset and helps avoid adversary relatio~sh'ps in
both project formulation and evaluation by:

1. Fostering of clearly stated, explicit and measureable description
of what will happen if the project is successful;

2. Clarifying what a project manager should be ~"esponsible for
accomplishing and why;

3. Displaying the key elements of project desiyn and their relation­
ships to each other in a way that facilitates project analysis;

*/ Principal architects of the logical Framework A~oach were leon J.
Rosenberg and lawrence D. Posner, of PCI (Practi al Concepts Incor­
porated). The concepts draw heavily from scien e, and experience
gained from the management of complex space age PT rams, such as the
early satellite launchings and the development of the Polaris sub­
marine. Most importantly, the concepts help one apply basic scien­
tific methods (including hypothesis formulation and testing) to
program/project management and are complementary with other management
tools.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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4. Changing the focus of evaluation from "who is to blame?" to "what
is the most realistic plan for this project for the future based
on the best evidence available nO\"/?" This approach makes the
project manager a primary user of evaluation results. The Logicol

Framework requires clear objectives and then bases evaluation on
evidence. Evaluation becomes a tool to help the project manager,

rather than a club that threatens him.

The logical Framework "1as tested by AID in 1970 for evaluation of technical
assistance projects. It was implemented in 30 AID country assistance

programs in J970 and 1971. In subsequent years the logical framework
Approach was extended to AID IS loan projects and its centrally-funded

projects. Canada's foreign aid ag~ncy (CIDA) tested the Logical Framework
Approach in 1974 and in 1975 decided to apply it worldwide.

The Logical Framework Approach is taught now in government and academic

institutions in the U.S. and in developing countries.* New applications
are being developed. A complete Project Management System (PMS) was
developed in Pakistan adding to the Logical Framework the use of
"performance networking~ for monitoring and reporting systems. In
Thailand, Oman and Guatemala, PMS is being tested for adoption within
Ministries. In Costa Rica, the Ministry of Agriculture and livestock is
doing Program Budgeting using the Logical Fr~m~~ork Approach. The Inter­
American Development Bank plans to include Logical Framework in its

"project preparation and evaluation" courses to imprnve manageme:-nt of
feasibiiity studies.

~/ The Logical Framework is part of the graduate-l~vel curriculum at
three U.S. universities.

PraGtical Concepts Incorporated
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The logical Framework Approach: Summary

The Log ica1 Framework Approach is a set of i ntet"l ock i ng conc.epts wh i ch
must be used together in a dynamic fashion to develop a well-designed,

objectively-described and evaluable project. Uncertainty within the
project is made explicit. Results of the process of using the logical
Framework concepts can be displayed in a 4 x 4 Matrix, providing a one­
page, conr.ise summary of major project elements and their relationships to
each other (Figure 1-1). It must be remembered that use of the logical
Framework Approach allow~ a step-by-step conceptualization of important
project elements; it is not just a form to be completed. Good use of the
concepts facilitates clearer communication among all parties to the
project design.

The logical Framework Approach should be thought of as an important
management tool available to planners and managers. It is not difficult to
use. It does not require a degree in mathematics or the use of computers.
It relies on the user's experience with development projects as well as a
sense of what constitutes good management and intuit ion. It does not
provide answers or make decisions; but it organizes information in such a
way that the important questions can be asked, project weaknesses can be
identified, and decision-makers can make decisions based on their in­
creased insight and knowledge. The concept: need not be restricted to
project use only--they can be applied in a variety of situations,
including, but not limited to, program design, curriculum development,
clarifyh.g career objectives, etc.
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.5ECTION TWO

THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK APPROACH

The conceptual heart of the Logical Framework Approach is described in the
paragraphs that follow. This Approach assumes that develor~ent projects
are instruments of change; that they were selected from amon~ dlternative
instruments as the most potentially cost-effective approach to achieving a
desired, beneficial result. Our approach accepts the uncertainty'inherent
in all development projects by explicitly identifying the nature of the

uncertainty--the development hypotheses. On the basis of demonstrated
application to hundreds of social and economic cevelopment projects, we
believe that the concept is both tactically and strategically sound.

A. OJERVIEW OF THE LOGICAL FRAME~ORK APPROACH

The Logical Framework is a way of organizing information and activities so
that a number of different poi nts of view can be brought to bear
simultaneously, completing rather than opposing each other. These points
of view are:

(

•

•

•

Program Management--which dictates that we manage for and hold
management accountable for results.

Basic Scientific Method--which dictates th~t nothing is certain,
and all human actlVlty can be viewed as the testing of hypotheses.

Systems Analysis--which dictates that no system is defined until
we have deflned the larger system of which it is a part.

Given the fundamental character of the above concepts, and the essential

simplicity of any tool that ca.n simultaneously support such concepts, it is
not surprising that there are many othel- points of view that can complement
the Logical Framework. Most notable in this regard is contract law, for
which the Logical Framework sharpens the "Meeting of the Minds" and orients
deliverables to performance specifications.

Practical Concepts Incorporated



•

•

II-2

To simplify programs we first recognize that there are three basic levels

of responsibility:

• Inputs--the resources we consume and activities we undertake.

••

•

•

.,
•

•

•

•I

•

Outputs--the things we, as good managers, are committed to
produce. These must be stated as results. If we fail to produce
those resu lts, then the burden of proof is on the manager to "show
cause" as to why he or she failed.

• Purpose--the reason we are producing the outputs; the higher­
level objective that causes us to invest in producing outputs
e.g., if our outputs are products, then our purpose may ~e profit.
If our outputs are social services, then our purpose might be
improvement in the quality of life of a target population.

Having clarified the basic management hierarchy of objectives, ·,et us
introduce basic scientific method:

An human act i \' it i es are uncertain. Therefore, we IJ i ew our
project as a set of inter lock i ng nypotheses: j f inputs, then
outputs; if outputs, then purpose .

Note that what varies between levels is the probability of success. It is
within the ability of a responsible'manager to ensure that inputs result in
outputs; we hold him accountable. As noted earlier, he must show cause if
he fails. On the other hand, the hypothesis--if outputs, then purpose--is
problematic. There is enough uncertainty in this hypothesis that the
project manager is held accountable to the reasonable man rule--he must do
what a reasonable man would do to realize the purpose, but he is not held
accountable for that result.

Now, let us add the third viewpoint important to the Logical Framework-- a
viewpoint too often neglected in both conventional management and opera­
tions research approaches: the System Analysis requirement that we have
not specified a system until we have specified the relationship this system
bears to some larger system.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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II-3

To do this, we add to our three-level management hierarchy a fourth,

superior level, called "Goal." We rJefine "Goal" as follows:

The higher-level objective immediately above project purpose.
That is, the "then" statement for WhlCh the project purpose, plus
purpose-level assumptions, nlust provide a plausible "if".

Goal thus relates our project aspirations to aspirations of those for whom
our activities have no intrinsic interest. If our purposes are agency­
level purposes, then our goal transcends the Agency and relates our program
to tru"'y nat.ional objectives--objectives tnat may be common to multiple
agencies.

Given the m, ny uncertainties in the connection between purpose and goal, we
also view this final element of our project/program logic as a testable
hypothesis (if purpose, then goal).

To increase our insight into and understanding of the project, we identify
and make explicit our assumptions concerning those factors necessary for
~uccess but beyond our ability to control at each level of the project
hierarchy. We further explicitly define the conditions which will
demonstrate successful achievement at each level (indicators) and how we
will verify their occurrence (means of verification).

Interlocking "logics" of the logical Framework are explained further in
the following paragraphs. Please remember it is not clear, nor does it
matter, whether the logical Framework is a "true innovation" in the sense
that it is "different" from what has been done before. Better to view it,
as does PCI, as a crystalization of best practices; a simple way to bring
to bear a multiplicity of analytic and diagnostic perspectives that
include but are not limited to the four mentioned above--managing for
results, basic scientific method, systems analysis, and contract law.

Practical Concepts Incorpor~ted
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1. Hierarchy of Project Objectives

The logical Framework breaks a project down into four separate and distinct
levels of objectives. At the lowest level are the Project I~puts. These
are the activities to be undertaken that will in turn result in the second
level of objectives that we call the Outputs. Outputs are the results that
are directly accomplis~ed by management of the inputs. For example, in an
education project, we can p:"'iJduce trained teachers, a constructed and
equipped school building and trained administrators. We do this by
managing a specific set of inputs (e.g:, training of teachers, con­
struction of school building, etc.). Yet the outputs themselves are not
valuable for their own sake and are'not the justification for the project.
What we are really interested in -is an improvement in education. This
then, represents a higher level objective that we call the Purpose. The
purpose is what we expect to result from having achieved the outputs. The
outputs are a set of interrelated objectives that, combined, are aimed at
achieving the project purpose. Within the project itself we have,
therefore, three levels: Inputs, Outputs and Purpose.

The fourth level in the Logical Framework is a higher order objective
called the Goal. The project is one of the necessary conditions for
achieving this goal, but will not be sufficient by itself to achieve the
goal. Using the same example of an education project, the specific project
purpose is improved education and the goal is manpower needs for local
industry met. In order to achieve this goal, other projects also mcy have
to be undertaken, such as one to motivate those with the required skills to
work in the region in which their skills are needed. Just as we must
identify all the outputs necessary to achieve the purpose, so we must
identify all the purposes (projects) nec~ssary to achieve the goal. The
goal is usually associated with specific program or sector objectives.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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11-5

Specification of outputs to achieve purpose and management to achieve
purpose (hence produce these outputs) is normally the project manager's
function. Specification of all purposes to achieve goal, and management to
achieve goal (hence, "producing" purposes) is normally the program
manager1s function.

2. Linked Hypotheses

It is important to note that the relationship between the levels of
objectives is not random or accidental; there is a. definite causal
relationship. When we identify our purpose, for example, and then define
the outputs we will need to achieve that purpose, we are in effect saying:
"..!f we can produce these outputs, then \'Je should achieve this purpose". In
other words, we select these outputs because we believe they can cause the
purpose to happen. We are therefore making a hypothesis that if outputs,
then purpose.

An hypothesis is defined as a predictive statement about a causal
relationship that involves uncertainty. A simple example of this is the
prediction that if one boards one·s regular morning bus by 8 o·clock, then- . --
one will arrive at one·s office on time. However, it is not possible to
have 100 pe~cent certainty that this will happen because many things could
happen between boarding the bus and arriving at the office, such as the bus
breaking down, or being involved in an accident.

When we design a project using the Logical Framework, we make a series of
predictions which we usually call hypotheses. These are:

1. IF the inputs are managed properly,
THEN the outputs w~ll be produced.

2. IF the outputs are produced,
THEN the purpose will be achieved.

3. IF the purpose is achieved,
THEN this will contribute to achievement of the goal.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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This can be viewed graphically as follows:

I GOAL 1-
IF PURPOSE,
THEN GOAL

I . PURPOSE l_

IF OUTPUTS,
THEN PURPOSE

I OUTPUTS 1-

IF INPUTS,
THEN PURPOSE

I INPUTS I

The hypotheses as shown here are over-simplified. Each time we make such
hypotheses, we have to accept that there will be a degree of uncertainty.
The amount of uncerta i nty increases as we reach higher up the project

hierarchy of objectives. It therefore becomes very important to clarify
the nature of uncertainty so that we can select a design that has the
highest probability of success. This is done by including in our project
design factors necessary for achieving success but beyond our control. We
call these additional factors assumptions. For example, when one predicts
that one will get to the office on time by boarding one's regular bus at 8
o'clock, one assumes that the bus will be in good mechanical condition, and
that there will be no accidents.

Because we recognize the existence of uncertainty, we need to describe the
full dimensions of the hypothesis we are making.

Practical Concepts Incorporated



II-7

Instead of saying:

.If one gets the bus on time, JHEN one will arrive at the office on time.

We must say:

IF one gets the bus on time, AND (1) If the bus doesn't break down,
AND (2) If there are no traffic delays,

THEN one will arrive at the office on time.

We have then described the nature of the uncertainty affecting our
hypothesis, and have expressed it in the form of assumptiops. (See Figure
11-1 for a set of linked hypotheses and assumptions for a Rice Production
Project.)

3. Assumptions

Assumptions reflect our recognition that there are factors beyond our
control that are necessary for successful achievement of objectives at all
levels of the project. In the previous example, we can control getting up
on time, having breakfast and getting to the bus-stop for ourselves. We
cannot control the traffic or ensure that the bus company keeps its buses
in good running order. So by identifying our assumptions, we have expanded
our original hypothesis statement to include the specific nature of the
more important uncertainties that could affect that hypothesis.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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AmOl'e complete statement of the hypothes\~s and the uncertainties inherent
in them is shown in diagram form as follows:

(

ASSUHPTIONS

ASSUHPTIQ;IS

PURPOSE ---------------ANO---------~ ASSUMPTIONS I

IINPUTS )---------------ANO---------

f

Having once identified the assumptions, we can then try to deal with them
in such a way as to increase our probability of success and consequently
our confidence in our project design, In the case of the bus example, we
can get up earlier to avoid traffic delays or we could call the bus company
and find out how often their buses break down. If the answer is 80% of the
time, we might decide to rent a car!

The above is, of course, a simple example. But the question of assumptions
can be the critical factor i~ a development project. The important point
is that we must define, at anyone level, all the necessary and sufficient
conditions (both within our control--the central hypothesis-- and outside
of our control--assumptions) that must be in place for us to achieve the
next level objective.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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Let us now follow this concept by looking at a more complex development
project. In the case of development projects we are talking about
important development objectives and scarce resources, so it is worthwhile
to make the effort to assess whether our predictions in the project design
are good predic:tions. Before we begin the project, we want to have
confidence that we can achieve our objectives. We must therefore asses'
carefully what it is we are assuming about those factors outside au,
control t~at could be detrimental to achieving our objectives. We then
record the~e assumptions as t.hey are first identified in the Logical
Framework in the assumption column at the same level as the "IF" portion of
the hypothesis is recorded. For example:

NARRATIVE SUl·~HARY ASSUHPT IONS

Goal

Purpose
Important Con-
tract Signed.

Outputs

1- Arrive at office -----·------and ------ ..... l. Client agrees to
on time. fin;jl version of

contrac t.

Inputs

la. Get up in time
-----------and ------. l. Bus in good con-

to catch bus. dition.
2. No traffic de-

lays.

The Logical Framework requires that at each "level" the activities or
results planned ~ assumptions at that "level" constitute sufficient
conditions to achieve the next higher level.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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Once we have identified as many critical assumptions as possible with
information at hand, it. is then time to look more closely at each
ussumption. let us take one assumption from the rice production example in
Figure II-I and see how it is used in the project design. Adequate rainfall
is necessary for the project purpos~ to be achieved~ This is not difficult
to understand, but the project planners and managers wi 11 need more
guidance if they are to assess the validity of this assumption. The first
question to be answered is how much rainfall is adequate? We must find out
how much rainfa11 the crops will need. It will not be enough to know how
many inches of rain are required. We must also know when it should fall.

If we find that the rains must begin in May and last through October, with
a monthly average of 12 inches, the next step is to find out if it is
reasonable to expect this level and pattern of rainfall. If careful
analysis of climatic history in the region shows that for eight of the last
20 years, rainfall was less than eight inches for the months of June and
July, our assumption of adequate rainfall would not be valid.

We could continue with the project lias is" and accept the lower probability
of success, but generally when the probabi 1i ty of success drops sub­
st;mtially due to an invalid assumption, we should take some steps to
rectify the situation. We must first ask if there is something the project
itself can do to effect the necessary change. In the above example,

perhaps an irrigation system developed by the project would bring a
sufficient supply of water to the crops. The project planners should study

this to determine what would be required to develop the irrigation system
and whether the project would have the necessary resources. If the project
cannot expand, perhaps another project could take on this task. If there
are no means to rectify the problem, then two other possibilities arise:
(1) the objectives of the project could be modified (the expected level of
productivity in the above example could be reduced) OR (2) the project
could be abandoned as unworkable, thereby freeing resources for alter­

native projects. If each of the assumptions in the project design are
handled in this manner during the design phase and the project improved
ac~ordingly, the project manager should have a realistic idea of what the
probabilities are of project success and also be able to anticipate the
kind of difficulties that might arise during the course of the project.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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Assumptions are useful not only during the design stage of the project but
also during the course of the project and its evaluation. Once the project
begins, the project manager should monitor the assumptions regularly to
assess their continuing validity. If he finds that an assumption proves to
be invalid, he must take action to rectify the situation. A good project
manager monitors assumptions regularly so that corrective action can be
ta'~en in a timely manner. Assumptions are also important during an
evaluation because their examination can provide insight as to why the
project has or has not succeeded in achieving its objectives.

To develop useful assumption statements, we ask the question: "What could
happen to make this (lssumption invalid?" For example, if we have a very
general assumption such as "equipment available on time", we would ask:
"What could happen to delay the availability of equipment?" The response
might be that there is a likelihood that a dock strike will occur and thus
we realize we are really making the underlying assumption that the dock
strike would not occur. We can then f~llow this with a further question:
"What could happen to make the dock strike occur?" Suppose we find that the
government is scheduled to sign a contract with the dock workers' union two
weeks before the project equipment is due to arrive at the port, and there
is a possibility that the government will not accept the union's demands.
Project staff could check with the union and with the appropriate
governm~nt officials to determine thp probability that the contract will
be signed on time. If the probability appears high, instead of the
original assumption ("equipment available on time"), the following assump­
tion would be made: "Government and dock workers' union sign labor contract
by June 28, 1982 in time for delivery of equipment". The project manager
wil: know then to keep an eye on negotiations between the govern~ent and
the dock workers and, if it looks like the contract may not be signed, he
can replan the project accordingly.

Clarifying assumptions allows for better communication between the project
manager and his superiors. By carefully analyzing the uncertainties in a
project before the project begins, it is made clear to a project manager's
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superiors what factors are outside of his control and yet might affect the
project. When the superiors approve the project, they accept the
assumptions as being outside of the project manager's control. They have

shared in the judgement with the project manager that the project has a
hi]h probability of succes·s given the clearly stated and val idated
assumpti ons. Thi s shared judgement frees the project manager from
individual accountability for the total project design. If an assumption
then proves to be invalid, thus causing a problem, the project manager can
communicate openly about the situation without fear that he alone will be
criticized for the misjudgement. A good manager should feel free to
communicate such problems to his superiors readily, without fear that he
will be unfairly blamed for poor management. If the manager hides problems,
especially those caused by failed assumptions, he cues off the possibility

of corrective action by his superiors. The project manager and his
superiors should work together to identify problems and find the proper

solutions. WlIile assumptions are outside the control of the project
manager, they are not necessarily outs ide the control of the project

manager's superiors. More will be said about the role of the project
manager in a later section.

4. Objectively Verifiable Indicators

It is not sufficient to define the general intent of a project in terms of
~he linked hypotheses and relevant assumptions for each project level. The
statements of Goal, Purpose, Outputs and Inputs, frequently are subject to
misunderstanding or open to different interpretations by those involved
with the project. Goal and Purpose level statements, in particular, tend
to be ambiguious. It frequently happens that a project purpose is
interpreted to mean as many different things as there are people involved
in the project. For example, a Goal Statement such as "improved living
conditions for villagers" is liable to have very different meaning for all
the different people concerned about the project. If we could visualize

exactly how we will be able to recognize success at each project level, we
would be able to sharpen our focus of the project objectives and have
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confidence that all those concerned with the project share the same
picture. Objectively Verifiable IndicatOl's are the means for establishing
what conditions will signal successful achievement of the project objec­

tives.

Indicators are defined as those conditions that are so strictly associated
with certain other conditions that presence of or variation in the former
indicates the presence of or variation in the latter. Indicators
demonstrate results. They are not conditions necessary to achieve those
results. For example, an increase in the temperature reading of a

thermometer would indicate that we have successfully heated water to a
desired lev~l. The increase in the temperature reading, however, is not
necessary to aChieve heated water. For that we need the right kind of
heating element.

Thus we can use indicators to clarify exactly what we mean by our narrative
statement of objectives at each of the project levels (note there is a
variation for input level indicators--where we are simply concerned with
indicators of consumption of project resources).

As the project rurpose is of major concern, the set of indicators at that
level has been given a special name: End of Project Status (EO~S).

This is due to the importance of the purpose--it is the main thrust of the
project and the focus for programming and project dialogue. It is also due
to the fact that the purpose is frequently extremely complex--involving
such factors as organizational viability, net improvement in complex
(e.g., human) systems, etc. For complex objectives, it is frequently true
that no single indicator suffices: relevant indicators could be attributed

to alternative events or our "functional specification" is multi-dimen­
sional. Hence the rule for sel~ction of EOPS is similar to that used by any
good manager or applied scientist: if all EOPS conditions are met, then
there would be no plausible alternative explanation (that is, no expla­
nation other than the desired one--achievement/ purpose).
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The Logical Framework therefore encourages the project designer to define
clearly and explicitly what will indicate that the project can be
considered a success. Included directly in the project design is the set
of conditions that will signal successful achievement of the project
purpose. An example follows:

f

•

PURPOSE

Rice Production increased.

EOPS

1. 30,000 farmers with 7 rai or less
increase rice yields by 50 percent
between October 1979 and October
1981.

•

•

•

•

•

•

2. RiCe harvested by small farmers in
1981 is of equal quality (x per­
cent cracked) to rice harvested by
same farmers in 1979.

Notice, in the above rice product example, how the indicators add depth and
dimension to the purpose statement. The purpose "production increased" is
vague. If we only succeed in raising production 2% for one farmer we could
be considered successfu l--we have increased product ion! Without the
indicators, we have no way of knowing the specific intent of the original
design. Also, the way the purpose is written, it is not clear that we are
a'iming at small farmer production. When we specify exactly what we
visualize will be in place because we have achieved our purpose, we
actually c'larify the purpose. It should be rewritten as follows: Small
farmer rice production increased in Northeastern region. When we clarify
the ?urpose statement we must again examine our indicators. Frequently
they need further refinement. This refinement process is essential for
good application of the concepts. We should not be reluctant to change the

Logical Framework during design-- we should in fact expect to have to
change it as use of the concept5 constantly raises important questions and
forces us to continually refine our design until we have high confidence in
its validity. It is much better if we make our mistakes on paper. The
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process of using the concepts is best undertaken collaborati."ely. It calls
for participation by all parties to the project: programming st;:ff, top

. management, project management, specialized experts and technicians, and
frequently evaluation experts. Notice too that once we have added
indicators to our design we are better able to judge its adequacy.

Figure 11-2 shows a Logical Framework for the Agricultural example for
which indicators have been added, the purpose and goal have been clarified,
and assumptions made more explicit. Compare this figure to that in Figure
11-1 for an illustration of how the concepts are used to build and improve
the design.

Often a number of indicators will be necessary to measure success. The
number of indicators that are necessary is that minimum number which gives
us confidence that their existence will in fact demonstrate achievement of
our project objectives and in addition, give the project manager a clear
target to aim at achieving. It is only when the objectives are clearly
targeted that the project manager can judge whether or not the conditions
at one level in the project design are sufficient to aChieve the next
higher level objective.

Useful rules to remember are:

1. The narrative sumnary must provide a clear almlng point for all
involved in the project--something they can easily remember and
which they believe to be important.

2. The objectively verifiable indicators add depth and under­
standing--establishing a "performance specification" such that
even skeptics would agree that our intended result has been
achieved (when indicators are objectively verified).

Four characteristics of goo~ indicators are discussed below.
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a. Indicators Measure What is Important

The indicators must measure what is important in the objective. For
example, in our statement of goal ~ISmaP farmer income increased" (Figure
11-2), it will be easier to measure farmer income, but we are interested in
small farmer income; thus, our indicators must reflect our interest in
small farmers. And we are talking about income--but do we mean income in
general or do we mean real income? If we mean the latter, this must be
specified so that we can measure the important aspects of our project.

b. Indicators Must Be Plausible

The indicators we select must be so closely related to what we are trying
to measure that we are confident our project was an important factor in the
observable results. For example, to state that the presence of farmers
making large profits demonstrates that a functional credit system has been
established is not plausible. Farmers making large profits could
demonstrate a number of other factors at work--successful crop production,
unusually high demand and short supply of a specific crop, high levels of
activity in black market products, etc. To demonstrate that we have a
functioning credit syst.em, we must look for indicators more closely
re1ated with what it means to have a functioning credit system--i.e.,
numbers of loans actually issued to small farmers, effective default
rates, speed and efficiency with which loans are processed and adminis­
tered, etc.

c. Indicators Must Be Targeted

Indicators must be targeted in terms of quantity, quality, and time (QQT).
If any of these three are ~issing we cannot be entirely objective about
whether we have been successful or not. There is a simple, step-by-step
process for targeting an indicator which is described below using one of
the indicators selected in Figur'e 11-2 to signal achievement of the
purpose .
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Identify Indicator
Smal I farmers lncrease rice yields.

Quantify
30,000 small farmers (owning 7 rai or less)
increase rice yields by 50%.

Step Four

Step Three•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Set Quality
30,000 small farmers (owning 7 rai or less)
increase rice yields by 50% whi le maintaining
same quality existing in 1979 harvest.

sgecify Time Frame
3 ,000 small farmers (owning 7 rai or less)
increase rice yields by 50% between October 1979
and October 1981 maintaining same quality exis­
ting in 1979 harvest.

Not every indicator can include all three factors (QQT). In the step-by­
step process shown here, QQT have all been included, but the resulting

indicator is somewhat awkward. In Figure 11-2, however, quality has been
separate and put in a separate indicator. The best method is that which
simplifies. The question of quality is extremely important, but is
frequently overlooked. In this example, the concern is clear--if we
produce more rice at the expense of quality, we will have failed. In
setting targets we must ask: "l1ow much is enough to achieVE: next level
objectives, what quality should it be, and by when do we need it?"

In order to answer these questions, of course, we must know the targets at
higher levels. In our example, we know what farmer income currently is; we
know how much basic necessities (food, seed, clothing) cost him new and can
estimate what they will cost him three years from now. We therefore can

est imate how much income he wi 1i have to earn in order to have a rea 1 income
that sufficiently increases to make the project worth his time and effort.
From this, we can derive how much rice he will have to sell at what price
(hence, our assumptions about rice prices) by 1981, and in turn, we can

then derive how much rice he will have to produce. This process is used for

deriving targets for all components of the project. Be~innning at the
highest level to determine what we need--all the way down to calculating
how much it wi 11 cost us to finance the project. Then, given that we rarely

get what we need, we have to look at the available resources and work our
way back up the project, testing whether we can in fact accomplish the
desired levels of results, and whether, once achieved, they would prove to
be worth the cost ("cost effective").
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d. Indicators are Independent

Indicators that demonstrate the achievement of an object i ve at one
specific level cannot be used to demonstrate achievement at the next higher

level. Although this appears to be one of the simplest concepts of Logical
Framework methodology, it is also one of the most common weaknesses in
Logical Framework designs. Thlere is a common tendency to demonstrate
achievement of a result by measuring the means used to achieve the result.
It is frequently claimed that "school building constructed" and "teachers
trained" (outputs) demonstrate improved quality of education in the school
(purpose). Or "health center constructed", "medicines supp1ied", and the
"medical staff hired", (outputs) demonstrate health care services provided
by the health ~enter (purpose). This is because it is easier to think of
success in terms of the tangible deliverables of the project--we can see
buildings and people. Purpose level objectives are much harder to define.
Instead of struggling with something difficult and perhaps somewhat
abstract, it seems logical to think: "Well, of course, we have improved
health; just look at this fine building with full medical facilities and
the first-class doctors and nurses we have working for us." We need to
think carefully about what indicators would truly demonstrate "health care
services provided": i.e., number, type and quality of actual health care
provided to specified target· audiences--such as number of children
immunized, numbers of mothers that receive preventive health counseling,
number of babies aelivered successfully, etc.

We have thus made a prediction that producing the outputs will achieve the
purpose, but the prediction includes uncertainty. Therefore, we cannot
say that production of outputs automatically achieves purpose; nor can we
use production of outputs as. proof of purpose achievement. We must measure
purpose-level achievement iridependently of output-level achievement. One
way to check this independence is to determine if the set of indicators we
have identified at the purpose level (EOPS) represents the means to achieve
the project purpose (i n wh ich case they are rea 11y outputs, not i nd icators)
or if they actually describe the conditions that would exist if the purpose
has been achieved.
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Special Indicators

Good indicators are not always available. A good indicator is a direct
measure of achievement. For example, increased crop productivity can be
measured by the change in crop yield per hectare on fields in the area in

which the project is operating. Evaluators can measure success of this
project. However, when the objective is a "viable industry established" it

becomes much more difficult to measure project success. The industry may

have been developed in such a fashion that it will become viable three
years after the project terminates. In order to have some confidence of
success at termination, it is necessary to find an indicator that can be
assessed now that will predict later performance. In this case such an
indicator might be a trend in the reduction of production costs per unit
and/or a steady increase in orders.

Such i nci i cators can a1so be used to measure resu lts \oJhen preferred

indicators are too costly to verify. If a preferred indicator requires an
expensive survey for verification and if this is not within the project

budget, indirect or proxy indicators must be found. If the project wants
to test the quality of education in a vocational school, but cannot afford
to examilne the graduates, the evaluators may check how many of the
graduates are being employed at what salary. Indirect indicators do not

offer as much confidence in success as do direct indicators, but they
represent an acceptable alternative. In using indirect indicators, care
should be taken to a~sess what other variables could explain the change in
our chosen indirect indicator. In the example above, salaries of graduates
from a vocational schoold could well reflect employer satisfaction with
the qua 1ity of the graduate. However, it is poss i b1e that there is a
shortage of peop 1e wi th these part icu 1ar sk ill s and the resu 1t i I1g demand is
unrealistically forcing prices, even if the graduates were onlylnediocre.*

'!:../ Eugene J. Webb, Donald T. Campbell, Richard D. Schwartz, and Lee
Sechrest, Unobstrus1ve Measures: NonrE~active Research in the Social
Sciences.
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5. Means of Verification

As a still further step in the Logical Framework Approach to clarifying

objectives, we must ask the question "How will we be able to measure our
indicators?" The indicators prove achievement of objectives--but, if we

cannot find data about how much rice farmers have harvested, then we cannot
prove that yields increased, and therefore we cannot show product ion
increases in general. And if we cannot measure success (or failure), we
should question the reasonableness of executing the project. Usually,
however, we can substitute an alternative indicator which correlates
closely with the preferred indicator (rice marketed, for example). In many
cases, if we think about it carefully, we can frequently find appropriate
data by using different means of verification. If farmers do not report
harvest, or there are no weighing facilities, we ~an do a survey and count
numbers of baskets collected.

The value of an indicator is limited by the means available to verify the

indicator. As in the example above, if an extensive survey is needed for
obtaining the nr~essary dat~ to verify an indicator, and if the project

does not have the money to pay for the survey, then another indicator must
be found. The verification of some indicators may require just a quick
review of project or government records whereas other indicators require
sophisticated data collection and analysis for verification.

If verification is going to cost the project time and money, then the means
of verificution must be identified during the design stage of a project and
the necessary manpower and money included in the project inputs. If these
are not planned early in the project, they may not be available when they
are needed. Sources of evidence on all important elemen~s of an indicator
should be identified. An example follows:
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lndlcator

2,000 new single family
dwellings purchased by
low income, fa~mer tene­
ment residents by June
1980.

11-23

Means of Verification

Sales records from land office, number
of sales and sales dates.

Data on purchaser's income level from
tax records.

Data on purchaser's former residence
from land office.

•
In the above example, each important element in the indicator has a means
of verification. The means of verification must be carefully examined to
ascertain the completeness and reliability of the data. Often project
managers will count on government records, only to learn later that (1) the
records are out of date or (2) the data were poorly collected so that the
records are not reliable. The quality of available records must be
assessed. In the above example, it was found that the first two means of
verification were available and reliable, but it was discovered that the
land office did not keep records on purchasers' former residences. This
means of veri fi cat ion had to be discarded and another means found. A
possible alternative would be to visit the new owners to ask about their
former residence. One could also build an information system into the
project so that the necessary data could be collected in the course of
regular project operations. Such a system can provide timely, relevant
information that can be used by decision-makers throughout the course of
the project. Whatever means the project uses to obtain the information
necessary to verify indicators of achievement, this means of verification
must be made explicit in the project design. See Figure 11-3 for further
examples of means of verification.

Establishing means of verification can be a complex and demanding task. We
recommend that the project manager select verification techniques that
make sense to him and his colleagues. For those requiring more rigor in
verification, we recommend reference to such related documents as "Mana­
ger's Guide to Data Collection", 1979.
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6. Manageable Interest

•
There is an invisible dividing line between Outputs and Purpose which
makes a distinction between the levels of uncertainty within the project.

Below the 1ine--i .e., producing outputs--has a degree of certainty
obtained from all our earlier experiences which gives us a "can do"
feeling. A manager can accept responsibility for producing outputs
because he can be reasonably certain that given certain resources he can
undertake appropriate activities to transform those resources into the
desired outputs. Above the line--i.e., achieving purpose--is where we
have much less experience and correspondingly less certainty that we "can
do" it; we therefore expect and "hope" we wi 11 ach ieve the purpose. We do
our best to define all the conditions necessary and sufficient to achieve

that purpose but there is still enough uncertainty that we cannot
confidently state that it is something we "can do".

By the term "manageable interest" therefore, we refer to that complex of
activities and resources that the manager controls in producing outputs
for a givE'n purpose. In effect, the competent manager accepts the
responsibility and accountability for producing those outputs. He does
not accept responsibility for achieving purpose: that is the respon­
sibility of top management. However, he does accept responsibility for
doing all that he can to monitor the progress of the project in relation
to the achievement of that purpose and doing all that he can reasonably do
to influence achievement of purpose.

Specifying what we "can do"--the "manageable interest"--and "hope" to
achieve--accomplishment of purpose--facilitates clarification of the
manager's job and allows for a constructive, open dialogue between levels
of management. This in turn allows all concerned to focus on what the
project is intended to accomplish, how it can be accompl ished, what

factors are outside the control of the project, who is responsible for
what, and when different levels of management should be involved. This
creates a task-oriented atmosphere in which opportunities, progress and
problems that may impede that progress can be discussed constructively.
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Because the manager knows he is not being held accountable for unrealistic
objectives, he can relax and devote his energi8s to getting his job done.
He does not need to worry that he will be blamed for factors outside his
control. However, he is not absolved from his responsibility to use his
best judgement in the project design, to use all means at his disposal to
favorably influence factors that are outside his control, and to
communicate with superiors when he sees that (1) the outputs may not be
produced on time or in sufficient quantity or quality or (2) the outputs
will be produced as targeted but they are not having the predicted effect

on purpose-level achievement.

The project manager should take whatever corrective action is available
to him where appropriate and should recommend corrective actions to his
superiors when their help is needed. It is the project manager who is in
close contact with his field staff and is therefore in a better position
to see what measures could be undertaken to correct the situation. If a
project manager does not pass on his recommendations to his superiors,
then decisions will be made without the insight of the person in the
field.

Communication between the project manager and his superiors must be two­
way communication. The project manager should know, and be an active
participant wherever feasihle in establishing why the project is being
undertaken. The Logical Framework aids in this communication by speci­
fying the higher level objectives: Goal and Purpose. The project manager
should understand how his project will contribute to purpose and goal­
level achievement. If the project manager sees that his project will not
have the expected impact at higher levels, he must communicate this to his
superiors. Often this is difficult for a project manager to do, for it
could mean that his project will be discontinued. Let's look at an
example: the goal is "income of small farmers increased", and the purpose

is "small farmers' rice production increased". The project manager sees
that, although the small farmers are increasing their rice prod~ction,

their income is not increasing because of a recent substantial drop in the
price of rice. He should communicate this information to his superiors.
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They then have an early opportunity to ex~rnine tile situation and either
add resources or terminate the project in favor of an alternative with

higher probability of success.

a. Error in Logic

An occasional error is made in develo~ing an output to purpose hypothesis.
This occurs when no distinction is made between the synergistic result is
expected when all the outputs have been produced (e.g., purpose), and a
simple summary or restate:nent of the outputs themselves. If we simply
restate the outputs then we have no hypothesis--we have 100% probability
that "if Outputs, then Outputs." What we are looking for is a purpose
statement that reflects the results of the hypothesis "if Outputs AND
certain other important factors outside our control, then Purpose. 1I In
such a statement we never have 100% probability that "if Outputs, then
Purpose. II There are always intervening variables (and the assumptions we
make about them) that will affect our ability to achieve the de5ired
purpose.

BAD PRACTICE GOOD PRACTI CE

Purpose is sum of outputs. Purpose is result of outputs.

Purpose: Modern farming Purpose: Agricultural produc-
methods used by tion of farmers
farmers. increased.

Outputs:

l. Fertilizer used by farmers.
2.. HYV seed planted by farmers.
3... ' Pesticides used by farmers.
4. Fungicides used by farmers.
5. Multiple cropping system used

by farmers.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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Delegat10n of Responsib1l1ty for Outputs

•

•

•

Responsibility for produc1ng each of the outputs can be delegated by the

project manager to others, be they contractors or subordi nates. The

outputs can be broken down in the Logical Framework by listing the separate

major actlVities that are required to produce each output. This is

especially useful when the project manager delegates authority to several

contractors or subordinates for one output or when outputs must be
subdivided for proper resource allocation. The inputs on the Logical

Framework should show the major activities for each of the outputs. The

indicators at the input level should show the manpower, money, and

equipment necessary for each of the activities (see Figure 11-3, Input­
Output Level, Input Indicator column).

The Logical Framework can be used as a communication tool, not only between

the project manager and superior as described above, but also between the

project manager and others on whom he must rely for cooperation in
ach1eving his objectives. It is especially useful when the project manager

must deal w1th the many factors that are outside his control. For example,
if his project purpose 1S "rice production increased 50%" and his outputs

are (1) irrigation canals constructed and (2) high yield seeds distri­

buted, and the project 1S assuming that there will be sufficient fert1l1zer

on the market at a reasonable price and that the credit institutions w1ll

make loans to the farmers, he may need to influence the fertllizer

producers and d1stnbuters and the cred1t institutions w1thout having

d1rect authority over them. He can do th1S by shar1ng his objectives with

them. W1th the Log1cal Framework he can explain what the project purpose

1S, what the outputs are that he must produce, and what the assumpt10ns are

that are crit1cal to project success. He should also share w1th them the

goal of the project so that they can see they are contrlbuting to a
slgnificant and 1mportant unaertak1ng. Finally, he should share w1th them

the project assumpt1ons, for th1S allows them to see their role 1n help1ng
the project manager to accompl1sh h1S task.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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Fi gure II -3:

Adding Means of Verification Strengthens Design &Evaluation of Project
'CI n.

Project Title:
RI CE PRODUCTlO:J

LOGICAL FRAMEWORK
FOR

SUMMARIZING PROJECT DESIGN

Ell. Project Completion Dale _
Date 01 this Summarv _

NARRATIVE SUMMARY OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION IMPORTANT ASSUMPTIONS

,-

P'OQr.m Go,l: The bto.d4lt obi.ct"" 10
_hleh ,''us prOllet conWbult':

Sr.'lall farmer income increased in
:Jortheas tern Region.

MUlof" or Go•• Achl.....m.nt:

1. Average farmer Income raised from 100 baht
per year In 1976 to 130 baht/yr. In 1978.

Z. Small farmer Income raised from 70 to 110
baht In same period.

Ia.

b.
c.

2a.

Sales & Market price
fi9ures
Tax fi gures
Ag. ex tensi on agen t report!
As for 1 ibove.

Co~.,"I"9I"",'erm ..Iv. 01 pro;tlm/p,ojtcl:

1. Inflation doesn't exceed 12:/yr.
2. Sufficient "luxury" goods available

for farmers to spend "Disposable"
Income.

3. Farmers protected from unscrupulous
merchants.

..........
J

N
00

A'ffCti", inp.. t·ro·outpUl link:

1. F.rmer~ will tng to accept new
cultivation methods.

2. Fertilizer prices do :lOt exceed
S per ton.

3. c.n recruit localll 150 agricultural
fltenslon ag(!~ts.

Harvest Records: Dept. of
Ag •• extension agents
surveys
1976 OOA records.
Revelw & Analysis by OOA
experts.
Crf:dlt system records.
Survey of farmers for
prognm satisfaction.

la. Project manager records
b. Subcontractor records and

repo rts.
c. Project manager reports.

b.
2a.

la.

Is
to I 3a.

b.

Condition, thlt wllllndiu'. Pulpal. ha' bun
Kh'fWfd: End of plojfCl.WU•.

I. 30,000 farmers (owning 7 ral or less)
fncrease rice yi !Ids by 50 : between
October 1976 and October 1978.

Z. Rice harvested by small farmers fn 1978
of better or equal quallty (x: cracked)
rice harvested by same farmers in 1976.

3. 951: of farmers bay HYV seed for 1979
planting season.

c.
3a.
b.
c.

t.·

L-.-

?

~

'"c:
II.r:.

1n1 ...·w Projt<t p",,'POte:* I, ~mal1 farmer rice production Increased
... Q. In Northeastem Region.
o -
Q. -
>x...z

~j [-' ~w ~> Q.
w c:

o ! ... I
_' OuIPuU: M.;n'lud. 0' OVIPull n_,wv .nd Ivff,e"nl 10 Kh;... pu,pow. la. Project records. Alfte1l", OVIPut-lo-llUtDOI.link:

1 J. Functlo.nlng fertilizer and high la. 10 dIstribution centers conHructed by b. Project records, extension 1. Extension agents correctly supervlze
:; yield variety rice seed dfstribu· 12/78. age~t survey. farmer application of fertllizer.
o tion system in,.place._. b. X tons fertilizer and X tons seed dlstribu· c. Project A/C records. 2. 10 inches of rain ralls between= Z. Farrr.ers trained.' .....\ ted to target gl"'Jup by 121/8. 2a. Project records. Ksy and October each year.
'= . 3. Functioning credit system In(place. c. 96: of all purchlSes paid for wlthlng 2 b. Extension agent reports 3. Price of soya seed stays at 1976

\. "': months of purchase. c. Spot check survey by pro- levels so farmers will stay with
t; .. :::1 ~-J:; 2a.- 35,000 farrr.e·s trained by 12/78. ject mar-ager. rice project and not convert to
::! 1 b. 9BX of those tra Ined !!1! new planting and Ja. Credl t systems records. soya. -
~ '5 cultivating tech.liques appropriately, b. Ag. extension bgent report:
z 0 Ja. 8m baht issued in cred I ts '.0 Z5.000 'irna II
.: fi fal'l1'er: by 1976, bv 30 credit ar"a nHlces

~ ~, ..; Inputs: Activitie'i and Types of b. Default rate does not e_ceed Z"( of total I
~ :; -.>. Resources. I('an'i.
~ g- la. Design dtstrlb tion s stem c. Credit terms accilPtable to local farm
z - u y . .' I eader'i •
ot =. .b. _Construct .storage fac I 11 tIes. -' _ I
~ c. Training staff. - Level of EHort/Expe,ldlture for each Activity.

Za. Rec ru I t fa nr.ers.
b. Develop training facilities and la. 6 manmonths SI5,OOO baht 600,000

materials. . b. 12 IT\lnmonth~ $1. 800,000 baht 900.000
Conduct training. c. 36 rrd~~nths $150,000 baht I.ZOO.OOO
Htre credit specialist 2. Z4 maMOnths SlOO.OOO baht 100,000
Develop System procedures. 24 rrolnmonths 1100 ,000
Train staff. 3. 36 rnanmonths ,150,000
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Rarely should a project be deslgned by one person ln lsolation. Deslgning
a project requlres both management and technical skills. People with the

specific skills needed should be included a~ members of the deslgn team.
Where one starts when developlng a Logical Framework for a project depends
upon the amount of declslon-maklng that has already taken place regardlog
project detalls. Ideally, the logical Framework should be used before the

project is even identlfied. In such a case, the logical Framework would be
a deslgn tool for program/sector plannlng. Once hlgher (program/secto\-)
management has ldentlfied a program or sector goal, they would then
ldentify the project(s) that would be needed to achleve the goal.

If program-level managers were using thelr own loglcal Frameworks to
.design programs, the reason for the program would be recorded on thelr
Loglcal Framework as a purpose, and each of the projects needed to achieve
the purpose would be an output. Each output (or project) would then be
assigned to a project manager and that output would become the purpose on
the proj~ct manager's loglcal Framework. H1S goal would of course be the
purpose of the Loglcal Framework of the program manager. ThlS same approach
could be used to delegate responslblllty for managlng lndlvldual outputs.
ThlS can be seen graphlcally below, and also ln Flgure 11-4.

PROGRA.'1 IF

PROJECT IF

Goal

Purpose

I Output 1 -----------
I Output 2

Output J

Inputs

-Goal

-Purpose

Output 1 ---------- -
Output 2
Output J

Inputs

OUTPUT IF

- Goal

-Purpose

Output I
Output Z

Inputs

i
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GOAL

PURPOSE

OUTPUTS
1.
2.
3.
4.

INPUTS

• • • • • •

INPUTS

~a. Recruit Extension Agents
2b. Oevelop Training Program
2c. Train' Test Agents

AOV ISOR ••••••••••••••• II NPUTS

•••••••••••• CONTRACTOR 3a. Develop PUblfctty Materials

3b. Enroll Interested Partfes

"....Q)
(")-c'i"
~
()
o
~
(")
CO
"0-en
:;-
(")

o....
'0o
@
ena.
~

Qlill!!!...l
1. Offices' Training Center Buflt

~

I•• Develop Building Plans

lb. Request Construction Proposals
lc. Supervise Construction

Q!!!M.1

2. Extension Agents Trained

J

RESPONSIB IllTY

HINISTRY OF
AGR ICUlTURE ••••••••••••

HINISTRY OF•••••••••••• CO·OPS

Q!mYU

J. Small Fanners Enrolled

QY!!!!L!
4. Inputs' Assistance Provided to

Sllo..ll Fanners

INPUTS

4a. Flnalfze Input Requlrenents
4b. Procure Inputs

4c. Olstrlbute to fanners

~

>-4
>-4
I

W
a

.:J

~""""'"

Figure 4: THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK ESTABLISHES THE BASIS FOR DEFINING &
DELEGATING PROJECT RESPONSIBILITIES .
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When a project is assigned to a design team (Wh1Ch should 1nc1ude the
project ma~ager, 1f poss1b1e) 1n th1S fash1on, the goal and purpose of the
projec.t Log1ca1 Framework are already ident1f1ed. The des1gn team may
first want to further c1anfy the purpose by deve10p1ng 1nd1cators for End­
of-Project-:':;tatus (EOPS). Once the scope of the project purpose 1S
understood, the next step 1S to develop the project outputs. The des1gn

team must ask themselves what should be produced 1n order to ach1eve the
purpose. Once the outputs are 1dent1f1ed, the next step 1S to 1dentify the
activit1es and resources required to produce the outputs. At th1S point
the f1rst stage of Log1ca1 Framework development has been completed. The
Log1cal Framework should have the goal, purpose, outputs, and 1nputs
1dent1fied. The EOPS should be fairly complete and the 1ndicators at the
output and input level {resources} should be roughly 1dent1f1ed. In­
variably many assumpt10ns are identif1ed during th1S 1nltia1 stage of

project design and they should be noted in their rough form so that they are
not forgotten. This first stage is a top-down design, beginning at the
goal and work1ng down to the 1nputs. Figure 11-5 provides a sketch of the

top-down design and the management 1ssues raised at each level.

The second stage of project design starts at the bottom and works back up
to the goal. During this stage the design team must ask 1f they have
1dentified all the 'necessary and suff1cient cond1t1ons at one level to be
confident of ach1eving the next h1gher level of objectives. A reV1ew of
each set of the act1v1t1es together with the1r resources 1S made to
determine whether 1t 1S necessary to produce a spec1fic output. The
assumpt10ns must be further c1ar1fied and then the team must determlne

whether all of the factors (both w1th1n and outs1de the manageable
1nterest) necessary to produce the outputs have been 1dent1f1ed. At th1S
stage, the experts and project techmc1ans should be called 1n as necessary
to adV1se the design team and/or project manager.

Pmr.tir.rtl Conceots Incoroorated
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FIGURE II-5
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THE LOGICAL FRN~EWORK OF
A TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECT
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The team then moves to the output level and exam1nes each output to see 1f
1t 1S necessary to ach1eve the project purpose. Ind1cators must be
developed for each output. The assumpt10ns be1ng made about the output-to­
purpose hypothes1s are further clar1f1ed, and then the judgement must be

made as to whether all of the factors necessary and suff1c1ent to ach1eve
the purpose have been 1dent1f1ed.

The team then moves to the purpose level and re-exam1nes the purpose to
determ1ne whether 1t lS necessary to ach1eve the goal. All of the EOPS

1nd1cators must be fully 1dent1f1ed and targeted. The assumpt10ns for th~

output-to-purpose pred1ct10n are further clar1f1ed. The other projects
that w1ll also be contr1but1nq to goal ach1evement must be 1ncluded 1n the
assumpt1ons. The des1gn team* must determ1ne whether all of the factors
necessary to ach1eve the purpose have been 1dent1f1ed. At the goal level
the 1nd1cators must be fully 1dent1f1ed and targeted. Th1S completes the
f1rst cycle of the Log1cal Framework des1gn.

To further ref1ne the project des1gn, two act1v1t1es are requ1red and can
be undertaken slmultaneously. One of these lS to de"~lop the evaluatlOn
plan. For th1S, the f1rst step 1S to 1dent1fy the means of venf1catlOn for
each of the 1nd1cators. If the means of ver1f1cat1on requ1re add1t10nal
project resources and act1v1t1es, then both have to be 1ncluded as project

1nputs on the Log1cal Framework. The project manager must ant1c1pate
dec1s10ns that w1ll be dependent on evaluauon results. If 1mportant
dec1s10ns must be made at spec1f1c p01nts dunng the course of the project,
then 1ntenm evaluat10ns may be requ1red and 1ntenm targets must be
developed for the 1nd1cators.

*/ The part1es 1nvolved 1n the des1gn process can be drawn from d,fferent
- department levels and ar~as of expert1se, depend1ng on the proj~ct. If

a project manager has not been off1c1ally ass1gned, at least one m~mber

of the des1gn team should be charged w1th br1ng1ng the project
management v1ewpo1nt to the des1gn effort. In add1t1on, when ref1n-;ng
the purpose and goal of the project, h1gher-level management should be
1ncluded 1n the d1alogue to ensure that ihe resultlng goal-level
clar1f1cat1on meets the1r programm1ng object1ves.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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The k1nds of dec1s10ns requ1red must be 1dentlf1ed, so that the 1nformat10n
necessary to make these dec1s10ns w1ll be ava1lable at the proper t1me. A
s 1mu1ateo 1'< d 1uat1on can be he 1pfu 1 In 1dent1fy1 ng the kwds of dec 1S1ons
and the k1nd of 1nforrrratlOn requlred. It may be found that add1t10nal
1nd1cators and add1t10nal assumpt10ns have to he 1ncluded 1n the project
des1gn to prov1de a base for measurement 1n the future.

The evaluat10n w1ll be or1ented to 1dent1fy1ng change that has occurred as
a result of dOlng the project. In order to measure change 1t lS 1mperat1ve
to know wllat the cond1t1ons were prlor to the project. For every 1nd1cator
that lS to measure change, the project manager must have full data on the
1n1t1al cond1t1ons. If the d ita are not already 1n hand, they must be fully
collected prlor to the commencement of other project act1v1t1es. If
collect1on of basel1ne data lS not a pre-project act1v1ty, 1t should be
1ncluded 1n the project des1gn as a project act1v1ty. If th1S, 1n turn, lS
not poss1ble, then the 1mpl1cat10ns of start1ng the project w1thout the
suff1c1ent basel1ne data must be assessed and alternat1ves cons1dered-­
such as not dOlng the project, or collect1ng "trend ll data ~owe can at least
see change over t1me, even 1f we cannot see the 1n1t1al status.

The second act1v1ty requ1red to ref1ne the project des1gn relates d1rectly

to the assumpt1ons. Each assumptlOn must be fully clanfled and 1ts
probab1l1tyassessed. If the project manager fwds the probab1l1ty 1S very
low that the assumpt10n 1S val1d, then he must take some k1nd of act10n to
1ncrease the probab1l1ty of project success. The types of act10n ava11able
to h1m are d1scussed 1n the sect10n on assumpt1ons.

There lS no set formula for derm1n1ng the probab1l1ty of an assumpt10n or
for assess1ng the comb1ned probab1l1t1es of all of the project assump­
t10ns. In general, 1f anyone assumpt10n has a low probab1l1ty, that should
be enough to slgnal danger 'to the project manager. If a number of

assumpt10ns are seen to be of somewhat less than h1gh probab1l1ty, then
the1r comb1ned probab1l1ty would have to be cons1dpred low and th1S would
also be a danger slgnal to the project manager.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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Assessing the probability of an assumption 1S an act1v1ty that 1S somewhat
subject1ve 1n nature. If thp project manager f1nds that he cannot assess
the probab11ity of h1S assumpt10ns bec~use he 1S lack1ng needed 1nfor­
mat10n~ he may undertake further study to obta1n the lnformat10n.
(InformatlOn has a cost. However, 1t should be we1ghed aga1nst the
poss1ble cost to the project 1f the 1nformat10n 1S not obta1lled. In the
'long run 1t may prove more costly to go ahead w1thout key 1nformatlOn.

The project manager 1deally should be lInvolved 1n the plann1ng of a
project. Often a planner will design a proJect and then pass the completed
des 1 gn on to a project manager. When thi s occurs, the project manager does
not have the opportunlty to share 1n the judgement of the deslgn yet he
must be respons1ble for project 1mplementat10n. In such a case, he should
exam1ne the des1gn and alert top management lmmed1ately to any unreal1stlc
aspects 1n the des1gn and major probl~ms he foresees ..

C. THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND EVALUATION

The dlsc1pllne of uS1ng the Loglca,l Framework 1n the des1gn process
fac111tates the productlon of an evaluable des1gn--objectlves are clearly
stated~ the development hypotheses have been expl1c1tly stated and 1nd1­
cators of Sli:.:cess at each level of the project h1erarchy h(jve been
establ1shed. Most 1mportantly, these 'nd1cators express what the de­
slgners are w1ll1ng to call success; thus the evaluat10n task lS slmply to
collect the data fat' those key 1ndlcators and "evaluate" the project
aga1nst 1tS own pre-set standards of success.

Call1ng 1n the evaluators dur1ng the des1gn phase to ascerta1n 1f 1n fact
the data can be collected, at a reasonable cost, helps clar1fy the project
deslgn stlll further. It 'can also reduce costs of evaluat10n through
1ncorporat1on of some data collect1on 1nto rout1ne project operat1ons.

For further deta11ed d1Scuss1on on the Log1cal Framework and Evaluat10n,

please see the companion document ent1tled:
Manager's Guide to Evaluation.

Or~,.ti,.~1 ~nn~p.nt~ Incoroorated



APPENDIX A

THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND CAUSE AND EFFECT
HYPOTHESES IN AN ECONOMIC OR SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT SETTING

Science attempts to establish causality of the following type:

Al and A2 cause 8; 8 causes C.

If such causality is established, then the experimenter knows that

providing Al and A2 should result in C. ([AI, A2] 8, 8 C, the ...efore [AI,
A2] C). The Logical Framework approach to project design is based on

this scientific approach.

For purposes of this article, we may associate the "A" with Outputs, "8"
with Purpose and "C" with Goal. The project planner's challenge is to
develop a Vertical Logic containing factors (cause) at each level of the
LogFrame which are both necessary and sufficient to bring about achieve­
ment (effect) at the next higher level. See Figure 1 below.

GOAL
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Part A: Project Success (Purpose Level Attainment)

When evaluation findings show purpose level results attained, it is the
evaluator's job to examine the causal linkage (Vertical Logic) between

output and purpose levels, as well as to identify the unintended factors
not stated in the LogFrame which may have influenced purpose attainment.
He explores the possible occurrence of any unanticipated factors because

he knows that the project planner's insight into development mechanisms is
not usually sufficient to predict the full set of causal linkages in the
Vertical logic of the logFrame. Therefore, it is likely that evaluation
findings will show the existence of other factors (both implicit hypo­
theses and assumptions) which helped to bring about purpose level results.

This is why we say that the design of successful social and economic
projects is difficult and complex. Figure 2 illustrates this point. The

area enclosed by the dotted line and containing (AI + A2) 81 Cl represents
a given project as orginally conceived by the project planner. A3-9
represent unanticipated factors which the evaluation showed to have

contributed to the achievement of 81. Another way of putting it: (Al+A2 81

Cl represents the project at the time of conception. (AI-A9) 81 Cl
represents what really happened to cause purpose attainment.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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Bl ----------------{0

Ag

l

Figure 2: Cause &Effect Relationships in an Economic &Social Development
Setting

The Project Hypo~hesis is a limited view of the world.
Additional unintended Outputs (A3-9) were needed to bring about
Purpose achievement. These (A3-9) should be Assumptions or Out­
puts in a "perfect" Logframe.

The project Hypothesis imposes order and need not fully compre­
hend cau:sality.

Practical Concepts Incorporated
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In the same respect, the same phenomena may occur to affect the purpose to
goal linkage. That is to say, that additional projects or assumptions, in
addition to those which the project planner identified in the assumption
column at the purpose level, occurred and influenced goal attainment.

In the abstract example of Figure 3, we assume that some set of events, Al

through Ag, is necessary and sufficient to cause Bl and B4- Bl is a
necessary and sufficient cause of B2 and B3, which together with B4 are
necessary and sufficient causes of Cl-

.,--------- ....

Figure 3: Cause &Effect Relationships in an Economic or Social Develop­
ment Situation

Additional projects or Assumptions (B2-4) influenced Goal
achievement.

A cluster of projects with a cOnlnon Goal is called a "program".
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APPENDIX B

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK AND CONTRACTS

A contract is a 1ega11y enforceab1e agreement. The essence of a good
contract then is its ability to be understood by a member of the judiciary.
And a judge may be assumed to be a lay person in terms of the technica1
aspects of the contract, although knowledgeable in, requirements and
implications of law. It follows then, that for judicial review, the
contract should strive to make the technical issues as clear as possible-­
understandable not just to the project teams but to lay individuals as
we 11.

(Very few contracts are in fact brought before the judiciary for

determination. Nonetheless, it is this ultimate test--against judicial
criteria--that sets the pattern for contract administration.)

We will now show how the Logical Framework helps clarify contract elements.
To do this, let us consider a contract as consisting of the following
elements:

1. A meeting of the minds;

2. Specific de1iverables;

3. Consideration;

4. Force majure.

The relationship of each of these to Logical Framework terms is briefly
outlined in the following.

Practical Concepts Incorporated



The meetlng of the mlnds, or lntent, of a contract establlshes for judlclal
reVlew "why" the contract was entel~ed lnto. Knowlng why the two partles
entered lnto a contract, thelr long-term objectlves, one can analyze the
actlvltles of the partles of the contract to see lf they were conslstent
wlth that meetlng of the mlnds. Actlons conslstent wlth the meeting of the
mlnds are conslstent wlth the contract. Those lnconslstent wlth the
meeting of the minds may consl~tltute breach of contract or non­
performance.

•

•

•

•

1. Meeting of the Minds
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•

•

•

The meetlng of the minds concept from contracts maps exactly onto the
Loglcal Framework purpose and goal. The reason we produce outputs lS ln
the hope that they wlll resu It 1n rea 11 z1ng our purpose. Thus, by
lmp llcat lon, the contractor 1s expected to obey the "reasonab le-man
rule"--do all thlngs that any reasonable man would do (glVen the resources
avallable) to modlfy or add to the 11St of outputs as necessary to reallze
pur::>ose.

The goal lS, of course, the reason why we have deflned the purpose as the
lmportant project focus. It further faclll tates the "meet mg of the ml nds"
by clanfylng for the partles* to the "contract" thelr long-term objec­
t lVes. Just as the sponsor has a reasonab 1e rl ght to expect t~at the
contractor will do all thlngs that a reasonable man would do ln an attempt
to achleve purpose, so the contractor expects that the developlng
country** and sponsor wlll attempt reasonable actlons necessary to reallze

goal. The contractor lmpllcltly accepts a reportlng responslblllty to
ldentlfy sltuations where achlevement of purpose wlll not meet goal-level
lntent.

*/

~/

In the development context, the "partles" to the contract are
essentlally the developlng country, the sponsor (AID, World Bank,
etc.) and the contractor (unlversity, prlvate flrm, etc.)
The developing country lS usually the ultlmate "cl ler-t .. of the
contractor.
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Deliverables or Line Items Under the Contract

•

•

•

•

•.~~.
•

•

•

•

The dellVerables or line 1tems under the contract are essent1ally the
outputs. These are the th1ngs the contractor has agreed to produce, glven
that h1S 1nput-level assumpt10ns are val1d.

It 1S part1cularly 1mportant to note that the del1verables under a contract
should be results, not act1v1t1es (or 1nputs). Further, object1vely
ver1f1able 1nd1cators must be prov1ded for each output w1th qual1tat1ve,
q'lant1tatlVe, and time targets.

3. Cons1derat1on

The essence of a contract, particularly 1n terms of 1tS equity prov1sions,
1s cons i derat ion. What do contractor and contt'actee each prom1 se to
prov1de to the other?

The m1n1mum guarantee is, of course, the 1nputs. On the one hand, the
contractor agrees to prov1de techn1cal personnel, commod1t1es, and under­
take act1v1t1es, etc. On the other hand, the sponsor agrees to pay the
contractor certain fees, may prov1de on-s1te support, etc.

4. Prov1s1ons for Force Majeure

The loglcal Framework clar1f1es force majeure by 1dent1fy1ng those factors
that would require re-analys1s of the ab1l1ty to perform, and by sett1ng
forth levels at Wh1Ch those factors become 1mportant.

The essence here lS the assumpt1ons. At the 1nput level, the contractor
1dent1f1es the assumpt1ons. that he must make 1n order to guarantee h1S
ab1l1t~ to produce h1S outputs. If the contractor needs to assume that the
host government will prov1de ten veh1cles and dr1vers, 1n order for h1m to
produce h1S project outputs, but 1n fact only f1ve are prov1ded, then we
expect a corresponding reduct10n in the quant1ty or quality of outputs
produced.
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Figure 1: The Logframe helps clarify the responsibilities of contractor. sponsor and host: The con­
tractor is responsible for producing outputs and for making sound technical judgments re­
garding the [if output then purpose] hypothesis; sponsor and host accountability focusses
on purpose and goal.
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APPENDIX C

USE OF THE LOGICAL FRAMEWORK APPROACH
TO INTEGRATE ANALYSIS .OF TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY,

COMMERCIAL FEASIBILITY, AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY

by Dr. Lawrence D. Posner

"Project Preparat10n and analys1s" tYP1cally lS taught and pract1ced as a
senes of d1screte analyses as d1fferent aspects of the project. The
Loglcal Framework Approach lntegrates thp.se aspects by clarlfYlng the1r
relatlonshlps to one another as parts of a slngle analys1s.

ThlS approach should facll1tate the teachlng of project analysls and the
management of feaslblllty studles by tralned analysts. It also slmpllfles
the revlewlng process by lendlng lnst1tutlons. Aslngle page can summarlze
the essence of a project for managers who cannot wade through the COp10US
reports on every project.

The Loglcal Framework Approach: The Managerlal POlnt of Vlew

The Loglcal Framework Approach emphaslzes a managerlal pOlnt of V1ew. The
analyslS focuses attent10n on (1) the results of the completed project when
lt has succeeded, and (2) the strategy for achlevlng It. There lS a 10glC
lmpllClt ln every project--the Loglcal Framework Approach makes lt
expllclt and commUnlcates lt clearly to other lnterested partles to be sure
lt lS reallstlc and they are prepared to do what lS expected of them.
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KEY CONCEPTS

A. H1erarchy of Objectives

It 1S useful to think of a project 1n terms of a h1erarchy of object1ves.
The results at each level of the hierarchy are means to accomp11sh the
results at the next h1gher level. The project 1S 1ntended to resolve a
problem, often a part of a broader program w1th a IC goa111

• The project
des1gn states explicitly what solution is expected as a direct result of
the project (the project IIpurposell), and objectlVe measures of havmg
ach1eved it (IIEnd of Project Status ll ). To achieve the IIpurposell, 1t 1S
necessary to complete speclfic tasks (ll produce outputs II) which 1n turn
reqUlre specific lI activities ll • In a well des1gned project, the results at
every level of the hierarchy are IInecessaryll for ach1ev1ng the results at
the next h1gher level. However, there may be factors outs1de the project
that are also necessary to ach1eve the results at the next h1gher level.
"Important assumptions ll about factors outs1de the project should be made
exp11c1t 1n the project design process. In a well designed project, the
results at each level of the h1erarchy together w1th the 1mportant
lIassumpt10nsii about outs1de factors should be suff1c1ent to ach1eve the
expected results at the next higher level. 1I0bjectlVe1y venf1ab1e
1ndlcators ll are essent1a1 at all levels of the h1erarchy.

An Example: An Agnculture CooperatlVe--the Results Expected from the
Project Organized as a Hierarchy

The results are d1sp1ayed in a four level h1erarchy in Figure 1. The broad
problem is the low income and lack of employment 1n a rural area of Costa
R1ca. The II goa111 1S creat ion of emp1oyment and 1ncome 1n the Sard1na1
D1str1ct. Th1S project will create a successful grapegrowers cooperat1ve.
The outputs requ1red are:

Practical Concepts Incorporated

,
/



•
-3-

~" l.

• 2.

3.

4.

•

Cooperat1ve to provlde 1nputs and market the produce is esta­
blished

A nursery for grape V1nes lS establ1shed

V1neyards on the land of the coop members are establlshed

Farmers and extenslOn agents are tra1ned 1n grape product1on
methods

•

•

.c

•

•

•

•

•

5. Analys1s performance to adjust plans conducted per1odically.

The "activities l' required for each output can be estimated together with
the cost and manpower required for the activity.

Object1vely Ver1f1able Indicators of Effect1veness

Object1ve measures of results are needed at each level of the h1erarchy. In
an actual project specific targets w1ll be included at all levels.

Analys1s of Feas1b1lity--Effic1ency

"Feas1b1lil:Y Analysis" 1S measunng the expected results per umt of
input; that 1S comparing the eff1c1ency of use of money and other resources
w1th alternative investments.

"Techn1cal feas1b11lty" reqUlres analys1s of the "output level ll results
compared to the 1nputs. How many pounds of grapes w1ll the V1nes yield 1n
th1S area? Is the technology proven? How fast can the nursery be
developed? Is irr1gat10n needed? llEng1neer1ng eff1c1ency" 1S relevant.

llCommerc1al feas1b1lity" reqU1res analys1s of the "purpose level ll results
compared to the inputs. Will cooperat1ve members earn more by grow1ng
grapes 1nstead of corn? ~ill demand be adequate when grape production
increases? Can a cooperative 1ncrease profltabil1ty substant1ally through
purchas1ng of 1nputs, sell1ng grapes, process1ng grapes, or other func­
t1ons? What k1nd of f1nanc1ng 1S necessary for the grapegrowers to be
successful? For analysis of commerc1al feas1billty, the costs and
the coop members are central to the analys1s. Is the econom1C return to
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the farmers sufflclent to motlVate hlm to partlclpate? Is lt really

beneflclal to hlm consldenng alternatlVe uses of hlS money, land, and

labor?

A SUbSldy may be justlfied when a project produces lmportant beneflts that

are not recogn1zed by the farmers. An lI eff1c1ent SUbS1dy ll W1n be des1gned

to make the project IIcommerclally feas1ble ll wlth a minlmum SUbS1dy. The

Slze and type of subsidy needed by d1fferent projects wlll vary-­

ass1stance for coop organizat10ns, agricultural extens10n agents, low

1nterest loans, or even a grant to develop the grape nursery.

Soc1o-economlc feaslb1lity requ1res analys1s of the goal level results

compared to the inputs. If the project generates employment ln a rural

area wlth hlgh unemployment, the employment generated is a benefit at the

goa1 1eve 1 even though these expend i tures w111 be treated as IICOS ts II 1n the

analysls of IIcommerclal feasibilityll from the v1ewpo1nt of the cooperative

members. Using labor lntens1ve methods will increase the SOClo-economlC

feaslb1 t ity both in the preparation of the nursery and vlneyards (llexpen­

diture effrcts ll ) and later 1n the operatlOns of the nursenes and the

cooperatlVe (ll project effects II ).

If a IIl abor intenslVe technologyll 1S more expenSlVe than a lI cap1 tal

lntenslve technologyll, th,en further analysls lS necessary to judge 1f

addltlonal SUbSldy is IInecessaryll for commerc1al feaslbll1ty and If the

soclo-economic beneflts are suff1clent to just1fy the add1tlonal subsidy.

The relevant costs for SOClo-econom1C feas1bility 1nclude all the sub­

sld1es In add1tlon to the costs paid by the cooperat1ve members. The main

focus of the analysls lS the rat10nal use of these Subs1dies to get maX1mum

SOClo-eCOnOmlC 1mpact from the 11mi ted resources for subs 1d1 z1ng co­

operatlVe organlZation, extenslOn work, rural infrastructure, and crop

production credlts includlng costs from outside the project. lISoc 1al

benefl t/cost ana lys i s II wi 11 use the resu lts at goa 1 1eve1 and the broad

concepts of costs.
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SUMMARY

The Log1cal Framework Approach 1ntegrates the var10US types of analys1s
requ1red for project analys1s. The LFPI prov1des a useful "process" to
organ1ze the work 1n feasib1l1ty studies. For each type of analys1s, 1t 1S
clear what k1nd of 1nformat1on 1S needed--to measure the effect1venes~ and
eff1c1ency of the project techn1cally, commerc1ally, and socio- econo­
m1cally.

A Bonus--A Sound Management Plan Plus a Process for Implementation and
EvaluatlOn

In add1t1on to lntegrat1ng the traditional components of project analysis,
the Log1cal Framework Approach adds a sound management plan. Managers
compla1n that trad1t1onal project preparat10n 1S abstract and leaves very
llttle of value to the managers respons1ble for project 1mplementatlon.
The Log1cal Framework "process" 1S a managenal process of def1nl,ng a
reallst1c object1ve and the means to accompl1sh1ng 1t. The result ~hould

be a real1st1c plan at the beg1nmng of the project. The plan 1S compatible
w1th trad1t1onal management systems for budgeting, schedul1ng, network1ng,
report1ng and evaluatlons. There are 1nnovative, pract1cal var1at1ons on
these trad1t1onal management techn1ques that are spec1fically designed to
be used .w1th the Log1ca1 Framework. These Project ~1anagement Systems
1nclude the Log1cal Framework Approach to evaluatlon, performance net­
work1ng, performance report1ng systems, budgeting by programs* and re­
source management systems.*

~/ In development.
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