
The usefulness of program theory $or monitoring and 
evaluation can be enhanced by incorporating information 
about the context in which the program operates, by 
defining success criteria and comparisons for judging and 
interpreting perjormance infomation, and by identijying 
sources of perfomzunce infomatiun. 
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Inadequacies of performance information systems, including those used for 
program evaluations, have been well documented (Perrin, 1998; Winston, 
1999). Sometimes these inadequacies arise from incomplete program theories 
or simplistic applications of program theory that overlook fundamental eval- 
uation principles. One deficiency concerns incomplete or inappropriately 
focused information systems. This can occur for several reasons. First, a per- 
formance information system may concentrate on inputs, processes, and activ- 
ities that apply to the lowest levels of outcomes and may overlook those that 
are used by the program to achieve higher levels of outcomes. Second, a per- 
formance information system may focus too much on inputs, processes, and 
outputs and too little on outcomes. Third, there is often a failure to link per- 
formance information to explicit and defensible evaluative criteria and to 
some basis for interpreting and judging performance. Finally, program theory 
that only looks at the impact of the program and ignores other causal factors 
can encourage implicit and uncritical attribution of outcomes to the program. 

The program theory matrix approach has been developed in order to pro- 
vide a means of systematically addressing these concerns1 It is an adjunct to 
other approaches to the use of program theory for performance measurement 
and evaluation. The approach has been refined through application to many 
different types of programs over more than fifteen years. It is particularly use- 
ful in helping people who might be less familiar with key evaluation princi- 
ples, such as those identified previously, or who are uncertain about how to 
apply those principles in conjunction with program theory. This chapter 
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