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INTROdUCTION

In recent years, a number of important research and implementation projects have
been completed. They served to develop the capacity of regional administration to evaluate
the impacts of the Structural Funds and were founded on the belief that without the skills
necessary to conduct such evaluation the spending of those funds would be less effective and
less efficient. This, in turn, would have translated into a low dynamics of modernisation and
limited development opportunities for local and regional communities.

At present, we are about to commence activities for the 2007-2013 programming period,
which appears to be a good opportunity to pose some difficult, yet vital questions. Did we
succeed in building the institutional potential of regional authorities to perform a reliable
evaluation of how effectively the Structural Funds were utilised? Do we know how to translate
the conclusions that follow from evaluation into decision-making processes involving the
spending of those funds? Can we objectively assess the effects that have been achieved thanks
to the Structural Funds already spent? These are just a handful of such key questions.

The book titled Evaluation of the Structural Funds — A Regional Perspective constitutes
an attempt to answer these questions and is token of our intention to share the reflections
offered both by those involved in the project Institutional Capacity for Assessing the Impact
of Structural Funds as well as by external insightful observers and researchers working in the
area of interest.

The publication also expresses the Authors’ belief in the need to develop an evaluation
culture that constitutes the sine qua non condition both for the design of appropriate forms of
public interventions based on the Structural Funds and for the evaluation of the actual impacts
of such interventions. Indeed, the postulate to develop an evaluation culture significantly
exceeds the scope of praxeological considerations related to the “technical aspects” of the
evaluation of public interventions and belongs to the sphere of axiological reflection on the
quality of governance.

We intend our publication to be a voice in the critical and much needed debate on the
evaluation of the Structural Funds. It is based on our observations and analyses that we have
had the opportunity to pursue as part of the project Institutional Capacity for Assessing the
Impact of Structural Funds, in which we have been involved for over two and a half years with ten
partners representing both the new and old European Union member states under the Interreg
Il C programme. The partnership includes the Malopolska School of Public Administration,
Cracow University of Economics (Lead Partner), Cracow Marshal Office, Zala County Non-
Profit Development Company, Vilnius City Municipal Government, Development Italy Marche
Region, Finlombarda L.t.d., Kaiserslautern University of Technology, Langhe Monferrato Roero
Consortium, Local Development Agency, and the Asturian Federation of County Councils and
Municipalities. Our publication is, to a large extent, related to Poland’s solutions and practices,
however, we have included in it a number of vital contributions stemming from the debates
conducted among the project partners. This means that despite the absence of a direct
mention of individuals from partner institutions, they have made considerable contribution to
this publication and have had an impact on its final shape. Our project activities focussed
on the formal and legal basis for evaluation, the research methods, the human and material
resources necessary for its effective discharge and internationally adopted solutions that serve
to disseminate the knowledge in this field. We have tried to answer the question as to the actual
capacity of European regions to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of undertakings co-




financed by the Structural Funds. We also wanted to identify the principles, solutions and
mechanisms related to evaluation, which can be deemed useful and methodologically sound.
These examples constitute the focus of our dissemination activities undertaken as part of our
project as well as the basis for the development and implementation of new, practice-oriented
instruments for the evaluation of interventions co- financed by the Structural Funds.

The publication Evaluation of the Structural Funds — A Regional Perspective consists of
nine major parts. Part one, titled “Evaluation in the public policy cycle”, offers a comprehensive
discussion of changes in the fundamental nature, aims and functions of evaluation activities
related to public programmes. The description of such evaluation includes not only the changes
in the sphere of perception of rationality of public programmes and projects, but also indirectly
touches upon the changes in the philosophy behind the perception of the objectives of public
interventions. Part two, “Functions, stages, methods and tools of evaluation”, describes the
functions and stages of evaluation as well as the most frequently used methods and instruments
for its performance complete with the description of its specificity and indications of the
practical possibilities of their application in the process of evaluating public interventions.
The chapter titled "European Community’s formal and legal grounding of evaluation” presents
fundamental legal regulations for the evaluation of the Structural Funds. It discusses both
the Community regulations and the legal solutions adopted in Poland. The next chapter,
‘A System for the evaluation of the Structural Funds in Poland”, contains a comprehensive
overview of institutional solutions adopted in Poland with respect to the evaluation of the
Structural Funds complete with a number of important practical observations. The issue of
a review and evaluation of the effects of regional policy constitutes the focus of the chapter
titled “Evaluating the effectiveness of regional policy”. Its Authors raise our awareness of the
fact that evaluation of regional policy is deeply rooted in economic theory as well as encourage
us to take a comprehensive look at the issue. The next chapter, “Business innovation audit
as a tool for the monitoring of innovation in the economy”, offers an original methodology for
the ex-ante evaluation of projects competing for financial support from the Structural Funds
allocated to the development of a modern and innovative economy. A description of the process
of evaluation of regional operational programmes can be found in the chapter titled “Ex-ante
evaluation of regional operational programmes in Poland — A Handful of observations”. This
part of the book comprises methodological and content-related reflections on the regional
operational programmes offered by experts who participated in their evaluation. Subsequent
comparative chapters provide descriptions of institutional and methodological solutions as well
as sample valuable solutions in the area of evaluating structural projects in selected European
Union member states. This part of the publication in particular was built on the information
collected by partners participating in our project. Thanks to their commitment and efforts we
were able to gather interesting data and information, which were included in this part of the
publication.

The target audience of this book is quite broad and includes those who deal with both the
practical and the theoretical aspects of evaluation. Accordingly, our publication is intended for
the employees of public institutions, mainly regional and local governments. Another circle
of potential interest involves the staff of institutions of higher learning, students and staff of
consultancy institutions involved in the evaluation of the Structural Funds. We would also like
to mention the third category that comprises journalists, who demonstrate more and more
interest in this subject area.
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Evaluation in The Public Policy Cycle
Jarostaw GOorniak

1.1. Evaluation and public policies

The concept of evaluation has acquired enormous popularity in recent years, especially in
the new Member States of the European Union. The first wave of applicability of evaluation and
a scientific interest in its impacts, subject matter and methodology can be traced back to the
1960s. At the time, they predominantly involved highly developed countries, such as the United
States, Canada, Germany and the United Kingdom. In line with the implementation of structural
programmes in EU Member States, new methods of programme design, management and

evaluation gained in popularity. These new methods reached Central and Eastern Europe
through pre-accession and structural programmes as well as through programmes financed
by American funds. In the context of the subsidiarity principle applied widely in the European
Union, not only central governments, but also regional and local structures have become
a significant subject of public policies. Within their respective spheres of activity, they respond
to challenges by implementing regional and local policies, programmes or individual projects.
Such actions should always be accompanied by analyses and evaluations of what has been
achieved.

What is, then, the current definition of evaluation? The understanding of this concept is by
no means uniform, which results, among other things, from the variously defined functions
of this process. For the purposes of this chapter, evaluation will be broadly and pragmatically
conceived as a process that aims to determine, based on appropriately collected and processed
information, to what extent a given solution (e.g. a public intervention, policy, programme or
project) meets certain pre-defined criteria, including, in particular, to what extent it has achieved
the aims it was originally meant to achieve and what relationships there are among the inputs,
outputs and outcomes of this solution. Evaluation thus conceived becomes part of a sequence
of activities related to the development of public policies (programmes or projects), called the
public policy cycle. Evaluation completes this cycle by contributing expert knowledge on the
completed programme as well as conclusions for subsequent undertakings.

In the public policy cycle (Fig. 1.1), evaluation constitutes not so much the final link in a
chain of activities, but a binder that enables a constant improvement of policies, programmes
and projects geared towards solving social problems. On such an approach, evaluation occurs
only once in this cycle, i.e. where the ex-post evaluation takes place. Usually, this is where it
actually occurs in the presentations of public policy cycles’. In the modified perspective of
public policies adopted here, evaluation occurs three times:

—in the initial phase, when the analysis of adopted solutions is performed in order to review
the potential capacity of an intervention to achieve its desired effects and the correctness of the
structure of all its elements — called ex-ante evaluation,

—in the course of project implementation, especially in the case of complex undertakings
with a long implementation period, where adjustments and corrections are possible and
appropriate — called mid-term evaluation or ongoing evaluation,

—on completion of the project — ex-post evaluation or evaluation proper in the classical cycle
of public policies.

"E.g. P Bridgman, G. Davis, The Australian Policy Handbook (3rd ed.), Allen & Unwin, Sydney 2004.
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Figure 1.1. The public policy cycle

Source: Author’s own analysis based on J. D. Brickmayer, C. H. Weiss, C. H., Theory-Based Evaluation in
Practice. What Do We Learn?, “Evaluation Review”, Vol. 24 No. 4, August 2000, pp. 407-431.

At each individual stage of project implementation, evaluation is tantamount to an
examination and appraisal of a given programme using a relevant set of criteria complete with
conclusions for the decision-makers. In the case of evaluations performed at various stages of
the cycle, the focus of the process is different, but evaluation in its essence always entails the
testing of a certain design of solutions. Here, it probably makes sense to analyse what lies at
the heart of public interventions.

1.2. Evaluation as the verification of the theory behind the programme

Each public intervention, irrespective of its origin, is a manifestation of a particular theory
since it is based on a hypothesis that, under given conditions, the undertaking of activities
specified in the intervention project will lead to the achievement of particular objectives. Public
policies are based on such causal structures. They are not always explicitly expressed, on the
contrary, quite often they are concealed behind the objective formulation and the adopted
modus operandi. As a matter of fact, the latter may be an imperfect operationalisation of the
principal theory behind the programme. In order to conduct evaluation appropriately, one must
first correctly understand the essence of the intervention under review, or the theory behind it.
The theory behind the programme or underlying assumptions as to the causal relationships
that hold between the planned or undertaken activities and their desirable outcomes, is usually
accompanied by a set of beliefs regarding the best ways to implement a given intervention. The
effects of such animplementation theory are the solutions adopted in the area of implementation
structures (e.g. centralised vs. decentralised), management style, organisation of monitoring,
financial audit etc. The recognition of the implementation theory that dominates in a group of
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persons who design the intervention and decision makers leads to a better grasp of the policy
or programme and to its more thorough evaluation®. Evaluation, especially ex-post evaluation,
verifies whether in the light of the outcomes achieved by the programme the theory behind it
can be upheld or deserves to be rejected. The concepts of activities that have been evaluated
positively constitute the corpus of knowledge that improves the performance of all public
policies. Indeed, the spontaneous process of verification always occurs one way or another, in
the form of an outcomes assessment of implemented policies done by the public. Evaluation is
amethodologically controlled and systematic means for such verification conducted by experts.
Thus, by its very nature, it contributes to the legitimisation or delegitimisation of a given manner
of governance with respect to its effectiveness.

Public policies are the consequences of initiatives and creative ideas of politicians associated
with expert knowledge, rationalised activities of administration and limitations imposed by the
external conditions. The objectives of public policies do not automatically follow from diagnoses
offered by strictand objective analysts. The objectivesarethe results of political visions, development
ideologies, an interplay of interests and political competition. Expert social diagnosis and the
review of public policies should verify the appropriateness of such diagnoses and definitions
of situations adopted by politicians, determine causal relationships, balance the resources
indispensable for the activities and draw possible scenarios resulting from proposed actions.
However, they invariably constitute only a measure of support for the politicians’ initiatives. The
ex-ante evaluation closes such a process of intellectual “fitting” of proposed solutions and offers
an informed opinion about the chances of achieving a given set of objectives using a specified
combination of resources. Ideally, the ex-ante evaluator should draw on the knowledge base
accumulated in ex-post evaluations. Grounding one’s activities in positively verified “theories
behind programmes” increases the likelihood of success, although, owing to the changeability of
operating conditions, it does not guarantee an ideal replication of outcomes.

Evaluation has a much higher falsification potential (the capacity to reject ineffective or
outright counter-effective interventions) than the confirmation potential (the capacity to confirm
that outcomes achieved are the effects of a given intervention, not of independent factors). In
consequence, decision-makers approach evaluation with reserve. They prefer a prospective
analysis of public policies (while evaluation proper is retrospective), based on theoretical
concepts and expert knowledge, without being too closely bound by methodological procedures.
Likewise, evaluators do not wish to remain restricted to the role of critical falsifiers and develop
the concept of evaluation that is closer to the participants of the process of implementation of
solutions, becoming, in effect, a self-reflection of intervention participants and beneficiaries
on their role in the implemented programme and leads to a constant improvement of actions,
moderated by the evaluators. Such concepts appear within the so-called constructivist trend
or participatory evaluation, also called fourth-generation evaluation. Without negating the
possibility of including all the stakeholders in the process of evaluation and the pragmatic value
of such an approach, it should be remembered that evaluation might not depart from its very
essence, i.e. the appraisal of potential and actual outcomes of an intervention.

1.3. Four generations or two paradigms of evaluation?

The term fourth-generation evaluation mentioned above comes from the typology of
conceptions or rather an attempt at periodisation of approaches to evaluation offered by
Egon Guba and Yvonne Lincoln®. They divide the history of evaluation into four stages called
generations;

2See J. D. Brickmayer, C. H. Weiss, C. H., Theory-Based Evaluation..., op. cit., pp. 407-431.
SE. G. Guba, Y. S. Lincoln, Fourth Generation Evaluation, Newbury Park 1989.




— First-generation evaluations stress the measurability of inputs and outputs. Quantitative
presentation of relevant phenomena was supposed to facilitate their comparability and an
objective appraisal. Emphasis was placed on resemblance of standards to these applied in
natural sciences.

—Second-generation evaluation, while still interested in measurements, broadened its scope
to include the description of the practice of interventions in order to improve programmes
and facilitate the use of alternative resources. In this generation of evaluations, just as in the
preceding one, the evaluator is an external neutral observer who, based on scientific methods,
supplies the data that support the conclusion as to the extent to which the programme’s
objectives have been achieved, with consequences for the entire programme.

— Third-generation evaluations, developed since the 1960s, arose in response to the need
to obtain an objective appraisal of the programme. Evaluators should not only measure the
programme’s objectives and provide a description of its mode of operation, but also determine
whether the objectives themselves were appropriately set. Thus, evaluators should assume the
role of impartial referees and formulate impartial recommendations. The functions of evaluation
were supplemented by their input into programme legitimisation.

— Fourth-generation evaluations have been postulated by Guba and Lincoln. The authors
draw extensively on epistemological constructivism and suggest that the process of evaluation
should secure full participation of beneficiaries and all the stakeholders involved in a given
programme. The evaluator fulfils the role of a moderator in negotiations regarding the
interpretation of information on the programme and the formulation of conclusions with a view
to achieving a consensus. The objectivism of measurement and observation fades into the
background, with the foreground occupied by reliability, relevance to the activities undertaken,
the of readiness to cooperate and commitment. Fourth-generation evaluations are dominated
by a qualitative approach and emphasis is placed on identifying complex aspects of reality.
The participation of all the stakeholders has become the key principle, although even the
most determined proponents of this approach realise the problems inherent in its inclusion in
pragmatic methodologies of evaluation®. Participation meansthat all the stakeholders (including
the beneficiaries) take part not only in determining the information needs, the criteria and
conditions for the performance of the evaluation, but also in the interpretation of data and the
practical application of outcomes.

The typology of evaluation that leads to the singling out of the fourth-generation evaluation
is subordinated to a subjectivist paradigm that does not recognise a number of problems,
especially those that arise from power distribution, an interplay of interests as well as social
and cultural perspectives.

The approach to evaluation that relinquishes aspirations to objectivism and performance
measurement is based on an idealised social context of evaluation and does not appreciate the
benefits of the “former” generations that it rejects. It may be more applicable to the evaluation
of individual smaller-scale projects, particularly to self-evaluation, but its usefulness becomes
limited in the case of complex programmes and policies, including regional ones. A discussion
of numerous publications on this new approach falls outside the scope of the present study,
suffice it to say that they are somewhat reminiscent of the debate between Romanticists
focussed on an impulse to act and the Enlightenment’s propensity to quantify everything. The
constructivist school views evaluation as action research, or a form of activity that consists
in a continuous improvement of projects implemented in cooperation, ideally a harmonious
one, of all stakeholders. Certainly, the value of such an approach is that it focuses attention on
the advantages of pragmatically conceived participation as well as the values that arise from
qualitative insights gained into all the important aspects of programme implementation. On

+ See A. Gregory, Problematizing Participation. A Critical Review of Approaches to Participation in Evaluation
Theory, (in:) “Evaluation”, Vol 6(2)/2000, pp. 179-199.
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the other hand, it contributes to the fading away of the proper role of evaluation founded on
the assessment of appropriateness of actions and the use of resources from the perspective of
results achieved. Consequently, the functions of evaluator and consultant, or even an informal
leader, become mixed.

1.4. Towards a pragmatic compromise

It appears that the most reasonable approach to evaluation is offered by Patton in his well-
known book Utilisation-focused Evaluation® The author underscores the fact that “the main
challenge of professional practice remains the performance of evaluations that are useful and
are actually followed up”. Sooner or later, this approach will include participation as well, but it
will not renounce the objective and comparative measurement and well-developed standards
of research methodology in the spirit of multiplism, that is, mutual complementation and
checks of results of diverse, both quantitative and qualitative, research methods. An accurate
recognition of the theory behind the programme and an accurate identification of informational
needs in such a context are crucial for the performance of a good evaluation. The inclusion of
important stakeholders in the evaluation process should contribute both to a more profound
insight into the programme and an understanding and acceptance of its conclusions.

A pragmatic approach to evaluation is also adopted by other well-known authors, Pawson
and Tilley, who, in their vision of a realistic evaluation emphasise the identification of causal
relationships that operate within the programme in order to answer the question why a given
programme works (or does not work), who actually benefits from it and under what conditions.
Obviously, the starting point must be the capacity to determine the effects themselves, as
well as their causal relationships with the actions undertaken. To that end, all the available
research methods should be used (methodological pluralism) in order to identify the structure,
the people, their beliefs, based on which the programme is undertaken and implemented,
including the beliefs as to what actually works, the social, economic and geographic-natural
context, regularities that occur during programme implementation and, finally, the identification
of changes that have occurred as a result of the programme and separating them from the
impacts of other social factors®.

The European Commission, whose documents will not be quoted here owing to their
general availability on websites, clearly advocates such a realistic and pragmatic approach.
Methodological manuals emphasise the need to determine the effect of a given intervention
in the process of evaluation. Especially important is the issue of proper measurement of
programme outcomes, including the issue of correct application of indicators. Consequently,
the main focus is put on quantitative and objective methods that offer the capacity to compare
evaluation results also across EU Member States. Likewise, key importance is attached to the
need to establish the net effect, or a change triggered directly by a given intervention, which
may not be attributed to a spontaneous influence of other factors.

1.5. Evaluation as the identification of causal relationships

in a programme: The net effect

One of the key tasks of evaluation is to determine the causal relationship between the
intervention undertaken and its observed results. The determination of a causal impact of an
intervention requires the following:

5M. Q. Patton, Utilization-Focused Evaluation, 3rd edn, Sage, London 1997.
6See R. N. Pawson, Tilley, Realistic Evaluation, Sage, London, 1997.




—The measurement of the total effect of an intervention as a general change defined by its
objective (changes at the level of performance indicators adopted),

— The separation of changes independent of the intervention from the changes that can be
ascribed to the intervention (the net effect).

The determination of the net effect requires thus an estimation of what would occur if the
intervention had not been undertaken. The European Commission Manual formulates this
provision as follows:

“When we say that certain effects have been produced or caused by a given programme,
it means that if the programme had not occurred or had taken place in a different form or
extent, such effects would not have occurred or would not have occurred to the same extent. It
means that it is important to have an accurate picture of what would have occurred without the
programme. This is called the counterfactual situation™.

Effects that would have occurred even if a given public spending programme had not
been implemented (a counterfactual situation) are called deadweight effects. Moreover,
the observations of intervention effects are also influenced by the substitution effect or the
displacement (transfer) effect, which describe a situation wherein programme effects with
regard to certain individuals, groups or areas have been achieved at the expense of other
individuals, groups or areas. This kind of effect is very difficult to grasp. Let us add that its
occurrence is more likely in a context where a given intervention invades an area subject to
normal market competition instead of being confined to an area in which the market fails
as a regulator. Interventions that disrupt market competition are generally ineffective in the
sense that their net effects constitute direct subsidies to companies that turn their attention
away from competing for customer favours and replace them with trying to win the favours of
institutions that grant the public funds. Such an intervention bias may bring about the fall in
the quality of what the entire business has to offer (which may shortly prove to be the case with
the training services market, where the only training courses effectively offered will be those
than can be subsidised, not those that would have been chosen by clients under the conditions
of normal competition).

Theemphasisonthe establishment of the net effect clearly indicates the fact that evaluation is
based on the foundations of causality. This requires objectivism and quantitative measurements®,
However, the measurement of programme performance should be accompanied by a solid
understanding of the project mechanism, of what contributed to its implementation and what
hindered it. Consequently, such an explanation should include the feedback of the broadest
possible group of stakeholders, including also qualitative feedback. Given the current “war of
paradigms” seen in the area of evaluation theory, reasonable distance should be preserved and
a pragmatic attitude should be adopted.

1.6. Functions of evaluation

Evaluation constitutes a natural element of each rational activity based on planning. It fulfils
three basic functions®:
1. Accountability.

" Evaluation of spending programmes of the European Union. The Manual, The European Commission, p. 39.

8 A more detailed discussion of the methodology of establishing net effects of an intervention falls outside
the scope of the present chapter. One of the more popular techniques is the selection of control samples
by propensity score matching. Methodological debates on the approach to research into causal effects
of programmes are still underway. An excellent proof of this is, for example, the “duel of papers” between
Heckman and Sobel in Sociological Methodology of 2005, which originated with an article by Heckman The
Scientific Model of Causality.

9 See e.g. E. Chelimsky, The Coming Transformations in Evaluation, (in:) E. Chelimsky, W. R. Shadish (eds)
Evaluation for the 21st Century. London: Sage Publications, 1997.
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2. Research (contribution to the body of knowledge).

3. Stimulating improvements and organisational development.

The above are the functions rooted in the normative approach to evaluation. Quite often,
other actually implemented functions of the process are listed as well. Among them is the
legitimising function, which consists in proving (or disproving) that the activities initiated by
public decision-makers have been correct and socially useful and, therefore, the spending
of public funds has been justified. The role of evaluation in the shaping of the democratic
order and standards of good governance is also frequently mentioned, especially along such
dimensions as effectiveness, transparency and accountability of public authorities™.

Further, the chapter will discuss in broader terms the three main functions of evaluation,
and will also indicate the need for the construction of a meta-evaluation system and outline its
functions. Subsequently, an outline of a project that addresses these challenges at the regional
level will also be presented. Arguments will be put forward in favour of the crucial importance
of evaluation for improving strategic management in public administration, in particular, its
capacity to formulate clear objectives and measure effects of their activities, an accurate
identification of causal relationships between public interventions and the social effects
observed as well as improving other aspects of the programming process and the process of
implementation of public policies to a greater public benefit.

One of the key conditions that facilitate the achievement of such effects is the close
integration of evaluation into the process of developing and modifying public policies, leading
to a situation in which decision-makers will view evaluation studies as a valuable and necessary
source of information about the effects of previous actions and likely consequences of future
actions. It requires the legitimisation of evaluation studies by their high standard of methodology,
professionalism and objectivism, but by itself does not constitute a sufficient condition. What
is needed is the institutional capacity of decision-makers to verify these standards, and also to
aggregate, analyse and synthesise the results of evaluation of various projects and programmes
in order to transform them into a kind of knowledge useful in the process of designing other
activities and making informed decisions. These tasks should be fulfilled by appropriate centres
that specialise in meta-evaluation for decision-makers.

1.6.1. The functions of accountability and enforcing responsibility

Organisational units that order evaluations primarily owing to the formal requirements
related to the final approval of projects and programmes, focus their attention mainly on its
control and accounting function. Consequently, evaluation is often treated as one more form
of inspection. This occurs especially frequently in Poland, where inspections understood as
checking whether the implemented actions and the spending of funds stand in agreement
with the initial assumptions and procedures, are a well-known institution integrated into the
bureaucratic organisational paradigm, whereas evaluation is a relatively new notion.

It is a well-known fact that evaluation is not limited to the review of utilisation of resources,
although such an approach is evident in a number of reports on programme implementation
that pretend to be evaluations, an occurrence quite common in Poland at a number of levels
of state and local government. Such reports tend to be dominated by analyses of allocation
of resources. For example, the achievements (outcomes) of programmes geared towards
improving public safety tend to be presented in terms of increased spending on the police or
increased number of patrols, not in terms of actual crime figures or the public perception of
security, whereas the effects of inclusion programmes tend to be measured in terms of the
numbers and amounts of benefits paid out, instead of changes in the values of social exclusion
indicators etc.

0 A discussion of the functions of evaluation can also be found in Chapter 1.




Accurate performance measurement is necessary in order to discharge the accountability
function of evaluation (and others as well). Performance measurement constitutes an integral
component of performance management, which is more and more readily adopted by public
administration with a view to improving the effectiveness and innovativeness of their actions.
Proponents of the so-called new public management have no doubts: in order to enforce
accountability for the spending of public funds in accordance with the public interest, it is
necessary to establish performance measurements of public activities based on clearly defined
sets of indicators. Picciotto emphasises that “effective management of public policies requires
a full understanding of the linkages between inputs, outputs, outcomes and impacts'"”.

Each of the elements listed by Picciotto must be accurately measured, which means that an
appropriate set of indicators for inputs, outputs, outcomes and impacts must be established.
Performance management is based on describing results in terms of effects of activities
(outputs, outcomes and impacts), setting the target effect levels, measuring these effects using
sets of performance indicators, accounting for the effects in relation to the resources committed
and, in consequence, allocating resources based on performance information™. Performance
measurement constitutes the basis both for monitoring and evaluation, although it is monitoring
that is interpreted as the proper manifestation of the concept. Monitoring is conducted on
an ongoing basis and consists in checking on the progress of project implementation and,
if necessary, providing the stimuli for corrective actions. Evaluation is performed at selected
stages of a programme or project. It not only determines the actual extent vs. the planned
performance, but is also supposed to provide feedback on the relevance of the intervention, its
impact on solving social or economic problems that it was originally meant to solve, especially
on determining the cause-effect linkage among the actions undertaken and their effects.

Good monitoring substantially facilitates evaluation by supplying the necessary data.
Without good monitoring, evaluation usually becomes a costly and troublesome exercise with
limited practical effects.

We are deeply convinced that only a good performance measurement of policies,
programmes and projects can ensure effective and responsible spending of public funds. A good
performance measurement based on well-defined indicators also opens the gate to the two
remaining functions of evaluation mentioned above: the research and development functions,
which will be treated in more detail below. Nevertheless, good performance measurement is
not an easy matter.

Evaluators have long been engaged in a passionate debate concerning the relationships
between performance measurement and the accountability function of evaluation. It was
pointed out that performance measurement using indicators does not offer a solid grasp of the
quality of evaluated programmes on account of the complexity of quality thus perceived, which
represents human experience. In the opinion of the critics of performance measurement, quality
cannot be reduced to sets of values obtained through more or less sophisticated measurements,
which always lead to simplifications and, in consequence, to infringement on pluralism, which
is an inherent feature of democracy'®. Sharp criticism of the limitation of the accountability
function to performance measurement is levelled especially from the post-modernist and anti-
positivist standpoints geared towards treating evaluation as a method of social intervention and
organisational change rather than an objectivised review of programmes, even using the term
active evaluation™.

"R, Picciotto, Towards an Economics of Evaluation, “Evaluation”, Vol. 5(1)/1999, p. 18.

211, C. Davis, Evaluation and Performance Management in Government, “Evaluation”, Vol. 5(2)/1999, p. 151.

5 See J. C. Greene, The Inequality of Performance Measurements, “Evaluation”, Vol. 5(2)/1999, pp. 160-172.

“H. Kuipers, R. Richardson, Active Qualitative Evaluation. Core Elements And Procedures, “Evaluation”, Vol.
5(1)/ 1999, pp. 61-79.
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Criticism of emphasising performance measurement as a key element of the modern
approach to public management can be supported with a number of examples of naive,
sometimes even thoughtless use of performance indicators, bureaucratic monitoring and
evaluation, which have made no significant contribution to public policies. Indicators are
frequently treated formalistically. Quite often, they are simply copied from a range of models
and manuals. In some programmes, they appear to fulfil a purely decorational function, being
attached to them as separate parts devoid of clear logical links with the objectives. Their exact
role sometimes remains unspecified. They may serve illustrative purposes, offer a general
measurement of the programme’s context rather than its effects, or maybe they are only there
to meet the formal requirement contained in European Union’s methodology manuals to
include indicators in all programmes. It can be said that quite often the sense and place of
indicators in the management of public projects is misunderstood, which results in the lack of
understanding of the role of monitoring and evaluation.

One needs, then, to return to methodological basics. An indicator of a an observable or
non-observable phenomenon or feature is another relatively easily observable phenomenon or
feature whose presence helps us to detect with a sufficiently high degree of probability a given
phenomenon, a given feature, as well as, if possible, determine its level. Therefore, indicators
are not an independent elements of programmes, but serve to ensure effective measurement
of its constituent elements: inputs, outputs, outcomes and their impacts on the social problems
addressed.

Itis also worth remembering that indicators may have different relationships to the attribute
of reality that is the focus of their interest. An indicator may define the analysed phenomenon
(e.g. unemployment can be defined in terms of the indicator used to measure it), it may be
correlated with it (e.g. index of consumer goods owned by a household is a fairly good, although
by no means perfect, indicator of the current level of household income, a still weaker one
may be education). The phenomenon studied may also be a construct that remains beyond
direct observation (e.g. citizen satisfaction) and must be measured indirectly using observable
indicators (e.g. an appropriately constructed index based on a set of questions asked in
a survey). Clearly, there is a broad range of options in the selection of indicators that can be
used to measure programme aspects that are of interest to us.

Indicators are then only a direct or indirect means of determining the extent to which
individual dimensions of an undertaking have been achieved. The problem with evaluation,
or even more broadly, with the entire process of public programme design and management,
does not follow so much from informational scarcity blamed on the indicators or from the fact
that they cannot well reflect the quality of the programmes, but from the fact that they are
often removed from the key aspects of the programme. To a lesser extent, this is the case with
measuring inputs, which are governed by solid accounting principles and a well-mastered art
of reporting on the activities undertaken. To a greater extent, the issue is related to measuring
outcomes, which is the focus of the next sections.

The starting point for a well-designed system of indicators is to clearly define the objectives
a given intervention is meant to achieve. It is enough to review various public programmes
(and projects) to conclude that a clear formulation of objectives does not rank among their
strengths. We will refrain from quoting examples, but they are not hard to obtain. Finding
positive examples poses more of a challenge. An objective is a certain desirable state of affairs
that should be describable in terms of clearly designated features called variables, unless, of
course, itis avague dream. A somewhat obtrusive and annoying habit is to describe programme
objectives in terms of actions or even intentions. Accordingly, in programmes or projects
under consideration we find formulations such as creating favourable conditions, undertaking
actions for the benefit of, supporting etc., but there is a striking absence of a clear delineation
of the desirable state of affairs that the intervention purports to attain. Consequently, if the




objective is vaguely formulated in terms of features of a future state, other elements tend to
fail as well, such as exact definitions of concepts used in describing the objective and, finally,
to return to the main problem, the absence of a translation of the objective into its measurable
characteristics or indicators.

We readily agree with a number of reservations formulated by some evaluation specialists
as to performance measurement, raised especially by the representatives of the constructivist
school, who approach evaluation as a social intervention and practical organisational change.
True, it is often difficult to grasp sufficiently well all the significant aspects of a programme
evaluated using quantitative indicators. Therefore we are open to multiplism defined as the
application of a number of research methods in order to obtain a comprehensive and in-
depth insight into evaluated programmes'. Nevertheless, the criticism of the indicator-based
performance measurement as an important element of evaluation seen in literature on the
subject and among practitioners, but it should not divert our attention from the root of the
problem, which is the low design quality of public policies and programmes. We are deeply
convincedthatitis necessarytoemphasise performance measurement, whichtranslatesintothe
formulation of objectives for strategies, programmes and projects, in a clear, operationalisable
manner or the design of a set of indices that permit evaluation to establish whether or not, or to
what extent the programme’s objectives have been achieved. This, in turn, imposes discipline
on project designers and decision-makers, facilitates the assessment of rationality of resource
allocation to the programme and compares the effects with those of other projects.

In practice, well-defined and operationalised objectives of strategies, programmes and
projects constitute a prerequisite for carrying out a sensible evaluation, since the process itself
as one of its core tasks focuses on the extent to which the objectives of a given programme
have been achieved. Naturally, it should reach deeper to determine the linkages between the
measures and outcomes, check whether the theoretical or quasi-theoretical assumptions
underlying the programme have proved to be accurate, deliver expertise as to the causes of
failures that may therefore prove to be a lesson well worth the money spent. Evaluation should
stimulate changes in public policies, management and resource allocation. But what a well-
performed evaluation can achieve relatively quickly is to improve the design standards of public
undertakings, including the precision in the formulation of objectives. Even though we know
a lot about it, serious programmes are still written and implemented without a proper logical
project matrix, which is a technique that organises the thinking about objectives, indicators
and monitoring, and, in consequence, of evaluation. This state of affairs needs to change.

Public programmes and projects usually tend to be associated with allocative activities,
hence, by default, performance measurement and evaluation are treated likewise. However,
regulatory activities are not treated in an analogous manner, such as the construction of acts,
directives and other legal regulations, although their effects are generally measurable. The
passage of legal regulations must also be treated as a project and, as such, must have clearly
defined objectives and an associated system of performance measurement.

It is also worth commenting on the indicators themselves. The operationalisation of
objectives of public policies is not easy. The simplest thing is to determine the expected project
or programme outputs since they are direct, tangible or at least describable results of the
activities undertaken. It is more difficult to measure the impacts of a given intervention on
solving social problems that it is expected to address. A good model practice is the effort on
the part of the European Commission concerning the indicators of social exclusion as part of
the open coordination method of social policies. There is no room here to discuss the Laeken
indicators adopted as part of this undertaking, but it is worth pointing out that the report

T D. Cook, Postpositivist Critical Multiplism, (in:) R. L. Shotland, M. M. Mark (eds) Social Science and
Social Policy, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 1985, pp. 21-62.
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prepared by a team headed by Atkinson for the EU Social Protection Committee'® contains an
inventory of features that good indicators should possess as well as portfolios of indicators
for individual domains of public policies. Below, follows a quote of the first three of them that
performance play a crucial role in the process of evaluation of a public programme (which does
not mean that others can be omitted):

1. Anindicator should address the core of the issue and have a clear, normatively acceptable
interpretation, i.e. changes in its value should be unequivocally interpretable as positive or
negative.

2. An indicator should be representative and statistically credible, which entails the need to
critically analyse the sources of data, the mode of their collection and the way measurements
are constructed.

3. An indicator should react to political interventions, but remain impervious to mani-
pulation.

The debate on the Laeken indicators now in progress demonstrates that the practical
application of these principles is not easy, but first and foremost, the choice of indicators is
a function of the definition of objectives of public policies, which means that it is a strictly
political choice, although subject to methodological discipline. Hence the choice of indicators,
especially those that determine the final impacts of a programme, may not be isolated from the
political debate on the fundamental development objectives. To put it briefly and bluntly, it is the
separation of indicators from politics that constitutes the source of incapacity of performance
measurements and of evaluation.

Various levels of state and local administration produce diagnoses of states of affairs intended
fortheir development strategies. Their authors overwhelm decision-makers with statistical data,
that is, with indicators that have nothing to do with the ultimately adopted explicit or implicit
objectives of interventions. Therefore, these diagnoses often have no weight whatever and are
treated as a sort of decoration. The difficult task of developing and adopting sets of indicators
for individual areas of public policies (solutions developed in the European Union will be partly
adopted, but they will not satisfy all the needs) must be undertaken. Likewise, the involvement
of public statistics in the collection of relevant data should be expanded, especially in the area
of translating them into indicators adopted for public policies, sufficiently up-to-date to have
a practical significance in the decision-making process. Alternatively, relevant surveys can be
commissioned from reputable research institutions, but this option is not always feasible.

1.6.2. The research function of evaluation: Accumulation of knowledge

In their classic article devoted to the conditions necessary for an effective implementation of
public policies published in 1981, Sabatier and Mazmanian ranked the clarity and precision of
objectives as first, a close second being an accurate definition of causal relationships between
the actions undertaken and problems they are supposed to solve'®. Undoubtedly, the primary
conditions for an effective implementation find their confirmation in the functions of evaluation.
The first one, clarity and accuracy of objectives, is supported by performance measurement,
whose proper execution facilitates a clear and operationalised setting of objectives of public
undertakings. The latter condition of effective implementation should be supported by the
proper discharge of the research function of evaluation. One of the key tasks of evaluation,

6T, Atkinson, B. Cantillon, E. Marlier, B. Nolan, Social Indicators: The EU and Social Inclusion, Oxford
University Press, Oxford 2002, see also Report on Indicators in the field of poverty and social exclusion, EU
Social Protection Committee, October 2001.

" For a more detailed discussion of indicators in the context of evaluation, see J. Gérniak, K. Keler, /ndicators
of ex-post evaluation in public programmes, which will be published in 2007 in a book devoted to ex-post
evaluation prepared by the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development.

'8P A, Sabatier, D. A. Mazmanian, The Implementation of Public Policy: A Framework of Analysis, (in:) D. A.
Mazmanian, P A. Sabatier (eds.), Effective Policy Implementation, Heath, Lexington, Toronto 1981.




which sets it apart from ongoing monitoring, or more generally, from an assessment based
only on performance measurement, is to determine the cause-effect relationships among the
interventions undertaken and their social effects.

The determination of cause-effect relationships in public projects is difficult owing to the
complexity of social issues and problems related to controlling the impact of contextual features
on the results obtained. The classical positivist evaluation paradigm strongly advocated the
application of quasi-experimentation as a key research plan that allows for the reduction of
risk related to the incorrect determination of causal relationships among activities and their
effects. Problems inherent in its application in the implementation of public programmes and
the facility to fall into research formalism (the reduction of explanations to a statistical report
on the significance of relationships among stimuli and effects without any insight into the
transmission mechanism) have led to criticism of this approach. This indicated the need to
ground evaluation in a theory of mechanisms that link actions with results and to the need to
gain a qualitative insight into those processes related to the implementation of programmes or
projects that decide on either their success or failure.

A reasonable approach in this context is not tantamount to an outright rejection of the
achievements of the positivist paradigm. It only finds it to be insufficient for the proper fulfilment
of evaluation-related tasks. The application of numerous research methods, both quantitative
and qualitative (whether it be methodological triangulation or multiplism mentioned above,
including the parallel use of different research approaches and a comparison of conclusions),
which involves evaluations based on a theory or on a number of competing theories, does not
at all undermine the advantages of research plans aiming at the determining of cause-effect
relationships based on accurate and reliable measurements. Wherever quasi-experiment is
technically and ethically possible as well as economically justified, it should be used. Wherever
itis impossible, modern statistical techniques should be applied in order to model the influence
of actions on the indicators of the intervention objectives with a statistical control of impacts
of contextual features. Based on the theory of median range applied to a given intervention, we
should construct models subject to assessment based on reliable and accurate measurements.
Theories can be built and modified using material from qualitative surveys in the process of
hypothesis modification.

Flaws and failures related in the past to the worldwide use of the positivist paradigm in
evaluation should not constitute a comfortable excuse to abandon methodological discipline
for the sake of an assortment of poorly controlled procedures, often described as qualitative,
but having no actual regard for the methodology of research into evaluation. We still face the
necessityto implement good research standards, including these understood in positivist terms.
It will not be easy since it requires, among other things, better quality university courses in
methodology, which train potential evaluators, first of all sociology, psychology and economics.
To date, the issues related to evaluation research have been accorded only marginal coverage.
Both among evaluation practitioners and researchers who deal with these issues, methodology
of evaluation research is, in my opinion, marginalised, while the main emphasis is placed on
the understanding of evaluation itself, its functions, institutional aspects and relevant applicable
regulations, especially the recommendations of EU institutions. If evaluation is to do its job well,
it must be based on high methodological standards, higher than those commonly accepted in
the business sector.

In order for evaluation to fulfil its research function properly by collecting knowledge useful
for improving the design of public policies and managing their implementation, it is necessary
to develop its meta-evaluation base acting for the benefit of public administration. What we
mean by meta-evaluation is both the collection, analysis and synthesis of knowledge contained
in the results of a large number of related evaluations, and the evaluation of evaluation, i.e. the
assessment of the quality of evaluations conducted with reference to appropriate professional
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and methodological requirements. Both of the above elements open up the way to using
evaluation in the process of learning and improving the processes of programming and
implementation of public interventions. As Uusikyla and Virtanen correctly note, in order for
evaluation results to be used to that end, three conditions must be fulfilled. These are:

— evaluation results must be generally comprehensible,

—their findings must be up to date, accurate and reliable,

— they must be factually and methodologically justified, as well as based on solid ethical
rules for their conduct™.

Naturally, the preconditions for the subsequent utilisation of results of meta-evaluation
based on the two pillars indicated above are the eagerness to use them by the decision-makers
and exceeding the technocratic limitations by introducing them into public debate. Yet it is
hard to encourage politicians and decision-makers in the area of public policies to utilise meta-
evaluation since it is absent from current practice in Poland.

1.6.3. The development (formative) function of evaluation

Indicating the need to further utilise the results of evaluation (especially of meta-evaluation)
by decision-makers, we refer to the third function of evaluation — stimulating change and
improving public management. Classifications of evaluation often distinguish between
summative evaluation and formative evaluation. In my opinion, they are just different functions
of evaluation, although a special emphasis on one or the other may justify the use of those terms.
What we call here the development function is subsumed under the main aim of formative
evaluation, i.e. striving for programme improvement. Sometimes, in a similar context, the
optimisation function is also invoked. It may be the case that emphasis put on the development
and formative character of the process is present in ex-ante evaluations and also in mid-term
evaluations, whereas the appraisal, summative component is stronger in ex-post evaluations,
though each type of a well-construed evaluation fulfils all the three functions discussed here.

An appropriate understanding of the development function commands a different approach
not only to evaluation, but also to public interventions themselves, such as programmes or
projects. If public institutions are tolearn and develop, one must assume their right to innovation,
which means conducting activities hitherto untested under specific social conditions, although
they might be rationally justified. This, in turn, entails the admissibility of mistakes and failures.
However, each failure should be the subject of a meticulous analysis of why it has occurred and
offer conclusions for future interventions. In this way, failures do not have to mean wasted public
resources, but the costs of learning that will lead to more effective solutions of social problems
in the future. Unfortunately, evaluation is commonly identified with inspection, approached
with aversion, while those who implement projects and programmes demonstrate far-reaching
reserve in disclosing problems and failures. In fact, such an approach precludes not only the
possibility to identify failures and determining their causes, but also the possibility to objectively
determine the factors that have contributed to success, although in the latter case, for obvious
reasons, the information is more easily accessible.

Organisational units responsible for meta-evaluations should also be involved in the
dissemination of methodological standards of evaluation, their enforcement and consultancy
support of agencies that conduct evaluations, especially in the first difficult period of developing
evaluation. Meeting the requirements posed by a modern, methodically correct ex-ante, mid-
term and ex-post evaluation commands the implementation of proper methodologies of project
design based on clearly formulated objectives, performance measurements, indicators of
extent of their achievement, as well as separate tasks with appropriate performance indicators

9P Uusikyla, P. Virtanen, Meta-Evaluation as a Tool for Learning. A Case Study of the European Structural Fund
Evaluations in Finland, “Evaluation”, Vol. 6(1)/2000, p. 52.




and calculations of inputs. A methodologically sound evaluation leads with time and through
meta-evaluation to the accumulation of a database of expertise about the causal relationships
and good practices, which facilitates programming and the implementation of public policies.

We wish to underscore the learning aspects of evaluation and their links with the process
of rationalisation of public policies, since they are often pushed aside by the accountability
function of evaluation. Likewise, it is self-evident that all these functions — accountability,
research and development — mutually support one another and offer the opportunity to improve
public policies. In order for evaluation to fulfil its development functions, an institutional
change is necessary that consists in constructing a system of meta-evaluation with an
influence on decision-making centres in the area of public policies, while at the same time
remaining independent of the pressure of agencies that implement individual projects or those
responsible for their success.

1.7. Evaluation criteria

The definition of evaluation underscores, among otherthings, the fact that it assesses a given
programme with respect to a set of adopted criteria. In accordance with the general principles
adopted for the evaluation of programmes co-financed by Community funds, programmes are
evaluated with respect to five criteria, whose brief characteristics are offered below?.

1. Relevance. This dimension is related to the design of the programme itself, its objectives
and the prospects for their achievement using the planned actions. After the programme has
been implemented, it permits to once more examine its logic, especially accuracy, measurability,
feasibility and achievability of the objectives set using the adopted methods of operation and
committed resources. Experience shows that successes and failures of individual programmes
depend to a great extent on the quality and precise formulation of the objectives. In the event of
shortcomings in the measurability of objectives, in the process of evaluation it is necessary to
agree on and adopt such an interpretation of the objectives that would facilitate their subsequent
analysis of effectiveness and efficiency of the programme. Evaluation of an intervention’s
relevance also requires an analysis of monitoring indicators adopted for the programme. The
issue of relevance of a programme constitutes the main point of concern for evaluators at
each and every stage of the cycle of public policies, but is especially important for the ex-ante
evaluation. At this stage, at least the following questions need to be answered:

— Were the specific objectives of the programme and its design defined in a way that meets
the key needs in the area it is supposed to address?

— Were the programme objectives formulated so as to ensure their accuracy, measurability,
feasibility and achievability given the adopted methods of operation and resources
committed?

— Does the quantification of objectives as basic indicators adopted for the programme and
planned levels of achievement based on them reflect the core of programme objectives and
permit effective monitoring and evaluation? Is the set of indicator complete and proportional,
with the indicators themselves correctly reflecting the adopted objectives of the programme?
Do the indicators have a clear normative interpretation?

— To what extent do the objectives of individual measures supplement and/or overlap with
similar actions co-financed by Community or other public funds?

2. Effectiveness. The effectiveness criterion requires the drawing up of a balance sheet of
the planned and achieved objectives of the programme. This is done by establishing the values
for the adopted set of indicators and comparing them with the assumed values. In the ex-
post evaluation of a programme’s effectiveness, evaluators focus their efforts especially on

2 In the present programming period, European Community guidelines comprise four criteria of evaluation:
relevance, consistency, efficiency and effectiveness. For a more detailed discussion, see