
module: c379 m479 | product: 4574 

Project, Programme and  
Policy Evaluation 



Project, Programme and Policy Evaluation 
Centre for Financial and Management Studies 

© SOAS University of London 
First published: 2015; Revised: 2016, 2017, 2019 

 
All rights reserved. No part of this module material may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any form or by any electronic, mechanical,  
or other means, including photocopying and recording, or in information storage or retrieval systems, without written permission from the  
Centre for Financial and Management Studies, SOAS University of London. 

 



Project, Programme and Policy 
Evaluation 

Module Introduction and Overview 

Contents 

1 Module Objectives 2

2 The Module Author 3

3 Study Materials 3

4 Module Overview 4

5 Learning Outcomes 5

6 Assessment 6

Specimen Examination 13

 

  



Project, Programme and Policy Evaluation 

2  University of London 

1 Module Objectives 
In this module you will learn about the evaluation of public policies, pro-

grammes and projects, and specifically about the types of evaluation that as-

sesses their achievements and uncover the lessons learned which have wider 

application. Often termed ‘summative’, ‘ex-post’, or ‘post-hoc’1 this sort of 

evaluation looks back over what has changed over the course of an interven-

tion by a public institution, and tries to answer questions such as: 

• What difference has our project, programme or policy made? 

• Who has benefitted and who has been left out? 

• Did our intervention deliver what we expected and hoped it would? 

• Were the resources spent on it justified by the results achieved? 

• What else might account for the changes that have happened? 

• Should we continue doing this sort of thing, and what have we 
learned to help us do better in the future? 

• Are there lessons from this experience which can help others do 
better? 

In many cases, the provision of public funds for an endeavour brings with it 

a requirement for an eventual ex-post evaluation to be carried out – and a 

concomitant need for data to be collected right from the beginning, so that 

change over time can be identified. Ex-post evaluation is of growing im-

portance for governments, donors, international bodies and those involved 

in delivering projects and programmes ‘on the ground’. It has spawned an 

industry of researchers, evaluators and consultants who specialise in design-

ing methodologies to answer the sort of questions posed above, and who of-

fer their services to public bodies that want to know the answers. The mod-

ule is intended to give a grounding in the subject to those who may need to 

commission, deliver and use ex post evaluations of public policies, pro-

gramme and projects. It has the additional aim of helping those who may be 

considering building a career in evaluation to appreciate the opportunities it 

offers – for intellectual excitement, influence over the future direction of pol-

icy, rewarding work assignments and conditions. It also points out some of 

the issues evaluators encounter in their working lives, and how they can 

overcome them. 

You will hear the term evaluation used in many different ways and applied 

at different times. This module focuses on the type of evaluation that takes 

stock and forms judgements. It can be contrasted with other types of evalua-

tion that you may encounter, and which are covered to a greater or lesser 

degree in a number of other CeFiMS Public Policy and Management modules2.  

This module looks in detail at the set of questions that needs to be answered 

once something has been done. As you will see, there are clear connections 

between different times and types of evaluation, but ex-post evaluation has 

its own particular problems, contexts and methods.  
  

                                                        
1   In this module we will use the term ex-post which means ‘from after’. 
2  The CeFiMS web pages show the various modules and their differences 
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The module seeks to: 

• provide a clear explanation of the meaning, uses and techniques of ex-
post evaluation and show where resources to help stakeholders3 in the 
evaluation can be found 

• differetiate the kinds of issues that apply to the evaluation of 
individual projects, large scale programmes, and strategic policies 

• survey typical methods and techniques routinely used by evaluators 
and provide guidance on their pros and cons in different situations 

• deconstruct, analyse and comment upon a number of real evaluation 
studies 

• help you put the ideas in the module into practice through setting 
practical exercises based on the learning and resources contained here 

• offer insights into the work of evaluators in different contexts. 

2 The Module Author 
John Bell is a Senior Partner with the CurvedThinking partnership, a UK pol-

icy and evaluation consultancy working with clients across the world to help 

make the link between intention and delivery. Earlier in his career he was 

CEO of leading Anglo-Dutch economic consultancy Ecorys, whilst his early 

working life was with a variety of NGOs and community organisations. He 

has particular experience in social, employment and health policy in Britain 

and Europe, and has been involved in dozens of evaluation assignments from 

the most local to multi country levels. He is Specialist Advisor on youth un-

employment and the European Social Fund to the UK House of Lords Euro-

pean Union Committee. John has tutored with CeFiMS since 2009. You can 

find out more about his work and interests at curvedthinking.com. 

3 Study Materials 
This Study Guide is your main learning resource for the module as it directs 

your study through eight study units. Each unit has recommended reading 

either from the textbooks or from supplementary readings which are includ-

ed in the Module Reader.  

 Textbook 

In addition to the Study Guide, you will be assigned chapters in the follow-

ing textbooks, which are provided for you. 

Colin Palfrey, Paul Thomas and Ceri Phillips (2012) Evaluation for the real 

world, Bristol UK: The Policy Press. This text was selected in particular for 

its academic study of the relationships between evaluation and its uses and 

abuses by policy makers. 

Michael Bamberger, Jim Rugh and Linda Mabry (2012) RealWorld 

Evaluation: Working Under Budget, Time, Data, and Political Constraints, 

                                                        
3  These include policy makers; evaluators; evaluation commissioners; project and pro-

gramme staff and managers; citizens impacted by the intervention; voters, researchers and 
commentators. 
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Second edition, London: Sage. This book was chosen for its thorough 

presentation of methods, inclusion of practical tools, and strong emphasis 

on the contextual and practical constraints inevitably encountered by 

actual evaluation projects, also for its relevance to the developing world.  

The Module Reader contains a number of academic articles, case studies and 

opinion pieces selected to shed light on different aspects of ex-post evalua-

tion, and to provide examples of evaluation in practice. 

4 Module Overview 
The module consists of eight ‘units’ of work, each with an overall narrative, 

set readings, questions and exercises. There are additional readings available 

on the Virtual Learning Environment. You also have the opportunity to dis-

cuss aspects of the module with your fellow students and tutors through the 

VLE. 

Unit 1 History, Types and Uses of Evaluation 
1.1 Introduction 
1.2 Evaluation in Public Policy 
1.3 Judgement: Evaluation, Audit, Inspection, Journalism and Academic Research 
1.4 Different Types of Evaluation 
1.5 Conclusion 
Annex 

Unit 2 Designing an Ex-Post Evaluation – Programme Theory and the  
Importance of Context 

2.1 Ex-Post Evaluation 
2.2 Programme Theory – How Interventions are Supposed to Work 
2.3 The Importance of Context 
2.4 Sources of Information 
2.5 Conclusion 
Exercise: The Influence of Context 

Unit 3 Project Evaluation I 
3.1 Micro Evaluation – Policies at the Coalface 
3.2 Pilots and the Mainstream – Projects as Experiments or Examples of Basic De-

livery 
3.3 Projects in Context  
3.4 Drawing Conclusions and the Question of Attribution 
3.5 Project Evaluation as a Laboratory – the Question of Replicability 
3.6 Time to Get Going – Scoping the Evaluation 
3.7 Conclusion 

Unit 4 Project Evaluation II 
4.1 The Case Studies 
4.2 Purpose and Context 
4.3 Theory of Change 
4.4 Evaluation Design and Methodology 
4.5 Results and Conclusions in the Reports 
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4.6 Conclusion 
Exercise: Programme Theory for Healthy Living Pharmacies Project 

Unit 5 Evaluation Methods: Quantitative, Qualitative and Mixed 
5.1 Introduction  
5.2 Quantitative Evaluation Methods 
5.3 Qualitative Evaluation Methods 
5.4 Mixed Method Evaluation 
5.5 Conclusion 
Exercise: Evaluating Two Policy Interventions 

Unit 6 Programme Evaluation I 
6.1 Programmes and Their Evaluation 
6.2 Evaluation Criteria 
6.3 The Specification of Impacts  
6.4 Conclusion 

Unit 7 Programme Evaluation II 
7.1 The Case Studies 
7.2 End-of-Life Care in Nursing Homes  
7.3 The Tuungane Community-Driven Reconstruction Project 
7.4 Conclusion 
Exercise: Evaluation Framework Model Answers  
Summary Commentary on Tuungane Evaluation 

Unit 8 Policy Evaluation, and Being an Evaluator 
8.1 Introduction 
8.2 Policy Evaluation  
8.3 Policy Evaluation in a Development Context  
8.4 Multinational Policy Evaluation 
8.5 Maximising the Usefulness of Evaluation 
8.6 Conclusion 
Post Script: Being an Evaluator 
Further Learning and Resources 
Glossary of Standard Evaluation Terms 

5 Learning Outcomes 
When you have completed your study of this module, you will be able to: 

• outline how ex-post evaluation informs public policy and 
management processes 

• set the meaning of ex-post evaluation in the wider context of different 
ways to assess public intervention 

• distinguish between ex ante, interim, and ex post evaluation, and set 
ex post evaluation in its proper temporal context 

• specify the differences between public policies, programmes and 
projects, and the implications of these for their evaluation 

• define a wide variety of evaluation terms and organise them into their 
purpose, scale, period in time and type of study design  
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• choose an evaluation methodology that is relevant to the institutional 
context and resources available 

• design and carry out evaluations of different types, with an 
understanding of likely challenges, including identifying and 
validating impact, disentangling impacts from other influences; the 
likelihood of absent baselines, inadequate monitoring data, and 
insufficient research capacity 

• critique evaluation studies in relation to the quality of their design, 
their conduct and the value of conclusions drawn 

• fit evaluation practice into the real world of politics and the question 
of what those commissioning really want to know, and want to hear 

• practically assess timescales, changing questions, and when to look for 
results 

• form a judgement as to whether you yourself would like to consider 
developing a career as an evaluator 

• join in with networking and exchange amongst the evaluation 
‘community’, and identify differences from broader research. 

6 Assessment 
Your performance on each module is assessed through two written assign-

ments and one examination. The assignments are written after Unit 4 and 

Unit 8 of the module session. Please see the VLE for submission deadlines. 

The examination is taken at a local examination centre in September/

October. 

Preparing for assignments and exams 

There is good advice on preparing for assignments and exams and writing 

them in Chapter 8 of Studying at a Distance by Christine Talbot. We recom-

mend that you follow this advice. 

The examinations you will sit are designed to evaluate your knowledge and 

skills in the subjects you have studied: they are not designed to trick you. If 

you have studied the module thoroughly, you will pass the exam. 

Understanding assessment questions 

Examination and assignment questions are set to test your knowledge and 

skills. Sometimes a question will contain more than one part, each part test-

ing a different aspect of your skills and knowledge. You need to spot the key 

words to know what is being asked of you. Here we categorise the types of 

things that are asked for in assignments and exams, and the words used. All 

the examples are from the Centre for Financial and Management Studies ex-

amination papers and assignment questions. 

Definitions 

Some questions mainly require you to show that you have learned some concepts, by set-
ting out their precise meanings. Such questions are likely to be preliminary and be sup-
plemented by more analytical questions. Generally, ‘Pass marks’ are awarded if the an-
swer only contains definitions. They will contain words such as: 
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Describe  Contrast 
Define Write notes on  

Examine Outline 

Distinguish between What is meant by  
Compare List 

Reasoning  

Other questions are designed to test your reasoning, by explaining cause and effect. Con-
vincing explanations generally carry additional marks to basic definitions. They will in-
clude words such as: 

Interpret 
Explain 
What conditions influence 
What are the consequences of 
What are the implications of 

Judgement 

Others ask you to make a judgement, perhaps of a policy or of a course of action. They 
will include words like: 

Evaluate 
Critically examine 
Assess 
Do you agree that 
To what extent does 

Calculation 

Sometimes, you are asked to make a calculation, using a specified technique, where the 
question begins: 

Use indifference curve analysis to 
Using any economic model you know 
Calculate the standard deviation 
Test whether 

It is most likely that questions that ask you to make a calculation will also ask for an ap-
plication of the result, or an interpretation. 

Advice 

Other questions ask you to provide advice in a particular situation. This applies to law 
questions and to policy papers where advice is asked in relation to a policy problem. Your 
advice should be based on relevant law, principles and evidence of what actions are like-
ly to be effective. The questions may begin: 

Advise 
Provide advice on 
Explain how you would advise 

Critique 

In many cases the question will include the word ‘critically’. This means that you are ex-
pected to look at the question from at least two points of view, offering a critique of each 
view and your judgement. You are expected to be critical of what you have read. 
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The questions may begin: 

Critically analyse 
Critically consider 
Critically assess 
Critically discuss the argument that 

Examine by argument 

Questions that begin with ‘discuss’ are similar – they ask you to examine by argument, to 
debate and give reasons for and against a variety of options, for example 

Discuss the advantages and disadvantages of 
Discuss this statement 
Discuss the view that 
Discuss the arguments and debates concerning 

 

The grading scheme: Assignments 
The assignment questions contain fairly detailed guidance about what is re-

quired. All assignments are marked using marking guidelines. When you 

receive your grade it is accompanied by comments on your paper, including 

advice about how you might improve, and any clarifications about matters 

you may not have understood. These comments are designed to help you 

master the subject and to improve your skills as you progress through your 

programme. 

Postgraduate assignment marking criteria 

The marking criteria for your programme draws upon these minimum core 

criteria, which are applicable to the assessment of all assignments: 

• understanding of the subject 

• utilisation of proper academic [or other] style (e.g. citation of 
references, or use of proper legal style for court reports, etc.) 

• relevance of material selected and of the arguments proposed 

• planning and organisation 

• logical coherence 

• critical evaluation 

• comprehensiveness of research 

• evidence of synthesis 

• innovation/creativity/originality. 

The language used must be of a sufficient standard to permit assessment of 

these. 

The guidelines below reflect the standards of work expected at postgraduate 

level. All assessed work is marked by your Tutor or a member of academic 

staff, and a sample is then moderated by another member of academic staff. 

Any assignment may be made available to the external examiner(s). 

80+ (Distinction). A mark of 80+ will fulfil the following criteria: 
• very significant ability to plan, organise and execute independently a 

research project or coursework assignment 
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• very significant ability to evaluate literature and theory critically and 
make informed judgements 

• very high levels of creativity, originality and independence of thought 
• very significant ability to evaluate critically existing methodologies and 

suggest new approaches to current research or professional practice 
• very significant ability to analyse data critically 
• outstanding levels of accuracy, technical competence, organisation, 

expression. 

70–79 (Distinction). A mark in the range 70–79 will fulfil the following criteria: 
• significant ability to plan, organise and execute independently a 

research project or coursework assignment 
• clear evidence of wide and relevant reading, referencing and an 

engagement with the conceptual issues 
• capacity to develop a sophisticated and intelligent argument 
• rigorous use and a sophisticated understanding of relevant source 

materials, balancing appropriately between factual detail and key 
theoretical issues. Materials are evaluated directly and their 
assumptions and arguments challenged and/or appraised 

• correct referencing 
• significant ability to analyse data critically 
• original thinking and a willingness to take risks. 

60–69 (Merit). A mark in the 60–69 range will fulfil the following criteria: 
• ability to plan, organise and execute independently a research project 

or coursework assignment 
• strong evidence of critical insight and thinking 
• a detailed understanding of the major factual and/or theoretical issues 

and directly engages with the relevant literature on the topic 
• clear evidence of planning and appropriate choice of sources and 

methodology with correct referencing 
• ability to analyse data critically 
• capacity to develop a focussed and clear argument and articulate 

clearly and convincingly a sustained train of logical thought. 

50–59 (Pass). A mark in the range 50–59 will fulfil the following criteria: 
• ability to plan, organise and execute a research project or coursework 

assignment 
• a reasonable understanding of the major factual and/or theoretical 

issues involved 
• evidence of some knowledge of the literature with correct referencing 
• ability to analyse data 
• examples of a clear train of thought or argument 
• the text is introduced and concludes appropriately. 

40–49 (Fail). A Fail will be awarded in cases in which there is: 
• limited ability to plan, organise and execute a research project or 

coursework assignment 
• some awareness and understanding of the literature and of factual or 

theoretical issues, but with little development 
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• limited ability to analyse data 

• incomplete referencing 

• limited ability to present a clear and coherent argument. 

20–39 (Fail). A Fail will be awarded in cases in which there is: 
• very limited ability to plan, organise and execute a research project or 

coursework assignment 

• failure to develop a coherent argument that relates to the research 
project or assignment 

• no engagement with the relevant literature or demonstrable 
knowledge of the key issues 

• incomplete referencing 

• clear conceptual or factual errors or misunderstandings 

• only fragmentary evidence of critical thought or data analysis. 

0–19 (Fail). A Fail will be awarded in cases in which there is: 
• no demonstrable ability to plan, organise and execute a research 

project or coursework assignment 

• little or no knowledge or understanding related to the research project 
or assignment 

• little or no knowledge of the relevant literature 

• major errors in referencing 

• no evidence of critical thought or data analysis 

• incoherent argument. 

The grading scheme: Examinations 
The written examinations are ‘unseen’ (you will only see the paper in the ex-

am centre) and written by hand, over a three-hour period. We advise that 

you practise writing exams in these conditions as part of your examination 

preparation, as it is not something you would normally do. 

You are not allowed to take in books or notes to the exam room. This means 

that you need to revise thoroughly in preparation for each exam. This is es-

pecially important if you have completed the module in the early part of the 

year, or in a previous year. 

Details of the general definitions of what is expected in order to obtain a par-

ticular grade are shown below. These guidelines take account of the fact that 

examination conditions are less conducive to polished work than the condi-

tions in which you write your assignments. Note that as the criteria of each 

grade rises, it accumulates the elements of the grade below. Assignments 

awarded better marks will therefore have become comprehensive in both 

their depth of core skills and advanced skills. 

Postgraduate unseen written examinations marking criteria 

80+ (Distinction). A mark of 80+ will fulfil the following criteria: 
• very significant ability to evaluate literature and theory critically and 

make informed judgements 

• very high levels of creativity, originality and independence of thought 
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• outstanding levels of accuracy, technical competence, organisation, 
expression 

• outstanding ability of synthesis under exam pressure. 

70–79 (Distinction). A mark in the 70–79 range will fulfil the following criteria: 
• clear evidence of wide and relevant reading and an engagement with 

the conceptual issues 
• develops a sophisticated and intelligent argument 
• rigorous use and a sophisticated understanding of relevant source 

materials, balancing appropriately between factual detail and key 
theoretical issues 

• direct evaluation of materials and their assumptions and arguments 
challenged and/or appraised; 

• original thinking and a willingness to take risks 
• significant ability of synthesis under exam pressure. 

60–69 (Merit). A mark in the 60–69 range will fulfil the following criteria: 
• strong evidence of critical insight and critical thinking 
• a detailed understanding of the major factual and/or theoretical issues 

and directly engages with the relevant literature on the topic 
• develops a focussed and clear argument and articulates clearly and 

convincingly a sustained train of logical thought 
• clear evidence of planning and appropriate choice of sources and 

methodology, and ability of synthesis under exam pressure. 

50–59 (Pass). A mark in the 50–59 range will fulfil the following criteria: 
• a reasonable understanding of the major factual and/or theoretical 

issues involved 
• evidence of planning and selection from appropriate sources 
• some demonstrable knowledge of the literature 
• the text shows, in places, examples of a clear train of thought or 

argument 
• the text is introduced and concludes appropriately. 

40–49 (Fail). A Fail will be awarded in cases in which: 
• there is some awareness and understanding of the factual or 

theoretical issues, but with little development 
• misunderstandings are evident 
• there is some evidence of planning, although irrelevant/unrelated 

material or arguments are included. 

20–39 (Fail). A Fail will be awarded in cases which: 
• fail to answer the question or to develop an argument that relates to 

the question set 
• do not engage with the relevant literature or demonstrate a knowledge 

of the key issues 
• contain clear conceptual or factual errors or misunderstandings. 

0–19 (Fail). A Fail will be awarded in cases which: 
• show no knowledge or understanding related to the question set 
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• show no evidence of critical thought or analysis 

• contain short answers and incoherent argument. 
[2015–16: Learning & Teaching Quality Committee] 

Specimen exam papers 
CeFiMS does not provide past papers or model answers to papers. Modules 

are continuously updated, and past papers will not be a reliable guide to 

current and future examinations. The specimen exam paper is designed to 

be relevant and to reflect the exam that will be set on this module. 

Your final examination will have the same structure and style and the range 

of question will be comparable to those in the Specimen Exam. The number 

of questions will be the same, but the wording and the requirements of each 

question will be different.  

Good luck on your final examination. 

Further information 
Online you will find documentation and information on each year’s examina-

tion registration and administration process. If you still have questions, both 

academics and administrators are available to answer queries. 

The Regulations are also available at www.cefims.ac.uk/regulations/, set-

ting out the rules by which exams are governed. 

 



 

DO NOT REMOVE THE QUESTION PAPER FROM THE EXAMINATION HALL 

UNIVERSITY OF LONDON  

CENTRE FOR FINANCIAL AND MANAGEMENT STUDIES  

MSc Examination  
Postgraduate Diploma Examination 
for External Students 

91DFMC379 

PUBLIC FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

Project, Programme and Policy Evaluation 

Specimen Examination 
This is a specimen examination paper designed to show you the type of examination you will 
have at the end of this module. The number of questions and the structure of the examina-
tion will be the same but the wording and the requirements of each question will be different. 
Best wishes for success on your final examination. 
 
The examination must be completed in THREE hours.  
 
Answer THREE questions, you must answer the ONE question from Section A and 
select TWO questions from Section B. The question in Section A will account for 
66% of the marks, and the two questions in Section B 34% (17% each). You are there-
fore advised to distribute your time in the same proportions – i.e. two hours for Sec-
tion A and one hour for Section B, thirty minutes for each Section B question.  

PLEASE TURN OVER 
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Answer THE question in Section A, and TWO questions from Section B.  

 

Section A 

You should spend no more than two hours answering the question from this 
section. 
 
1. Read the document ‘Evaluation Terms of Reference (TOR)’ 

The document is attached to this paper. 
 Your task is to set out a proposal to undertake the evaluation 

assignment specified in the Terms of Reference. Your proposal 
should include: 

• your interpretation of the Programme Theory (intervention 
logic) of the project 

• a discussion of the contextual factors that will have a bearing on 
the work of the project and on its evaluation 

• your evaluation design for the assignment: what approach will 
be adopted, what research methods will be used to gather the 
necessary data, and how it will be analysed? Your reasons for 
adopting the proposed evaluation design should be explained 
and justified 

• a table setting out the key evaluation questions as given in the 
TOR; the indicators you proposed are needed to answer them, 
the sources of data, and the associated data collection 
instruments 

• any additional comments that you think will be useful for those 
commissioning the evaluation – for example, on your 
expectations of their role in the evaluation; particular skills you 
believe your team will need to bring; observations of the 
evaluation questions and whether alternatives might offer better 
answers; identification of risks to the evaluation and how these 
might be mitigated; the adequacy of the time allocated; any 
additional questions you would like to ask about the evaluation 
which are not covered in the TOR. 
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Section B 
You should aim to spend 60 minutes on this section, 30 minutes on each of the 
TWO questions you choose to answer. 
 
Answer TWO questions only from the following:  
 
2. What are the particular advantages and disadvantages of 

quantitative approaches to evaluating the impact of small lo-
cal projects? 

 
3. When might you use randomised control trials to evaluate 

public policy interventions? 
 
4. What are the main differences between ex post and formative 

evaluations? 
 
5. Write short notes to define and explain three of the following: 

a) the evaluand 
b) theory based evaluation 
c) cost-benefit evaluation 
d) participant observation 
e) performance indicators. 
 

6. Give at least four steps that the evaluator could take to en-
courage politicians to make better use of evaluation studies. 

PLEASE TURN OVER 
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Reading for Specimen Exam Question 
MSC Examination 

Programme, Policy and Project Evaluation 

Specimen Examination 
Section A: Reading – Terms of Reference 

CAMAID ZIMZANIA 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR END OF PROJECT EVALUATION FOR: 

ENGAGING LOCAL COMMUNITIES IN DEMOCRATIC REFORMS, 
EASTERN PROVINCE INTEGRATED PROGRAMME, ZIMZANIA 

March, 2015 

BACKGROUND 

Camaid is an International Organisation working with others to overcome 
poverty and suffering. Camaid has been working in Zimzania since 1963, 
specialising in long-term development and humanitarian response in collab-
oration with various local and International organisations. Camaid and its 
local partner are implementing jointly the project in Eastern Province. The 
project is funded by the European Union. 

Project Summary 

Camaid in partnership with Eastern Province Development Organization 
(EPDO) received a grant to improve the governance systems in Zimzania’s 
Eastern Province. The project targeted approximately 600,000 people. The 
project approach focused on Policy Research, Capacity building, Civic edu-
cation, Mobilization and facilitation of Citizen Participation forums, social 
audits and advocacy. 

Generally, the project is aimed at ensuring that the rights of poor and mar-
ginalised men and women in Eastern Province County are improved 
through their engagement in political, social and economic systems at com-
munity and county levels. 

The project has three specific objectives to achieve the above aim: 

• providing Eastern Province County government with institutions that 
are accountable, transparent, responsive and inclusive to deliver 
public services effectively targeting directly 120 national and county 
senior government civil servants based in Eastern Province; 120 
Political leaders within Eastern Province; 

• to encourage the citizens of Eastern Province increasingly to 
participate in county governance institutions and hold them 
accountable, targeting directly 450 social auditors and 450 citizen 
participatory fora members totalling 900 direct beneficiaries and 
indirectly 27,000 citizens through public Barazas in the 30 wards 

• enabling women in Eastern Province to take up leadership positions 
and participate in political and socio-economic spheres of 
development targeting 120 women leaders 

In covering 30 wards and engaging local media, the project aims to reach out 

to around 600,000 community members. In summary, the project in essence 
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aims to achieve three result areas – strengthened transparent, accountable 

and responsive County Government institutions; expansion of citizen partic-

ipation space; and the engagement of women in decision making. 

Project Purpose 

The purpose of the Project is to strengthen county administrative and politi-
cal institutions to be accountable, transparent, responsive and inclusive to 
deliver public services effectively, to enable citizens of Eastern Province in-
creasingly participate and hold their government institutions and leadership 
accountable and finally empower local women to increasingly take up lead-
ership positions and participate in socio-economic and political spheres of 
development. 

The project is expected to realise the following results. 

Result 1 –Eastern Province government increases its capacity for effective 
service delivery and efficient implementation of both local and national leg-
islations and policies.  

Result 2 – Citizens have increased awareness of their duties and those of the 
county government and they are involved in the decision-making processes 
and monitoring of the county governments. 

Result 3 – Increased representation and participation of Turkana women, 
especially at the county government level 

Result 4 – Development and application of global monitoring indicators that 
will measure the achievements and sustainability of the actions as well as 
process and output monitoring. 

Indicators will be age, gender, and ethnicity specific. 

Purpose and scope of the end-of-term evaluation 

The purpose for this end-of-term evaluation is to review the relevance, effec-
tiveness, impact and sustainability of the action of Eastern Province Com-
munity Engagement in Democratic Reforms. 

The specific objectives of the evaluation include the following, to: 

• assess the extent to which the planned outputs and outcomes are 
achieved 

• evaluate whether the project has achieved its objectives as envisaged; 
achievements should be assessed in terms of quality, quantity, 
efficiency and effectiveness 

• assess the adequacy, suitability and strengths and weaknesses of the 
implementation modality of the project 

• comment on the contributions of the project to empowerment and 
capacity building of relevant stakeholders 

PLEASE TURN OVER 
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• analyse and document the key successes, weaknesses and lessons 
learnt of the project, and recommend ways to build on these 
constructively for future initiatives 

• highlight features, if any, of the project which could be its significant 
contribution to the knowledge base at a national level 

• analyse the institutional sustainability of the project, with particular 
reference to the organisations, actors and network relationships 
ultimately responsible for continuity of the actions initiated or 
supported. 

Evaluation methodology 
As much as possible, the consultant should ensure that the evaluation is 
conducted in a participatory manner and that the exercise enables the partic-
ipation of staff and partners to pick useful data collection and analysis skills. 
A team of the consultant(s) must develop an appropriate methodology 
which they propose to use and appropriate tools as part of the bid submis-
sion. The methodology should be clear on how the consultant will ensure 
participation of various project stakeholders including community leaders 
and government departments. 

The methodology shall include the following scope of work: 

• review relevant project documents to fully understand the 
programme objectives, strategies and outputs/ achievements. The 
documents will include but not be limited to: project document, 
progress reports and work plans, annual programme review 
workshop reports, thematic strategies and TORs, technical reports 

• write up the protocol of the evaluation including background, to 
include methodology, sample size, sampling procedures, detailed 
evaluation plan identifying the proposed survey team, quality control 
and proposed budget for the exercise 

• develop relevant data collection instruments and share tools with 
Camaid to agree on before data being collected 

• Meet with Camaid, EPDO and EC and relevant partners working in 
Governance 

• interview key informants, Focus Group Discussions and undertake 
household interviews in Eastern Province by selecting a mix of female 
and male respondents and other key vulnerability criterion applicable 
in this report 

• ensure data quality through supervising data collection, entry analysis 
and reporting 

• write and submit draft report providing information showing trends 
on progress, challenges and recommendations 

• finalise the report factoring comments from Camaid and partner and 
technical advisors. 

Deliverables 
1. An inception report (maximum five pages) outlining the evaluation 

protocol, detailed approach/methodology and execution 

programme/timetable 

2. Data collection tools 

3. Draft report 1, to be shared with the project team for feedback 
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4. One-day workshop to share findings and recommendations to 

Camaid, its partners and relevant stakeholders 

5. Final report, with feedback from project team incorporated. 

Timeframe 

The consultancy will be for a maximum of 15 billable/honorarium days 
starting the day of signing of the contract. 

Qualifications 

The Consultancy team must be multidisciplinary, as the study is an oppor-
tunity to set the overall direction of the proposed program. At the minimum, 
the consultant(s) must possess the following: 

• extensive experience with baseline and/or end-line survey and final 
evaluation design and enumeration, dealing with Governance, policy 
and development issues 

• over 7 years’ experience in undertaking/managing evaluations related 
to Governance, policy and development issues 

• knowledge of evaluation techniques and analytical work  

• excellent and proven experience in qualitative research, including 
development and application of participatory techniques at 
community level in a gender sensitive manner 

• excellent report writing skills 

• good facilitation skills. 

[END OF EXAMINATION] 
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Unit Objectives 
The purpose of Unit 1 is to explain what we mean by evaluation, and how 

and why evaluation is used in the design, delivery and assessment of public 

policy. Its overall aims are to introduce the notion of evaluation, and how it 

can be understood alongside other means of assessment. We will set public 

policy evaluation in an historical context, and explain the differences between 

projects, programmes and policies. Finally, the unit will highlight different 

ways in which the term ‘evaluation’ is used and provide some definitions to 

use throughout the module. 

Learning Outcomes 
When you have completed this unit and its set readings you will be able to: 

• define evaluation and place the idea alongside other means of assessing 
public policies and interventions 

• distinguish between projects, policies and programmes and identify 
how evaluation of them varies 

• place ex-post evaluation in the broader context of public policy 
evaluation 

• distinguish between different dimensions of evaluation in relation to 
time, scale, study design and methods. 

 Reading for Unit 1 

Textbook 
Colin Palfrey, Paul Thomas and Ceri Phillips (2012) Evaluation for the Real 

World: The Impact of Evidence in Policy Making, Bristol UK: The Policy Press. 

Chapter 1, ‘Evaluation in the political and academic Worlds’ and Chapter 2 

‘What is meant by Evaluation?’. 

Module Reader  
Evalsed (2013) The resource for the evaluation of socio-economic development, The 

European Union. 
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1.1 Introduction 
The Oxford English Dictionary defines evaluation as: ‘the making of a judge-
ment about the amount, number, or value of something’, neatly encapsulating two 

key elements: bringing judgement to bear, about something that, at least to 

some degree, can be measured or valued. You will notice that the idea is ex-

pressed as a process or action – the making of a judgement.  

This module is about that process in the context of public policy. We will be 

looking at what sorts of things come to be judged, the criteria that are used to 

make such judgements, and their political and ideological underpinnings. The 

aim is to equip you to take an informed view of evaluation, to understand 

what it is trying to achieve, how it is approached in practice, and some of the 

practical issues that regularly occur. 

There is a large and growing theoretical and academic literature about evalua-

tion in its own right, and how it interacts with public policy in different ways. 

We will touch on this throughout the module, and your module textbooks 

and readers contain many references you may be motivated to follow up.  

The module is unashamedly practical in intent and content and the aim is to 

provide you with a path through what can often seem to be a complicated 

landscape, full of technical terms, mysterious methodologies and political 

dangers. It also aims to give some insights into the work of evaluators, and to 

encourage you to consider evaluation as a career option. As demand for the 

practice grows, so does the demand for evaluators, and in the career there are 

opportunities to study a diverse and fascinating range of public policies in ac-

tion, to uncover learning that no one else has found and to influence how 

policies and programmes are shaped into the future. 

I (your module author) have been professionally involved with evaluation for 

more than twenty years, and have been both the evaluator and the evaluated. 

I have worked on very small, local projects with limited goals and resources, 

all the way up to multi-billion Euro funding programmes taking place in doz-

ens of countries. That experience has been used to inform this module, and 

right here at the beginning are some views I have come to which you might 

like to keep in mind as we progress: 

• Evaluation is a highly worthwhile and rewarding enterprise. 
Notwithstanding the problems and compromises we will consider 
during the module, it is an essential part of good public policy, and the 
evaluator can play a key role in understanding what has happened and 
influencing the future for the better. 

• There are rarely, if ever, clear-cut, unambiguous answers to evaluation 
questions. As an endeavour based on judgement, the values and beliefs 
of those involved play a key role in evaluation. This does not invalidate 
the exercise, but should to be consciously understood and 
acknowledged. 

• Public policy evaluation is by definition a political exercise. Keep in 
mind where the power lies, what motivations may be in play, and who 
is paying for what. 
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• Several partial, incomplete and messy sources of information which all 
point to the same conclusion may well be stronger evidence than one 
highly specific indicator which lacks separate corroboration. 

• Despite the complexity of typical evaluators’ language, ex-post 
evaluation in public policy is in fact conceptually rather simple. 
Something has been done, and the evaluation is trying to find out what 
happened, whether it was what was hoped for, whether it was of value, 
and what explains it all. Hold on to those questions irrespective of how 
complicated it all seems to be getting. 

• The people who commission evaluations really do not want to be told in 
your final report that further research is needed! 

Having set the scene, let us turn now to some of the history and purpose of 

evaluation in public policy. 

1.2 Evaluation in Public Policy 
Evaluation in public policy has its origins in the attempts to systematise and 

professionalise policy-making and programme delivery. If you have studied 

the CeFiMS module Public Policy and Management: Perspectives and Issues, you 

will have learned something of the history of public management and how 

during the twentieth century there were various approaches to making it 

more accountable, efficient and effective, many of which depended on having 

a good understanding of what was happening in practice. We begin this sec-

tion with two short summaries about where modern evaluation originated. 

 Readings 

First read Chapter 1, pages 5 to 10 – the sections ‘Evaluation in the political context’ and 
the development of evaluation’, of your textbook by Palfrey et al. Evaluation for the Real 
World; and after you have taken notes on the main points, study pages 11 to 17 of the sec-
tion, ‘History and purpose of evaluation’, drawn from a European Union initiative. 

 As you read this material think about what sort of evaluation exists in your own coun-
try or where you are currently working.  

Does it have a long history, or is it newly arrived, perhaps brought by external donor 
organisations?  
How does it fit with the different purposes that evaluation has fulfilled over its history? 

 

Notice that both of these sources trace the evaluation of public policy to the 

mid-twentieth Century in the United States, and subsequently its spread to 

Northern Europe including the United Kingdom, Scandinavian countries and 

France. In the first instance, evaluation in the public sector focused mainly on 

programmes, the relatively large-scale actions organised by government and 

delivered by public agencies. The sources refer, for example, to education pro-

grammes, support for returning soldiers following the war, and programmes 

to reduce criminal behaviour.  

The history of evaluation moves from these origins as an essentially manage-

rial exercise – to help deliver the government’s intentions better by looking at 

Colin Palfrey, Paul Thomas 
and Ceri Phillips (2012) 
Evaluation for the Real 
World: The Impact of Evi-
dence in Policy Making, 
Chapter 1 ‘Evaluation in 
the political and academic 
worlds’, pages cited; and 
EVALSED: The Resource for 
the Evaluation of Socio-
Economic Development’, 
reprinted in the Module 
Reader from the EU article. 
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how effective their actions were – to a much more political and contextualised 

endeavour, needing to take into account multiple perspectives and interests. 

Governments have become more interested in evaluating the impact of their 

policies. By this we mean the overall strategic direction they are seeking to 

pursue, often by a number of different means, not all of which will be enacted 

directly by government agencies.  

The evolution of evaluation also moved downwards to more localised and de-

centralised public projects. A key distinction we make throughout this module 

is therefore between these different levels, and the table below provides work-

ing definitions: 

Definition  

Policy Example 

The strategic direction 
decided upon by 
government as to the 
change it wishes to see 
and, in strategic terms, 
how this will be 
achieved. Usually the 
responsibility of 
politicians. 

In the United Kingdom, policy towards unemployment and 
poverty currently focuses on a policy to ‘Make Work Pay’, in 
other words to ensure that people in work will always be 
economically better off than those unemployed and receiving 
state welfare support. The core idea is to make sure there are 
no financial incentives for citizens to remain unemployed. 
This is to be achieved through reforming the welfare system; 
incentivising employers to recruit more people; and working 
with unemployed people to make them more employable for 
the jobs available in the labour market. 

Programme  
A unified group of 
specific actions and 
tools put into place to 
deliver the goals of a 
given policy. Usually the 
responsibility of public 
agencies such as 
ministries to organise 
and ensure delivery. 

In the UK, as one part of the Make Work Pay policy, the 
Government created ‘The Work Programme’, giving 
responsibility to the national Department for Work and 
Pensions (DWP) for its design and delivery. This was targeted 
on people who had been unemployed for long periods, had 
failed to find work, and were continuing to claim benefits. 
DWP contracted on a competitive basis with private 
companies in different parts of the country who offered to 
provide training, advice and personal support to unemployed 
people to help them find work. The contracts stipulated that 
the company would be paid only once their clients had found 
work and remained employed for at least six months. This is 
only one of a number of different programmes created to 
deliver Make Work Pay; others focus on changing entitlement 
to welfare benefits and offering subsidies to employers 
willing to take on unemployed people  

Project  
The point at which 
programmes are 
delivered in practice. 
Tend to be delivered at 
a sub-national or local 
level, and may be done 
by public, private or civil 
society organisations, 
often on a sub-
contracted basis. 

Under the Work Programme, local projects were established 
by the contracted organisations in the areas for which they 
were responsible. The projects have local offices, staffed by 
employment advisors, who work with local unemployed 
people on a one-to-one basis. Projects vary in the types of 
support they offer, having freedom to deliver whatever they 
think will best get the individual into a long-term job. 
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It is important to understand that evaluation may be undertaken at any one of 

these scales, with different questions and issues likely to arise. When looking 

at the history of the subject you should keep in mind the evolution from man-

agerialism up to policy justification and down to project learning.  

 Exercise 

Think about an area of public policy in your own country or one with which you are famil-
iar, and identify one or two linked policies, programmes and projects.  

Can you trace a clear relationship between them?  
How well have they worked in their different ways to achieve desirable change?  

Share your findings with fellow students on-line. 

 

So far we have looked at evaluation from the point of view of individual na-

tion states. Understanding its history in recent times however also needs to 

take into account the influence of the growing number of international and 

supra-national bodies which emerged in the second half of the 20th century. 

The EVALSED reading describes how the European Union has embraced 

evaluation as a key tool both for justifying its large-scale programmes, and for 

spreading good ideas across its Member States. As you study evaluation you 

will find that many of the ideas, norms and methods in current use have their 

origins in multi and supra-national bodies such as the EU, World Bank and 

different United Nations agencies. Autonomous national governments in 

wealthy countries are able, on the whole, to decide upon and then execute 

policies as they choose – with evaluation as part of the process of local demo-

cratic accountability and improvement of effectiveness. In the case of supra 

national bodies or large scale donors providing aid or development support 

to poorer countries however, the dynamic can be very different. Evaluation 

here may well be much more to do with power relationships and the ability of 

donors to retain control over policies and programmes: 

 ‘…an emerging challenge is the current push towards top-down processes 
of assessment and evaluation. In some cases these take the form of 
centralised results frameworks, which ignore the context of change and try 
to aggregate results over multiple locations in order to claim wide spread 
impact. For example, [the UK’s Department for International 
Development] DfID’s new business model has core results that set targets 
of, for example, millions of people assisted to access education, or millions 
of bed nets distributed to prevent malaria. While the figures provide 
comfort to the public that their money has been directed to helping people, 
the focus on simple results narrows the monitoring and evaluation agenda, 
pushing practitioners to assess short term tangible outcomes instead of the 
processes and other changes that would help assess the less tangible, but 
often critical, changes in the political and social context. It is those changes 
that are often required to ensure that the education services are directed 
towards poor people, and that the bed nets actually reach the children 
living in remote rural areas. Further, that the services will be sustained and 
that people have the freedom and ability to use the services freely. 
Monitoring and evaluation has to avoid being simplified and narrowed by 
what is essentially a political agenda.’1 

                                                        

1 
Roche et al 2012 p7 
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We have looked in some detail at the development of evaluation, and its polit-

ical settings. As well as helping us understand where the idea has come from, 

it is also important to consider what this means for the evaluator. On the one 

hand evaluators of public policy tend to present themselves as scrupulously 

independent and design their methodologies to deliver answers justified by 

the evidence. On the other, current evaluations take place in an environment 

where policies are subject to intense scrutiny, with different views as to their 

validity and intentions. In these circumstances the ways in which evaluation 

is procured, delivered and reported may be contentious, and the evaluator 

will need to be highly conscious of their place in the wider context. It is also 

important to be clear about how evaluation differs from other judgement 

based process, to which we turn next. 

1.3 Judgement: Evaluation, Audit, Inspection, Journalism 
and Academic Research 
We saw in the introduction that evaluation is about making judgements. In 

judging public policy, evaluation is not alone: there are other processes which 

also consider how public policies are performing and the effects – for good 

and ill – that they have. 

 Reading 

Return to your textbook Palfrey and his colleagues, and study the first sections of Chapter 
2, pages 17 to 28. 

 Note the main points raised under each section heading. 

 

In this reading you will have seen that there are different processes, profes-

sions, standards and terms used in public policy, all of which might be 

considered as evaluative. Palfrey and his co-writers discuss the following: 

• performance indicators 

• audits 

• inspections 

• accreditation 

• evaluation. 

To these we might also add other processes which pass judgement, such as 

journalism, particularly the more serious minded journalism which looks in 

detail at what governments do and seeks to ‘speak truth to power’; and the 

academic research which takes place in many universities, independent of 

government, and which seeks to understand and comment upon policy and 

its associated programmes and practices in different ways. We can also add 

‘monitoring’, which is often used as a joint term: ‘monitoring and evaluation’: 

M&E.  

Colin Palfrey, Paul 
Thomas and Ceri Phil-
lips (2012) Evaluation 
for the Real World: The 
Impact of Evidence in 
Policy Making, Chapter 
2 ‘What is meant by 
evaluation?’, pages 
cited. 
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 Exercise 

From your reading, and from your own views and experience, summarise in the table be-
low what you see as the differences between the different types of judgement you have 
been reading about: 

 
Evaluation 

 
 

 

Performance indicators 

 
 

 

Audit 

 
 

 

Inspection 

 
 

 

Accreditation 

 
 

 

Journalism 

 
 

 

Academic research 

 
 

 

Monitoring 

 
 

 

Any other similar terms? 

 
 

 

Some possible answers to this question are given at the end of the unit, but don’t check 
them until you have filled in the table yourself. 

Share your views on the VLE. How similar or different are your views from those of your fel-
low students? 

 

For the purposes of this module we will continue with the assumption that 
‘policy, programme and project evaluation’ does exist as a distinct endeavour 
– if for no other reason than that policy makers and contractors of research 
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services say they do! Our consideration of other methods of assessment shows 

that evaluation needs to be seen alongside other approaches, each of which 

can be defined separately, but that there are overlaps in relation to the meth-

ods used to collect and analyse data, the people interested in the results, and 

the overall intentions of understanding what has happened in practice.  

1.4 Different Types of Evaluation 
As mentioned in the introduction, this module is intentionally practical. Hav-

ing placed evaluation in broad terms alongside other types of assessment – 

and acknowledged the overlaps – we are going to proceed on the basis that 

evaluation of public policy is a distinct endeavour, and that good quality, val-

uable evaluations can be designed and undertaken.  

It will not surprise you to learn that there are different forms of evaluation, 

different terms you will encounter and different methods. This module is spe-

cifically about the kind of evaluation that looks back over public policies and 

programmes, to give judgements about their value, efficacy and impact, and 

to learn lessons – that is, ‘ex-post’, summative or retrospective evaluation.  

There are many other terms you will encounter, including the following: 

• Ex ante evaluation 

• Interim evaluation 

• Impact evaluation 

• Formative evaluation  

• Theory-based evaluation 

• Policy evaluation 

• Goals-free evaluation 

• Experimental and quasi-experimental evaluation 

• Economic appraisal 

• Benefit-cost Analysis (or Cost-benefit analysis) 

• Social cost-benefit analysis  

• Social return on investment 

• Project evaluation 

• Qualitative evaluation 

• Quantitative evaluation 

• Programme evaluation. 

 Exercise 

Put a tick against all those terms you have encountered previously.  

What do they mean to you? 
How do they differ one from another? 
For those you have not ticked, what do you think they mean?  
Are there any other terms you’ve noticed that are not included here?  

Tell your fellow students about them. 
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All this terminology is not terribly helpful for those new to evaluation, since it 

mixes up different fundamental elements – evaluation is being qualified by 

the addition of terms that relate to entirely different contexts. Annexed to the 

module is a detailed glossary of terms2 to help you understand what they 

mean, but it is useful to have a broader framework to help in the distinction 

between different terms. One way to make sense of all this is to think of eval-

uation having four primary dimensions: 

1 purpose 

2 time  

3 scale  

4 study design.  

1 The Purpose dimension 

The most basic distinction is what the evaluation is for, its purpose. There are 

many fine gradations of purpose, but essentially they can be divided in two: 

evaluating what has been achieved, and evaluating how things have been 

done. You are likely to encounter the following two terms for this distinction: 

 

Impact evaluation 

Where the study is intended to show what result – usually numerically – the policy or 
programme either will (or more accurately may) achieve, or what is has achieved. 
Impact evaluation may be undertaken as part of the forecasting stage of policy 
design, as an ex ante evaluation exercise to help decide what to do; or at a mid 
point; or at the end. 
It is intrinsically linear, based on observing or predicting what effect will result or has 
arisen from an identified action, once other possible causes have been taken into 
account.  

Formative evaluation 
This is where the evaluation is designed to help understand and improve on the way in 
which an intervention is being conducted. Rather than demonstrating impact, a formative 
evaluation is about how things are being done, and whether they can be improved. 
Formative evaluation typically involves the evaluator in obtaining perspectives from 
a range of participants in a project or programme (they are rarely encountered at the 
policy level) on how it is performing in practice and what might be done differently. 
Formative evaluations typically consider internal processes and procedures, and test 
the extent to which actions taken can be seen to be impacting on effectiveness and 
efficiency of delivery, through observation, document reviews and analysis of 
monitoring data. 

Underlying this binary distinction are, of course, many more specific pur-

poses: evaluation to help in decision making; to hold different parties to 

account; to judge between different approaches to solving a particular prob-

lem and so on. In practice many evaluations include both purposes – they are 

not mutually exclusive. The key point here however is that when you encoun-

ter these terms, they are about the purpose of the exercise, rather than about 

other dimensions such as time, which we look at next. 

                                                        
2 Following Unit 8. 
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2 The Time dimension 

Policies and interventions take place over time, and they are evaluated at dif-

ferent points, for different reasons. A way to understand this is to use idea of 

the policy cycle, which follows rational steps from the identification of prob-

lems through policy formation, programme delivery and assessment of 

impact, and then begin the loop again with redefinition of the problem. This is 

illustrated in the figure below, which is adapted from Hogwood and Gunn’s 

rational policy analysis model: 

Figure 1.1 Stages in the Policy Cycle 

 

Adapted from Hogwood and Gunn (1984) 

Evaluation crops up at different points in the cycle, and some terms are used 

specifically to show this, as shown in the table below.  

Stage in the Policy Cycle  Associated time related evaluation terms 

1 Agenda setting 
 

Evaluation of all types from previous or analogous 
policies / programmes. Evaluation Information and 
conclusions are used to help understand what is already 
known, and identify possible courses of action 

2 Issue definition 

3 Forecasting 
 

Ex-ante or prospective evaluation: interchangeable 
terms. Used to predict what might happen under 
different options; and to establish targets and 
benchmarks against which to measure progress and 
impact 

4 Setting objectives and 
priorities 

5 Policy implementation Interim evaluation: to assess progress at an interim 
point as to whether targets or goals are being or are 
likely to be met; and/or to improve performance for the 
remainder of the intervention 

6 Evaluation and review 
 

Ex-post, summative, retrospective evaluation. 
Interchangeable terms for evaluation looking back over 
the policy and intervention, to assess achievement and 
results 
This is the main focus of this module 

7 Policy maintenance or 
termination 

Derived from Hogwood and Gun’s Rational Policy Analysis model 1984 / 
 CeFiMS Public Policy and Strategy C312 

If you are not familiar with the rational policy analysis model, see Hogwood 

and Gunn in the annex to your Module Reader 

7. Policy maintenance 
or termination

1. Agenda setting and 
2. Issue definition

3. Forecasting and
4. Setting objectives

5. Policy 
implementation

6. Evaluation and 
review
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3 The Scale dimension 

Scale also plays a role. Earlier in this unit we set out definitions of policy, pro-
gramme and project, which move from the largest, most strategic scale at 
policy level down to the smallest, most local in the form of projects. You will 
encounter each of these from an evaluation point of view, and the table below 
looks further at what the distinctions are between them in evaluative terms. 

Policy 
evaluation 

Tends to be used in two senses: either as an ex ante exercise to 
consider the potential merits and impacts of a given policy, or as 
an ex post review of whether a policy over time has delivered what 
was hoped. Whether before or after, policy evaluations tend to be 
particularly political in nature, and will commonly include the 
views of a spectrum of stakeholders, in addition to the use of 
statistics. We look at ex post policy evaluation in more depth in 
Unit 8. 

Programme 
evaluation 

The term programme evaluation may also apply to forward looking 
and ex post, as well as interim reviews. Programme evaluations 
often include large-scale statistical analysis, made possible by their 
application to large numbers of people or at a significant scale. 
Evaluators are frequently asked to evaluate programmes early on 
in their delivery so as to provide politicians with information (and 
publicity) as to the progress of their ideas, since it is through 
programmes that policies are enacted and therefore it is from 
programmes that ‘good news’ may emerge. The four-to-five year 
electoral cycles of many liberal democracies frequently lead to 
these evaluations being commissioned in the twelve months 
before an election, and for the results to be heavily used in 
campaigning – where they show success, or are buried if they 
show not much progress has been made. Programme evaluation is 
the main topic of Units 6 and 7.  

Project 
evaluation 

Project evaluations tend to be smaller scale and often more 
focused on particular issues, particularly where the projects in 
question are experimental – for example, to test a new approach 
to a problem. They are as likely to be formative (intended to 
improve performance) as summative (to show results), and will 
commonly be a requirement imposed by higher-level funders. 
Methodologically, project evaluations often have difficulty in 
providing robust statistics if they are relatively small scale, and 
where there are other influences, such as the macro economy, 
which may explain observed changes. For this reason they are 
often dominated by case study and qualitative methods. Project 
evaluation is covered in Units 3 and 4. 

4 The Study Design dimension 

As we will consider in Unit 2, there are many different ways to design evalua-
tion studies, with choices driven by factors such as the nature of the 
intervention; the purpose of the exercise; when it is taking place; the resources 
and data available; expediency and so on. Study design terms express the 
overall approach to the evaluation in question, rather than individual meth-
odological techniques used to assemble data. Common terms you may 
encounter include the following. 
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Experimental / quasi-experimental evaluation  
This is held by many evaluation theorists to be the gold standard: an approach which 
sets up specifically designed experiments to test a theory in practice, against a 
comparison or ‘control’ situation with the same characteristics but where the 
intervention is not applied. The ‘quasi’ sub-set refers to evaluations where a full ‘case 
control’ study is not possible, but where some direct comparison can nevertheless be 
made. The experimental approach is the standard in most medical research, the classic 
example being to test the efficacy of a new drug by giving one set of patients the drug 
and another a placebo, without either group knowing what they have been given, then 
comparing their outcomes. Outside of medicine, full or even quasi experiments are 
often very difficult to achieve for the evaluation of public policies. Almost by definition 
they will need to be set up before the intervention takes place, and report once it is 
complete. 

Theory-based evaluation 
A study design commonly used where there is little or no empirical data available and 
therefore no opportunity to demonstrate results on the ground. A theory-based 
evaluation sets out how the intervention was expected to cause the changes sought 
(the ‘programme theory’, to be discussed in Unit 2), and then seeks to test the validity 
of the underlying assumptions, rather than seeking direct evidence of impact. Theory-
based evaluation may be established early on in the policy process – for example, if it is 
obvious that the intervention cannot be assessed by any other means – but is more 
often found where a policy is or has been implemented with little prior thought about 
how it should be evaluated. It is a valuable tool for the professional evaluator brought 
in to help provide answers and where it is simply too late or impractical to gather direct 
evidence.  

Goals-free evaluation 
This type of evaluation takes an open, broad view of a policy or intervention and seeks 
to establish what sorts of effects it has had in the round, rather than focused on a 
specific expectation of cause and effect. As an approach it is usually encountered either 
when the policy or programme had no clearly defined goals and targets; or where there 
appear to be significant consequences from the intervention which were not part of the 
original intentions but now need to be investigated. The use of this approach should 
not be necessary if proper thought is given to the goals of a given intervention early on, 
but if this has not happened it will often be a costly but necessary exercise. Where a 
policy has led to unexpected results, however, a goals-free evaluation is an important 
tool for the evaluator to use to give a full picture of what has occurred.  

Participatory and neutral evaluation 
An evaluation method where representatives of agencies, donors, local communities 
and other stakeholders work together in designing, carrying out and interpreting the 
evaluation project. As method, this has the considerable merit of drawing on a diversity 
of perspectives, and will often yield ideas with regards to the sorts of impacts which 
should be investigated; ways to obtain information; possible pitfalls in carrying out the 
study; as well as opening up access for example to communities for data gathering. It 
can, however, be cumbersome, expensive and time-consuming, and carries the risk of 
undermining the objectivity of the evaluation exercise or embroiling it in power 
relationships between different parties.  

Participatory evaluation can be contrasted with Neutral evaluation, which as its name 
suggests seeks to be entirely independent from the interests of any parties involved and 
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take as objective and unattached a view as possible. In my view, full neutrality is 
impossible – there will always be some element of interest, bias, preference or agenda 
in any evaluation exercise. This does not invalidate it, but does need to be 
acknowledged in the design and presentation of results, particularly with regard to who 
is paying for the work. A variant on this approach is ‘early neutral evaluation’, where 
neutral third parties impart to the stakeholders their views as to the strengths and 
weaknesses of their respective positions relating to controversial issues. This can be 
helpful when the evaluation task is taking place in a contested environment.  

Economic appraisal 
Economic appraisal is arguably a method rather than approach, but is included here to 
make the point that many evaluations are fundamentally set up to understand the 
economics of the intervention – usually, although not always, the cost-benefit, i.e. 
whether the economic value of whatever impacts have been achieved offer a good 
‘return’ for the resources spent on achieving them, or in relation to consequences of the 
intervention that are negative. As with most numerically driven evaluation approaches, 
economic appraisals need ‘before and after’ data – this may not necessarily have to 
originate before the intervention starts provided there is a clear time gap between one 
set of data and the next, with a change having taken place from the intervention 
between the two points. A key issue for economics-based evaluations is how to ascribe 
meaningful values to inputs or outputs that have no conventional market price – for 
example, the value of a forest cut down to make way for a new road.  

Social return on investment (SROI) evaluation 
SROI attempts to use the supposed rigour of economic evaluation approaches and 
apply them to social rather than financial returns, by giving a value to the social and 
community benefits of an intervention. This is the origin of claims such as those related 
to crime prevention: ‘each dollar invested in Programme A is ultimately worth $1.80 in 
savings to society from averted auto thefts’’3. In practice, the two approaches are not 
so different from each other as it may seem. Economic appraisals are increasingly 
obliged to price up a wider and wider range of costs and benefits (the choice of which 
to include and how to value them being fertile ground for differences of opinion) – in 
many ways the main difference is to do with what the final results are used for, and 
who gets to say how much non-monetised elements are worth in the calculation 

Quantitative evaluation 
This is a rather ambiguous term that one could argue is about the type of data rather 
than study design. Quantitative essentially means pertaining to numbers – the quantity 
involved, such as the number of people who have obtained a job following participation 
in an unemployment support programme. When the term quantitative evaluation is 
used, it typically means an assessment exercise that prioritises analysis and 
interpretation of statistics and numerical expression of features of the policy, 
programme or policy. However, this says nothing about the underlying purpose, or 
about the nature of study to be undertaken. If you encounter the term, it is best to 
understand that it simply means you will find a lot of numbers involved.  

Qualitative evaluation 
Qualitative evaluation is typically presented as the opposite of quantitative, meaning it 
is not about things that can be readily quantified, but about subjective issues, such as 
the attitudes of our unemployed example group towards the support they have 

                                                        
3 McIntosh 2012 p14 
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received. While feelings do not have an intrinsic numerical expression, they can of 
course be captured numerically in a survey, so in reality the distinction between 
qualitative and quantitative is blurred. Although you will therefore encounter both 
terms, in my own view it is wise to be sceptical about whether any evaluation is, or 
indeed should be, either purely ‘qualitative’ or ‘quantitative’. Qualitative when used in 
relation to research methods makes more sense – meaning, for example, data 
collecting through semi-structured interviewing or group discussions.  

 

Unit 5 goes into more detail on different aspects of study design and data col-

lection, in particular the most common approach to study design – the use of 

mixed methods. 

We see then that all these different terms give us information about different 

dimensions of the evaluation. For any given evaluation assignment, a variety 

of terms may be relevant – few are mutually exclusive. Imagine an initiative 

that was intended to improve the mathematical ability of children by testing a 

new type of teaching in a sample of schools. The government commissions an 

evaluation to help it decide whether to apply the new method more widely. 

In this case, we are probably going to be dealing with the following: 

• a purpose which means it is an impact evaluation (did mathematical 
ability improve?) and at the same time a formative evaluation (how did it 
work, so that when it is rolled out it will produce the same results 
elsewhere?). 

• an ex post evaluation, since it has to look at whether what was intended 
did in fact happen. 

• a programme evaluation since the new approach was tested in a number 
of different locations. 

• a quasi-experimental evaluation, with the results achieved in the selected 
schools compared with others where it did not, with in all likelihood 
economic appraisal elements (how much did any improvement in 
performance cost?), using quantitative (and qualitative) data was there an 
improvement in average maths test scores? [What was the opinion of 
teachers about how easy the new approach was to use in practice?] 

The clear implication of all this is that it is almost impossible to use just one 

simple term to describe what sort of evaluation is being used in a given situa-

tion. As we said back in the introduction: 

Despite the complexity of typical evaluators’ language, ex-post evaluation in 
public policy is in fact conceptually rather simple. Something has been done, 
and the evaluation is trying to find out what happened, whether it was what 
was hoped for, whether it was of value, and what explains it all. Hold on to 
those questions irrespective of how complicated it all seems to be getting. 

1.5 Conclusion 
You have seen that evaluation began with governments looking for infor-

mation to help manage their actions more effectively, and that it has grown to 

become both part of the political arena and a tool for democratic accountabil-

ity. It has also become more pervasive, with small-scale interventions under 

the spotlight to harvest the lessons they offer, and for multinational donors to 
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retain control over spending. You have also seen that evaluation is only one 

form of assessment of public policies and programmes, but shares some fea-

tures with approaches such as audit or enquiry. Finally, evaluation itself has 

been looked at in its many manifestations, and some of the complexity in the 

terminology exposed – but also put into a framework to help to understand 

what it all means. 

It is striking how the presentation and language of evaluation has in some 

ways changed and in others stayed the same over time – in 1961, over fifty 

years ago, the United States overseas development organisation USAID said 

the following about evaluation of its work: 

Definition of Evaluation 

The word ‘evaluation’ has been used in many different contexts, tending to 
confuse and obscure the objectives of the process. To some, the term has 
suggested an assessment of a program or project in terms of progress 
toward a predetermined goal; to others it has conveyed the impression of 
an inspection. A third group suggests that in addition to an assessment of 
progress, ‘evaluation’ must also include a judgement on the validity of the 
pre-determined goal. In light of the varying emphasis that has been placed 
on the term, valid criticisms have been made in the past that many 
‘evaluation’ attempts have failed because clear and concise definitions of 
objectives were not developed prior to initiation of the process.  
Within the total framework of the Agency’s evaluation process, the phase 
emphasized in this prospectus should be directed toward these objectives: 

a) an examination of the progress of a program or project towards  
pre-determined target; 

b) an evaluation of the principal personnel involved in the implementation  
of the program; 

c) an analysis of the effectiveness of a Mission’ s operations; 

d)  the indoctrination of headquarters and field personnel in the new pro-
gram and management concepts;  

e) appropriate assistance to responsible operating officials, including the 
Ambassador, to insure strict adherence to the Agency’s program and man-
agement concepts; 

f) the development of Agency personnel, by assignment to this phase of the 
evaluation process, to staff in responsible positions both at headquarters 
and in the field. 

Although any evaluation process must by its very nature contain certain negative 
factors, these must be minimized if the Agency's system is to prove successful. 

USAID 1961 

Notice the identification of ambiguity in use of the term evaluation; the pri-

macy of progress towards pre-determined targets and of effectiveness, but 

also the rigidity of the institutional context and need for evaluation to contrib-

ute to indoctrination in and adherence to management concepts. This quote 

helps us to see that while there remains a healthy debate about what evalua-

tion means and what it is for, we have perhaps moved on, and in the early 

years of the twenty-first century can recognise the contextual and contingent 

place of public policy, and hence of its evaluation. 
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Annex 
Ways to distinguish between different policy assessment terms:  
 

Evaluation 
Emphasises judgement, and should be based on robust, independent data sources 
interpreted in relation to the achievement of goals and performance.  

Performance indicators 
Limited and specific aspects of a policy or programme selected to demonstrate 
performance against predetermined expectations or targets. Usually numeric and 
focused on a limited set of those aspects seen as the most important.  

Audit  
Implies a comprehensive appraisal of key information and documentation against 
predetermined criteria, particularly in relation to conformity with externally established 
ethical or normative standards.  

Inspection  
Implies close scrutiny by independent parties to ensure compliance with standards, 
procedures or expectations.  

Accreditation 
Process to assess the performance of a body or individual to establish their ability to 
meet or deliver externally determined standards. This usually leads to the issuing of 
confirmation by an independent body of confirmation that a standard has been 
achieved.  

Journalism 
Independent commentary and investigation, drawing on self-selected and often partial 
data sources. Often framed in light of implicit or explicit ideological points of view.  

Academic research 
Implies independent inquiry based on establishing verifiable truths about a situation, 
with close attention to the robustness and the ability to replicate methods, and peer 
assessment of conclusions.  

Monitoring 
The systematic collection of data over time about specified indicators to provide the 
management team and key stakeholders with indications of the extent of progress and 
achievement of objectives and progress in the use of resources. Monitoring is not 
intrinsically about the making of judgements.  

 


