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Abstract:

Governments are under increasing pressure to deésgelts. Therefore, it is important to evaluate
the effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of phblic service in implementing policies and
programmes for social betterment. Without suchweatadns, it is difficult to ensure that evidence
is integrated into policy and used in practice dmdack of generalizability and learning. This
paper focuses on (1) the knowledge that is relet@ninderstand evaluation influence, (2) the
possible conceptual frameworks that enable undwistg of the evaluation implementation
process, (3) possible models of the process ofnghonal evaluation, and (4) the main ways of
intervening to increase influence. The context daalysis is the South African Department of
Agriculture.
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1. Study Rationale and Aim

Evaluations of programmes are valid ways for araoization to increase the quantity and qualitytsf i
service delivery. It is the contention in this stubtlat the usefulness of evaluations is hindered/bgt we

call the ‘black box’ problem. The problem is compdad by lack of knowledge about what makes
evaluation more helpful to practitioners, programpianners and managers, and policy makers. The
purpose of the study is twofold: to review the wewaluations are conducted in the South African
Department of Agriculture (DoA), and to suggest eraluation model and other procedures that will
increase the usefulness of evaluations to the argiéon. The proposed organizational evaluationesyds
designed to inform policy, decisions and practi¢tke-'evaluation influence’ nexus.

The interest of the study is in developing a mddeimore frequent, and more effective, use of eatidn
processes to improve daily programme decision ngakimd practice, and for use in making changes in
policies. The study should enable the DoA to omeasi evaluation system that is adequate, ideatiytéal
and appropriately configured (theoretically andcgically). A framework and model are constructed
through the identification and description of orgational evaluation mechanisms to help improve
evaluation use in influencing policy and programmeeision making and practice in the organizatidme T
model should help measure and assess outcomesnpgadts of socioeconomic development programmes
or interventions implemented by the DoA.

2. Background

The rural economy of South Africa has fallen behine urban economy, and reintegrating marginalized
groups in rural areas is a priority of the post49Bouth African government. The United Nations
(OHCHR, 2002) enshrines poverty reduction and tbketto development as a human right, and policy
makers and members of the public in South Africa sinowing a growing concern over the cost and
performance of governments (Schweigert, 2005:4A44%) these two reasons, the South African government
is in the process of improving public service qualefficiency and effectiveness to redress povarty
inequality (Government Gazette, 1997). Howeveryatrd strategies and a concerted effort to improve
service delivery by the government are neededdoae poverty and inequality. The availability ohély

and methodologically sound information is crucia fegislative oversight, organizational and prognae
management, and public awareness.

There are growing pressures in countries througtimitvorld to improve the performance of their publ
sectors (Kusak and Rist, 2001:14; Schweigert, 2Z00: In an environment of limited resources, tbats
African government should have to demonstrate #sfulness in specific ways if it is to continue to
discharge socioeconomic development functions. Agldo this service delivery requirement, there is a
perception that increasing the scale of investmenpoverty reduction is associated with increasing
uncertainty about the results of the investmenhigigert, 2005:417). It is axiomatic that managefrs
public programmes and projects need to demonssigteficant and lasting changes (impacts) to prove
their value and justify continued funding. Accomlito Kusak and Rist (2001:14), one strategy being
employed is the design and construction of perfogeebased monitoring and evaluation systems to be
able to track the results produced by governmesgnammes.

Given this central role of evaluation systems, ind®n of evaluation is needed as a starting pdout
settling on a single definition is difficult givahe multifaceted nature of the concept. Evaluaiotefined

as ‘a study designed and conducted to assist argdittnassess an object’s merit and worth’ (Mathison
1995:469; Scriven in Henry, 2002:182; Stufflebeaniansen, 2005:448), but this is a deceptively Bmp
definition.



Evaluation requires a careful retrospective assessraf merit, worth and value of management and
operations, outputs and outcomes of governmentviemgions. This need makes evaluation a matter of
public law, requiring 1) accountability for resoas consumed and outcomes delivered (i.e. to plant)

2) learning for the betterment of future intervens and more effective socioeconomic developmenttt
improve) (Crawfordet al., 2004:175; UNFPA, 2004:1-2; Forssal., 2006:129; Liverani and Lundgren,
2007:241). According to Greereal. (2001:25) and Mark and Henry in Schwandt (2003)3the practice

of evaluation should be to help humans live ingelfitly and with the ultimate goal of contributing t
‘social betterment’. An evaluation culture is oné tbe avenues for improving the performance of
government (Mackay, 2006:1). Sagerholm (2003:353) &hristie (2007:8) assert that the use of
evaluation products or results is the central augof any evaluation; without such use, evaluatam not
contribute to its primary objective of social bettent. That is, evaluation ties together transparen
accountability and learning (Crawfoe al., 2000:176; Forsst al., 2006:129; Liverani and Lundgren,
2007:241); it also assists organizations to imprbngr plans, policies and practice (Winbush andsata,
2000:303).

In South Africa, the Government Wide Monitoring aBglaluation System (GWM&ES) has identified
public service effectiveness as the key challengaking monitoring and evaluation critically imparta
(The Presidency, 2005:8-9; Fraser-Moleketi, 2008yih, 2006). The Presidency report on GWM&ES
showed a gloomy picture of government evaluaticstesys as, under-developed, inadequate, and neither
centrally nor ideally located. It further indicatdte following positive attributes for future impements:
preparedness to improve and enhance systems aaticpraadvantage of ‘late coming’ learning from
others’ experiences and international evaluaticst peactice; departments having some level of dgpac
(in strategic planning and budgeting systems urais)l evaluation generally acknowledged as streadigi
important and useful.

3. Literature Review
3.1 Gaps identified

The literature highlights the range of differenbipiems facing practitioners in the field of evaloat Such
problems make it difficult to formulate effectivevaduation models, which is the aim in this study.
According to Sawin (2000:232) there are serioudblgms and issues in evaluation. First, the field of
evaluation is fractionated and the practice of eaibn is not unified. According to Winbush and ééat
(2000:303); Greenat al. (2001:181), Demateau (2002:455), Tavistock lnwit(2003:14) and Weiss
(2005:1), it is because evaluation has varied raetsulting in a diversity and complexity of thetizal
models and different perspectives on what consest@valuation and what needs to be valued. Second,
there is no generally accepted definition of thentevaluation (Shadish, 1994:348-351). This is wuthe
lack of a theoretical base to provide a generalfesuhe of reference (Levin-Rozalis, 2000:416). @hthe
field has no accepted ‘core or centre’ (Sencre8941361), or unifying theory (Scriven, 1994:378-380
Shadish, 1998:9). Fourth, there are arguments dadldgical splits between practitioners (Sencrest,
1994:226; Greenet al. 2001:181). Fifth, evaluation is characterized aslatively new discipline (Cook,
2006:420); therefore, there is little experienasowledge and understanding when calling for evaloat

to be undertaken. Sixth, different evaluation medaie presented (Hansen, 2005:447). Finally, tieere
confusion about the purpose of evaluation itsaifig@n, 1994:379) and evaluation use (Christie,7280

Some of the key questions raised include:

. Is evaluation only about drawing conclusions remydhe merit or worth of a policy, programme or
other evaluand (Scriven 1999 cited in Sawin, 208)2



. Should evaluation follow analytical or descriptimethodology (Scriven, 1998:64)? Also, what is the
place of meta-evaluations (Cooksy and Caracell)52® That is, should there be emphasis on
quantitative, qualitative or mixed methods (Scrive®97:170; Greene al., 2001:26)?

. Are evaluative conclusions more important thanriewy (Nee and Monica in Sawin, 2000:232;
Forsset al., 2006:129)? That is, what should be the focusvafuation (Chacon-Mascoso, 2002)?

. Should evaluators consider either formative (exepmr summative (ex-post) evaluations more
important than the other (Hansen, 2005:451; Retthd©994 in Sawin, 2000:232; Patton, 1996;
Chen, 1996a and b; Wholey, 1996)7?

. Should an external or internal evaluator be usey(R006; Yang and Sheng, 2006)?

. Is participatory evaluation a different field arigktbest way to evaluate (Patton, 1994:313) through
involvement of different stakeholders (Henry, 20B@rsset al., 2006:128-129)?

. Is empowerment evaluation a different field andlibst way to evaluate (Fetterman, 1994; Scriven,
1997; Sawin, 2000:232; Cook, 2006; Smith 2007; éilknd Campbell, 2007:297; Fetterman and
Wandersman, 2007)? Again, is responsive evaluaidifferent field and the best way to evaluate
(Abma, 2006:31)7?

. To what extent should evaluation be driven by thgbtughes and Traynor, 2000; Levin-Rozalis,
2000:416-418; Van der Knaap, 2004:16)?

There is a need to define clearly evaluation use it expected outcome (which in this study can be
broadly described as social betterment) to forneuddiective evaluation model(s).

3.2 Theoretical context and point of departure

According to Alkin and Christie (2004:12), the tigmf evaluation is built on a dual foundation of
accountability (accounting for actions and resasiycand social inquiry (a concern for employing a
systematic and justifiable set of methods). Evabmabranches into: a process of information coitect
(methods); value judgment (valuing process); asdige in decision making, leading to action. Thatti
involves three components: the process, the praghattits use (Alkin and Christie, 2004:12; Demaurtea
2002). The focus of this study is on evaluation. Uisés mainly concerned with mechanisms to improve
evaluation use to influence legislative policy, amgational and programme decision making and jpect
and for public awareness. Influence is definedtlas tapacity or power of persons or things to pcedu
effects on others by intangible or direct meanstKKart cited in Christie, 2007:9 and in Rebollagal .,
2005:264).

Policies are commonly implemented as programmesetbre, for programmes to be implemented and to
operate, government departments and other orgamzaspend taxpayers’ money. Programmes are one
means of achieving policy goals and programme ewi@n contributes to policy evaluation. The need to
link policies with organizational programmes anddafic interventions or projects is a perennial one
(Winbush and Watson, 2000:303; Tavistock, 2003:1Measuring the impact of socioeconomic
programmes has a problem of causality and attobutand the impact can be immediate or delayed,
anticipated or unanticipated (Bhola, 2000:162])s Itecognized that programmes are embedded in-multi
layered social and organizational processes opgrati a global, national and discipline contextpéut,
again, would be shaped by the specifications desys and structures within which it is actualizBtdla,
2000:163). In short, the link between programmaes sotial betterment is crucial. Therefore, mechasis
within the ‘black box’ of the responsible organipatshould be known. The ‘black box’ is shown iigutie
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Figure 1: The ‘black box’ in the context of socioeanomic development

The ‘black box’ is defined as the space betweerattigal input and the expected output of an eviaat
process (Stame, 2004:58). For this reason, evaluaise should receive substantial attention in the
evaluation literature and empirical studies (Mard aHenry, 2004:36; Balthasar, 2006:353; Christie,
2007:8) to understand how evaluations wield theifluence on the formulation of policies and
programmes, and participant improvement. It is etgxkthat evaluation information should feed irfte t
decision-making process and influence the acti@aple take at the community level, staff level, and
management level or in the higher reaches of pafiaking. The mechanisms that influence use shoaild b
studied in the DoA to provide study focus, congaxtl relevance.

According to Stame (2004:58) and Hansen (2005:408;4heory-based evaluations have helped open the
‘black box’ and build capacities in the public sectAccording to Spicer and Sadler-Smith (2006:134)
knowledge and capacity through organizationalnieg are important sources of competitive advantage
They further argued that collective learning enleanorganizational efficiency and/or effectiveness.
Learning in this context refers to processes ofakadge production that result in a better undeditamor
improved intelligence. A learning government isaldged as one that aims to improve policies (Van de
Knaap, 2004:20) by correcting perceived imperfartio

The problem of the complexity of socioeconomic imémtions makes generalization and attribution
difficult (Bhola, 2000:161; Greend al. 2001:25). To counter this problem, the theoryewdluation use
gave birth to the ‘theory of change’ (ToC) (Massand Barnes, 2007:151; Sullivan and Stewart,
2006:179). It is proving to be a popular approachdvaluations of complex social policy programmes
(Masson and Barnes, 2007:151) by elaborating amgstsons, revealing causal chains and attributaom],
engaging concerned stakeholders for tacit undetstgs (Stame, 2004:60). ToC is an approach designed
to test the desired outcomes of programmes acaptdithe timescale by which they are to be achieved



together with a process through which the goaldudfiled (Shaw and Crompton, 2003:193; Winbusid an
Watson, 2000:301; Cook, 2006:427).

Evaluations co-exist with ‘black box’ problems nifgghg the understanding of what works better for

whom in what circumstances, and why (Stame, 2004%H der Knaap, 2004:17). This co-existence
hinders the capacity of evaluation to improve poldecisions and practice (evaluation influence).
Therefore, successful outcomes are unlikely to blvered without attention to the quality of the

intervention. This quality requires having a franoedisystem/model in place to define mechanism and
practice.

For a long time now, there has been growing conoeen the issues of low levels of evaluation and&e

of evaluation products (Weiss, 1973 in Chelimsi882:6; Alkin, 1975 in Forset al., 2006:129; Wholey,
1986:8; Mitchell, 1990:109). According to RutmarP86:14), Chelimsky (1987:6), Weiss (1988:5) and
Weiss (1998:23), there are limited examples of @mogne evaluation that directly influence policye th
operations and practices of managers in organimmo resource allocation decisions in a significaay.
Kirkhart (cited in Christie, 2007:9 and in Rebobast al., 2005:264) also asserts that evaluation influence
should move beyond the term, use. According to<tikr{2007:8), [evaluation] use is the ‘effect enxsion

has on the evaluand - the thing” being evaluatedd-those connected to the evaluand’. There igm@ st
beyond what was always thought of as use, tha step into actively bringing about change (Patton,
1988:92). Use is about change (Weiss, 1998:31).

In trying to improve use, Weiss (1998), Mark andnke (2004:36), Weisst al. (2005:13-14) and
Balthasar (2006:354-355) identified four routesndfuence of evaluations on policy, decision makargl
practice. The first type is where evaluation resate used for policy decision making and problehiisg.
This use is known as instrumental use. Use of ewialn used to mean use of results only for making
programme decisions, but it currently has a ladgenain (Weiss, 1998:21 and Kirkhart, 2000). Evatuat
now includes a second kind of use — conceptuatusaping users to gain new insights, conceptairibe
and ideas. The third kind of evaluation use — syliolar political — is to mobilize support for a ptien

that people already hold (perspectives) about tlaamges needed in a programme, legitimizing a coofrse
action or position. The fourth kind of use is ifhce on other institutions and events beyond the
programme being studied.

The starting point is to improve evaluation inflaeron decision making and practice. The need fisr th
improvement stems from both the move to make perdioce measurement within the public sector more
outcome orientated and the move to make policy nigkidecision making and practice more rational and
evidence based. Three different frameworks (Figare3 and 4) are presented below to develop arbette
understanding of evaluation and evaluation inflegenghich serve as the conceptual framework of this
study.

Evaluation influence happens in different ways marganization. A prominent issue is the appropriat
mechanisms governing the outcomes of evaluatiorkhigit (2000), Henry and Mark (2003), Mark and
Henry (2004), Weis®t al. (2005:14) and Christie (2007:9) posit that a cfetheoretical categories —
mediators and pathways — exists through which ewialns can exercise influence. This framework esdus
because the people embedded in the ‘black box’ sttkiegs change (Stame, 2002:7; Stame, 2004:682). Fo
evaluation to have influence it should have consages at the individual, interpersonal and colecti
(organizational) levels, as shown in Figure 2. émeral, leverage (biggest pay-off for time, effarid
money invested) for improvement and innovationrisatest at the systems and organizational leveh(Ki
1999).
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Figure 2: Mechanisms through which evaluation prodees influence (Henry and Mark, 2003:298)

Henry and Mark (2003) and Mark and Henry (2004rus in detail the mechanisms in the framework.
First, at the individual level, they refer to changthat occur in an individual's knowledge, attésd
opinions or actions as a result of the evaluatimtgss or its results. At this level, six mechasisaand
measurable outcomes are identified: attitudinahgbkasalience, elaboration, priming, skill acqigsit and
behavioural change. Second, the interpersonal Wssiribes changes that occur as a result of otiens
between individuals. Here, five mechanisms aretified: justification, persuasion, change agentialo
norms, and minority-opinion influence. The thirdvéé the collective, depicts the ‘direct or indirec
influence of evaluation on the decisions and pcastiof organizations, whether public or privategry
and Mark, 2003:298). Four mechanisms further detfiie level: agenda setting, policy-oriented leagni
policy change, and diffusion. In this study, the&us is on the organizational level of the mechanism
framework, with special attention to diffusion &g tmechanisms to influence evaluation use at ¢visl .|
According to Rogers (2003:5), diffusion is the ‘pegs by which innovation is communicated through
certain channels over time among the members otilssystem [or an organization]’. An innovation —
here, evaluation or evaluation products — is am ide practice that is perceived as new by the ohit
adoption (Cain and Mittman, 2002:6).

Use of the following two frameworks is based on phemise that measuring impacts is complex and clea
causal relationships are difficult to establish ifiea, 1996:2; Bhola, 2000:161; Greegteal., 2001:25;
Ekins and Medhurst, 2006:486). Therefore, the ceripl requires a heuristic model, as an instruntent
support and focus thinking. The first frameworkpidéed in Figure 3, has two levels. The top level
captures the essential elements of how public ypolmrganization or programme operates or is
implemented (inputs, process and outputs). It blesttows the logic of how the policy, organization
programme outputs will influence people’s outcormethe desired way (impact) The bottom level shows
the importance of context and mechanisms (progratimery) that are important for evaluations. The
framework allows better understanding of the preess that contribute to observed impact.
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First, at the top level of the model, accordingségeet al. (2005):

0 Inputs refer to the human and financial resourgdgsical facilities, guidelines, and
operational policies that are core ingredientsoofeeconomic programmes.

0 Process refers to the multiple activities carriedt @o achieve the objectives of
socioeconomic programmes, and includes the managea@ministration and operations
of resources.

o0 Outputs refer to the results of these efforts (fspnd process) at the programme level,
with two identifiable types of outputs:

1. A functional output is the number/quantity of attes conducted in each
functional area of socioeconomic development servitelivery, such as
behavioural change communicated, commodities anglices delivered and
commodity and service delivery logistics, managemein projects, extension
service advice, programme/projects supervisionteading.

2. Service outputs refer to the quality of servicesvimted to the programme’s target
population, as well as the adequacy of the serd@aery system in terms of
access, quality of delivery and programme imagefbeiary satisfaction.

o Outcomes refer to changes measured at the populli@! in the programme’s target
population, some or all of which may be the resiila given programme intervention.
These outcomes cover knowledge, behaviours andiqggaon the part of the intended
beneficiaries, such as knowledgeable and informaandrs, changes in production
practice/system, increased use of provided infuagire/equipment/resources and changes
in income realized/production cost incurred that@early related to the programme. They
are expected to change over the short-to-interrreedterm and contribute to a
programme’s long-term goals. Outcomes also invobaerage and socioeconomic
performance.

o Impact refers to the anticipated and/or unantieipgag¢nd results of a programme — for
example, reducing poverty incidence, improving guaif life and environmental status,
and institutionalization (network of social strugs and partnerships).

Functional and service outputs in the results clfthe causal sequence for a socioeconomic
development intervention) contribute to the rediira of outcomes. After a given time, outputs

will have an impact on the lives of programme andfwoject beneficiaries enhancing

sustainability. Socioeconomic development withoustainability becomes a partial process
lacking finality.

Second, at the bottom level of the framework, stiglievaluation places a particular focus on
generating theories and mechanisms underlying progre design through detailed analyses
(Greenest al, 2001:29; Befanét al., 2007:172; Van der Knaap, 2004:17), in ordedentify what
the programme is about and what might produce aaAg important characteristic of this
approach is that it stresses what the principles @dod programme theory should be: context (C)
and mechanism (M), which account for outcomes (B9fgni et al. (2007:171, Winbush and
Watson, 200:301; Hansen, 2005:450; Schwandt, 2683:3hese principles provide an insight
into what works for whom and under what circumséndhe CMO configuration acknowledges
that the outcomes of a programme depend on thatmedunder which they occur. It provides an
opprtunity to measure and trace how outputs andoouts were influenced by the programme
or/and policy within a given context.



Therefore, it is necessary to describe and undetfstiae evaluation mechanism and practice in
order to propose better practices and to contributeveloping quality programmes (Demarteau,
2002:471). According to Befargt al. (2007:174), the CMO framework solves the difftgubf
generalization in evaluation associated with coxipleof socioeconomic interventions.

Figure 4 shows the implementation conceptual maghin the organization and also applying to
programme or project) to help establish and toctiine different evaluation criteria (Kautto and
Simila, 2005:57; Tavistock Institute, 2003:45; Ekend Medhurst, 2006:486).
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Figure 4: Input-output model integrated with evaluaion criteria (adapted from Kautto and
Simila, 2005:57; Tavistock Institute, 2003:45; Ekis and Medhurst, 2006:486)

Using Figure 4 as a foundation, the criteria falaation should include:

» Relevance refers to the appropriateness of the explicit objestof the programme in relation
to socioeconomic problems. Do the goals of thecgahstrument or programme cover the key
problems of socioeconomic development policy olgpmme?To what extent are the policy
or programme objectives justified in relation toeds? Do objectives correspond to local,
national, African and world priorities?

= Effectiveness refers to the degree of correspondence betweenvachaitcomes and intended
policy or programme goals and objectiv@hat is, to what extent have the objectives been
achieved? Have the interventions and instrumergd psoduced the expected effects? Could
more effects be obtained by using different insenta?

» Efficiency entails an evaluation of whether the objectivesnbachieved at the lowest cost, or
whether better effects could be obtained at theesarat.

= Utility entails judgment whether the impacts obtainechyprogramme meet broader societal

and economic needsmproving quality of life). That is, are the eftscglobally satisfactory
from the point of view of beneficiaries?
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= Sustainability refers to the extent to which the outputs and amuts of the intervention are
durable (future continuance of benefits). This criterionecks if the outcomes and impacts
(including institutional changes) are durable oiiere. That is, will the impacts continue if
there is no more public funding?

A comparison between objectives and the actualpdached outputs and outcomes indicates the
effectiveness; between outputs and the costs (inputs) indictte®fficiency; and the extent to
which the outputs, outcomes and impacts are sestafallowing the end of the programme
indicates thesustainability of the programme. The relationship between theusfmutcomes and
impacts of the programme and the context and Imeseidicators relating to the perceived needs
give an indication of theelevance of the organization or programme, while the chaig¢he
context and baseline indicators due to the orgéniza or programme’s outputs, outcomes and
impacts indicates thatility.

Figures 3 and 4 clarify organizational and evaarattcomplexity They incorporate elements
important for policy, organization or programme tealize outcomes, impact, utility and
sustainability. Therefore, an influencing evaluatioamework should include elements related to
relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, utility andtainability.

Many authors now argue for participatory evaluai¢e.g. Patton, 1994 and 1997; Greene, 1998),
empowerment evaluation (e.g. Fetternghal. 1996; Chacon-Moscoso, 2002; Smith, 2007; Miller
and Campbell, 2007; Fetterman and Wandersman, 2885fonsive evaluation and involvement
of various stakeholders to increase use. For #asan, Chacon-Moscoso (2002:417) asserts the
need to identify potential users of evaluation ltssuTable 1 show groups of stakeholders
identified by Winbush and Watson (2000:304-305) araylor-Powell at al. (1996:4) that
organizations planning or undertaking evaluatidresutd consider for maximizing use.

Table 1: Stakeholder analysis in evaluation use for influence

Who uses evaluation? Information needed How will evaluation be used
(influence)?
Political « Benefits of organizational e Tojudge effectiveness and to
(policy makers and programmes make decisions about budget
strategy planners) e The extent to which the allocations or future actions
government is contributing to (policies)
social betterment
Organization * If socioeconomic development | « To determine whether to continug,
programmes meet political and align/discontinue
public needs investments/strategies

* To satisfy the needs of Parliament
and civil society
(Learning and Accountability)

Administrators e If programme achieves its * Tojustify extension of
expected outputs, outcomes and  programmes and ensure financial
impact support (accountability)
* How effective, efficient, relevant« To make decisions about
and sustainable the investments
socioeconomic programmes arg (Learning and Accountability)
Managers « If programme is meeting public| « To make decisions (investments
(budget holders) needs and programme mechanisms)
« If efforts and mechanisms are about modifying the programmes
effective (Learning and Accountability)
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Practitioners e Mechanisms and practicality of| «  To improve implementation
the implementation process (Learning and Accountability)
» Provision of feedback from and
to the public
Evaluation unit or * If programme is meeting public| «  Judge the value of the evaluand
evaluation actors needs to influence decisions about
« If efforts and mechanisms are tenure or merit
effective (Rigorous measurement)
Public e How well public funds are being « To determine whether the
used government is contributing to
« If socioeconomic programmes social betterment
are meeting public needs (Participation)

All these users complicate the process of evalnaitd the usage of evaluation results in such a
manner that they influence the degree of use.\aulliand Stewart (2006:180) argue that the

involvement of stakeholders extends ownership ef ititervention, assists implementation and

supports evaluation.

4. Methodology

To restate, the aim of this study is to construftaanework and model through the identification
and description of organizational evaluation medran to help improve evaluation use in
influencing policy and programme decision making @nactice in the South African Department
of Agriculture. Achieving this aim entails four la@ steps. The first step is to establish an
analytical framework for the study, synthesisedrfrthe different theoretical perspectives and
descriptions of policy and programme evaluatiorcfica and evaluation use as outlined above.

It is implicit in the above literature review thadlicy making and programmes are embedded in the
organization. To confront the problem of evaluatime, in the second step an assessment is to be
made of the current evaluation processes institigdhe DoA. The study will: 1) explore
evaluation report documents to extract issues asaltho commissions evaluations, their purpose
(terms of reference) and methods used; and 2) wbdbe evaluation configuration, that is, the
organizational structure, processes and activitileded to evaluation practice and use.

In the third step, in response to the call to ergetgkeholders in evaluations, the study will emplo
a continuous improvement and innovation (Cl&l) mss to satisfy the calls for agenda setting,
participatory and empowerment evaluation and siaaitibn of tacit knowledge, policy change and
diffusion, as in Figure 5. According to Besseainl. (1994) and Robinson (1991, cited in Hylaetd
al., 2000), continuous improvement supports orgammzat structures and/or processes for
improvement and better delivery. Figure 5 reprodugigure 1 to include the Cl&l process (Figure
6) as the central and unifying component. Accordmdimms and Clark (2007a and b), Cl&l is
used to allow individuals to focus thinking andiacton improvement and innovation of current
practices, processes, systems, products and seimiose in an organization.

The premise of using this CI&l process emanatesi ftwo perspectives. The first perspective is
embedded in the organizational and behaviourakitr®of engaging people (Winbush and Watson
(2000; Chacon-Moscoso, 2002; Smith, 2007). Any iooious improvement and innovation effort

is fundamentally a change and innovation effortm(fis and Clark 2007b:1), and change is
difficult (Margolies and Hansen, 2002:277-278). &dlge’ defined as a transformation from one
state to another (Timms and Clark, 2007b:6).
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The ‘black box’ is occupied by people (Stame, 2@80&tame, 2004:62). Change in a system of
human activity is achieved by people changing tlieicisions and practices, and a purposeful
change requires a process specifically designedifar purpose, i.e. to achieve the required
outcomes (Timms and Clark, 2007b:18). Thereforeerwklesigning Cl&I initiatives (here an
evaluation model) it is important to assess thatext’ of the situation or system and the current
use, followed by ways to ensure implementationasgkessment of outcome from the effort.

World Poverty Impact

0 Right to development 0 The 5 Livelihood capitals or
o0 Millennium Development Goals 0 Sustainability

South African Poverty (The triple bottom line approach)
0 Pre 1994 policies

Vo——

B

Political
Policy, Strategies
formulation and

A 4

d
<

*Continuous
Improvement
and Innovation

Public (Farmers)
Outputs, Outcomes
and Impact measures

d »
< L

financial inputs 7y

G \ 4
Organizational Level
(Department of Agriculture)

Black Box

Programmes and people imbedded inside (Study focus)

Body of Knowledge
Discipline theories
International Bet Practices

0]
(0]

Figure 5: The ‘black box’ in the context of socioeanomic development integrating the use of
Cl&l
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Step 6 Creation and Synthesis
Q What new questions and ideas do

we have now? Step 1 Situation Analysis
QWb tne\_r\t.'_ e hdlﬁiirem m‘?eds it Q What is the current situation -
225?; FEHHES S HGRIC S considering current practices,

processes, systems and performance?
Q What are opportunities for action to

. "
Step 5 Performance Assessment improve the situation’

Q What happened as a result of
our actions?
Q What made a real difference? Cinn O

Why? FOCLIS Step 2 Impact Analysis

Q Which opportunities will make a real
difference to the situation?
Q What criteria and evidence will we

Step 4 Action Implementation use to decide which opportunities to
Q What specific actions are we invest in?
taking?

Q How are we tracking the effects
of our actions?
Q For each selected opportunity, what
specific action do we need to implement?
Q How will we measure the effects of our
actions?

Figure 6: The six steps of the CI&l process and theuestions used to focus thinking and
action (Timms & Clark, 2007a: 76)

Second, getting a new idea adopted is difficultnManovations require a lengthy period to be
widely adopted, even when it has obvious advantéigegers, 2003:1). Therefore, there should be
a way to speed up the diffusion of an innovatioifffusion is a kind of social change, with
alteration occurring within the structure and fumetof social system (Rogers, 2003:6); hence the
use of Cl&l in the study.

In the first step of Cl&l — situation analyses +ustured interviews and/or focus group sessions
will be conducted with key informants to analyse thechanisms within the organization and the
CMO configuration. Hansen (2006:453), citing Minapg1983), argues that the characteristics
and environment of an organization are the prenfizestructural design and process modelling.
This will be done in accordance with the framewpr&posed by Sagerholm (2003), as in Figure 7
and Table 2.
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Political context

3

Historical Importance Actuality etc of evaluation

Organizational context

Organization of evaluation work task

Views of evaluation in organization

Ways to handle internal anc,or external evaluations

Frame-factors for organizatior (financial staff competencies mandate rules of
governance etc

Evaluation cycle

k2
INITIATION IMPLEMENTATION RESULTS USE,UTILIZATION
i ? Object of evaluation and Visible c,Invisible results Implementation and

2:: |s;,zr:;gsiva'\|;;:‘elé? views ? Communicatior receptip_n of_ results? _
Ideas on implementatior?  qmap| DESIgNSs and methods ¢=p Presentation Publication |e_ Use, Utilization of evaluation
Commisioning and used? and Dissemination? results )
negotiation? Impact;Policy evaluation Etc Use, Utilization of evaluation
Etc? questions? process

Ways of undertaking

evaluations?

Etc

Note that arrows imply interconnectedness betweertiext and phases in the evaluation cycle, noatfiffene-to-one)
relations.

Figure 7: A conceptual framework for studying evalations [opening the ‘black box’] at
national (state) level (Sagerholm, 2003:356)

A description and analyses of DoA and its environmiaclude the political system, which
provides inputs (policy and resources), and thdipyprogramme beneficiaries — farmers). This
framework of studying evaluations in a national /andstate setting will promote a more
comprehensive understanding of processes — the diep in CI&l process. According to
Sagerholm (2003:354), ‘it highlights the forcesttishape an evaluation process as well as
knowledge claims that come with it'. Its use isidentify what restricts or enables evaluation
(mechanisms) at the DoA, creating a better undwilstg of the phenomenon and practice of
evaluation as part of the situation analyses.

In the second step of Cl&l, opportunities will beadysed to determine which ones have most
impact in relation to evaluation and its use. Téisp will be done in organised focus group
sessions. The purpose of impact analysis is tolengdrticipants to: (1) ensure resources are
invested in those opportunities that will make @ difference to achieving the focus and fulfilling
the needs for improvement and innovation; (2) idtihose opportunities for action that will have
most effect or pay-off and that they can influence; g8y avoid investing time and effort in
opportunities beyond their control (Timms and CJ&®07a:39).

In the third step of CI&I — action design — panpiants in focus group sessions will help enable the

study to: (1) ensure the most effective and efficictions are designed to achieve organizational
need for improvement and innovation of evaluati@®;u(2) focus actions to achieve specific
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evaluation targeted outcomes; (3) identify and gpexcitical success factors (CSFs) for achieving
evaluation use, (4) identify and specify key pearfance indicators (KPIs) in achieving their
evaluation use; and (5) identify and specify kewctices (KPs) to implement an effective
evaluation model.

The use of the remaining Cl&l steps (Figure 6)ha study will allow the DoA to: (1) implement
actions to improve evaluation influence (step 2);t(ack theeffects of actions taken in the effort
to improve evaluation influence (step 5); and (8avd from their experiences to create and
synthesize new knowledge and thinking about achgeunprovements and innovations (step 6).
This returns us to the evaluation influence nexus.

By the use of Cl&l it is planned to avoid produciag evaluation model that the evaluand (DoA)
will not be able to use or, even worse, treat i@davant. McDonaldt al. (2003:10-11) argued that
evaluation supply (focusing on documenting and bigirg skills, tools and resources available to
produce evaluations) is not as crucial as its denhffotusing on use of evaluations). Therefore, it
is important to understand and have the capalddityndertake evaluations within an organization.
In part, the CI&I process will help socialise thaderstanding and use of evaluation and its
products for influence in policy, management andrafion decision making and practice.

Finally, after configuring an evaluation processaatorganizational level, in the fourth step the
study will design the evaluation model(s) that vaillow the holistic and coherent measuring of
programme outcomes and impact at the implementégial. The model(s) produced will measure
the current effect of the DoA socioeconomic polayd programmes as secondary outputs of the
study. A coherent impact measure can not be dasiging indicated through the empirical studies
in all agricultural industries. Therefore, a casedg approach is considered by choosing an
industry, or a few industries, possessing keylattes of the problem being addressed: the coherent
measurement of impact.

5. Study Hypotheses and Research Questions

The guiding hypotheses of the study are that:{&)@0A has made insufficient use of policy or
programme evaluations and evaluation products frimthe socioeconomic interventions it has
implemented; (2) where evaluations have been uakiami they have been insufficient to effect
policy change or to improve organizational or pemgme decision making and practice; and (3)
evaluation of those interventions focuses on ostpather than outcomes and impacts. Research
guestions are framed at three levels: primary, ety and tertiary.

The primary research question is:

0 What type of evaluation system can be designedrapttmented for the DoA for evaluation
influence on policy making, management and operatidecisions and practice, and capable
of coherently measuring outcome and impact atetel lof implementation?

The secondary research questions are:

o0 What are the underlying assumptions of evaluatie@ony and best practice?
0 How is evaluation structured, resourced and predttz the DoA?

o0 What are the current evaluation processes in etvatuand evaluation use, and considerations
for evaluation influence at the DoA, in terms ofananisms?
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How can evaluation be improved and structured tgimize its influence at the DoA, in terms

of framework and model?

What is the net economic benefit of any changebleacurrent practice that are proposed and

effected?

How can impact be measured coherently and holistiaathe implementation level?

Investigating the tertiary questions, shown in €abl the first step of the CI&l process — situation
analyses — will help in the construction of a wrdfiorganizational evaluation framework and
model. These questions will make sure the frameworxk model reflect the priorities of the DoA,
stakeholders and takes into account the needd ahdronment levels (international, political,
organizational, programme and beneficiary) withititital and organizational structures.

Table 2: Check-list of tertiary questions to invedgate the status of evaluation in the DoA
(adapted from Sagerholm (2003)

Organizational Context

How is evaluation work structured within the orgaation?

What values are attached to evaluations?

What is the organizational culture, in terms ofgpices for internal and/or external evaluation?
What is the evaluation competence of actors?

What is the familiarity with current trends or besactices in evaluation?

What is the organizational design (e.g. budgetjlegpns, divisions)?

What are the internal power relations, who has vwgmater and which conflicts can be detected i

relation to evaluation?

How well does the current evaluation system fithi@ organizational setting?

What socioeconomic-political factors inhibit or ¢tdbute to evaluation success?

What are givens and what can be changed in thenizageonal setting?

Who else works in similar concerns, is there d@gtian, and who are co-operators and competitors
What needs are addressed through evaluation andwfmm (with reference to evaluatig
stakeholders)?

What are the characteristics of the evaluation inniérms of functions, degree of autonomy, marsl
and guidelines?

What assets/personnel can be built on in the orgéon?

What are the current practices?

What changes do people see as possible or impdrtant

Is a pilot evaluation scheme appropriate?

-~

ate
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Evaluation Cycle

Initiation

» Decisions/discussion to evaluate: Who makes dewsiovho participates; when is the decision
evaluate made; what events trigger the decisioth;aa@ motives and process open or concealed?
* Aim, purpose and motive: What are the reasonsvaluation and when is the decision made?
* ldeas on implementation: How is evaluation planrang management done?
» Procurement and negotiations: How is contractirdjtandering done and is it internal or external?
o Which important skills/qualifications are required?
0 Are users of evaluation results identified beforetta

Implementation

* What are the objectives of the impact evaluations?
* What impact evaluation questions are asked?
*  Which designs and methods are used, and how aréntipertant?
* How is evaluation undertaken?
0 What does the evaluation consist of — activitiegnes?
o Who participates in which activities?
0 Who carries out evaluation and how well they do so?
0 What is the role of DoA, and what are the contiidma of others?
o0 Whatresources and inputs are invested?

« Which programme assumptions in a political and oiggional context are challenged
interrogated?
Results

e What kinds of results are put forth and, converselyat kinds are not — and to whom?
* How are results communicated, presented and mau&pu
o Importantly — what qualitative/quantitative indiceg are used?
» How do stakeholders value the results of the etialus?
» Is there conflict about which results are reported?

Use

Questions in the use phase consider impact relating to commissioners, actors at all levels of the public

system and the general public as well as questions relating to evaluation use.

« Did any changes in the programme, reform, orgaioiaair policy occur due to the evaluation proc
or its results?

«  Why were such changes carried out?

« At what levels can use and impact be detected?

e What kind of use and impact can be discerned*?

* Who proposes what changes and for what reason?

eSS

* What do people do differently as a result of thaleations?

*  Who benefits and how?

» Are stakeholders satisfied with what they gain frevaluations?

» Are accomplishments of evaluations worth the resesiinvested (net social benefit)?

* What do people learn, gain or accomplish?

« What are the social, economic and environmentahotgp(positive and negative) of evaluations?
« How well does the evaluation function respond ttiGeconomic betterment?

« How effective, efficient and relevant are the peogmes (as per Figure 3)?
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0. Conclusion

The overall aim of evaluation is to assist govemtrand organizations to improve their policies,
decisions and practices on behalf of the publie@ Thrrent South African agricultural policy and
programme environment needs better designed ahdsirated evaluation processes to account for
and learn from current socioeconomic interventidree situation is acute because of: (a) multiple
and overlapping policy initiatives; (b) the emplsasn partnership-funded initiatives and inter-
agency collaboration; (c) the need to account tbgmaent and to the public; (d) underdeveloped,
inadequate, and not centrally located or ideallyfignred, existing processes; and (e) a tenet that
agriculture is an important primary component ia tfational economy and for the South African
poor, especially those living in rural areas. Thisra need for reliable and accurate information on
organizational progress and performance to guide dévelopment of policies, strategies and
performance, as well as in the allocation of resesir and to prompt interventions. In part, it is
required by the Millennium Development Goals of theited Nations and by the South African
government national priorities on poverty reductipatting pressure on agriculture as one of the
main vehicles to implement a pro-poor growth sttgtd hese demands place the DoA at the centre
of improving the poor and rural occupant’s lives.

To achieve this, evaluation in the DoA should besely tied to policies, decision making and

practices as the organization houses programmésatfeet the lives of the most poor and the

destitute. To contribute to social betterment throupoverty reduction and development,

evaluations should influence the day-to-day workpobgrammes. For evaluation to serve its

purpose, greater efforts need to be devoted dewmglpgtrengthening and improving practices

suited to the organizational situation in Southigdr The evaluation model(s) developed should
provide accurate and reliable information that vaflousers to assess the impact achieved to
encourage and promote policies and strategies wiesessary.

The GWW&ES requires that, within the DoA: (1) dears makers need access to regular and
reliable information that contributes to the mamaget process by revealing which practices and
strategies are working well and which need impromein (2) indicators defined in each
programme are reported and assessed on an ongisigy Bnd (3) good governance prevails that
encourages the public to participate in the poligking process, calling for a coherent yet
practical model.This will enable the DoA to: (a) operate an evahratsystem that is
adequate, ideally located and configured (thealyicand practically); and (b) make
continuous informed statements regarding the impagovernment interventions in the
agricultural sector.

The value of this system will flow over to otheeas, such as the use by: (1) other government
departments, state agencies and non-governmermgahiaations tasked with solving social and
economic issues; and (2) centres of governmerg, Hrliament, National Treasury and Public
Service Commission, in assessing the progress rbgdéhe DoA within its socioeconomic
development mandate.

In summary, evaluation creates value only whenolessare drawn and this happens when the
evaluation process influences policy formulationgamization or programme management, and
decision making and practice. Again, inability éport impact hinders the ability to make effective
claims for additional poverty and other socioecomamterventions and further funding.
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