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ABSTRACT

The nature and logic of societal decision-making have changed from the rational
planning era of the 1970s and 80s, through the performance management of the
1990s and 2000s, toward a multilevel system of governance today. Global economic
and political issues are highly interconnected and complex. The speed of decisionmaking and the urgency of the issues being dealt with have increased. This has led
to a situation in which the boundaries between policymakers, civil servants and
external interest organizations are becoming more blurred.
Policymaking is now expected to be more open, transparent and evidence-based
or -informed than in the past. There is a struggle to guarantee professional, highquality and evidence-based policy preparation in a complex operating environment
that is constantly changing. A role seems to have emerged for evaluation in
supporting evidence-based policies in complex settings.
This dissertation examines the changing role of evaluation in complex systems of
governance. The problem with current evaluation approaches is that they are rather
static; apply mechanistic, linear causal logic; lack understanding of the theory of
change; and often rely on rigid, a prioriGH¿QHGHYDOXDWLRQFULWHULDDQGPHWKRGV
Traditional evaluation models are not suitable for understanding and evaluating
reasonably complicated or complex policy phenomena.
The dissertation outlines an alternative systemic evaluation approach that is
PRUHVXLWDEOHIRUHYDOXDWLQJWKHHɣHFWLYHQHVVDQGLPSDFWVRIFRPSOH[SROLFHVDQG
interventions than the traditional policy or program evaluation model. The new
approach presented relies heavily on the idea of systems and complexity theories and
the utilization of the systemic evaluation designs derived from them. Developmental
evaluations, systemic network analysis and utilization of theory of change models
are examples of this approach. The thesis also suggests that the evaluators should
have a more active role as knowledge brokers and policy interpreters between
JRYHUQPHQWV DQG FLWL]HQV 7KLV ZRXOG PDNH LW HDVLHU IRU FLWL]HQV DQG ¿UPV WR
understand the complex regulatory and policymaking environment, and thus to
support the development of an open and democratic society.
Keywords: evaluation, governance, complexity theory, systems thinking, causality
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TIIVISTELMÄ

Yhteiskunnallisen päätöksenteon luonne on muuttunut 1970- ja 80-lukujen rationaalisesta suunnittelusta 1990- ja 2000-lukujen tulosohjauksen kautta kohti
monitasoista ja systeemistä hallintakokonaisuutta. Globaalissa taloudessa ja politiikassa ilmiöiden välillä vallitsee vahva keskinäisriippuvuus ja yhteenkietoutuneisuus.
Kun samaan aikaan päätöksenteon vauhti ja käsiteltävien asioiden kiireellisyys ovat
kasvaneet, ollaan jouduttu tilanteeseen, jossa päätöksentekoa ei enää ohjaa selkeä
työnjako poliittisten linjausten sekä hallinnollisen valmistelun ja toimeenpanon
välillä.
Samaan aikaan päätöksenteolta odotetaan yhä suurempaa avoimuutta ja läpinäkyvyyttä sekä vahvaa tiedolla johtamista. Ongelmaksi on noussut huolellisen ja
näyttöön perustuvan valmistelun yhteensovittaminen jatkuvassa muutoksessa olevaan monimutkaiseen ja kompleksiseen toimintaympäristöön. Mikä on arvioinnin
rooli ja mahdollisuudet näyttöön perustuvan politiikan tukemisessa?
Väitöskirjassa tarkastellaan arvioinnin muuttuvaa roolia kompleksisessa hallintajärjestelmässä. Nykymuotoisen arviointitoiminnan ongelmana on liiallinen
staattisuus, mekanistinen lineaarinen kausaalilogiikka, puutteellinen muutoksen
teorian ymmärrys sekä jäykät usein a priori määritellyt arviointikriteerit ja
niihin liittyvät menetelmät. Perinteiset arviointikäytännöt soveltuvat
kohtuullisen huonosti monimutkaisten tai kompleksisten politiikkailmiöiden ymmärtämiseen ja arviointiin.
Tässä väitöskirjassa hahmotetaan vaihtoehtoista, systeemistä arvioinnin lähestymistapaa, joka soveltuu perinteistä politiikka- tai ohjelma-arvioinnin mallia paremmin kompleksisten hallintajärjestelmien vaikuttavuuden arviointiin. Esitetty uusi
lähestymistapa nojaa vahvasti systeemi- ja kompleksisuusteorioiden ajatukseen ja
niistä johdettujen systeemisten arviointiasetelmien hyödyntämiseen. Esimerkkeinä
tällaisesta voidaan mainita kehittävä arviointi, systeeminen verkostoanalyysi, muutoksenteorioiden hyödyntäminen jne.
Väitöskirja esittää myös, että evaluaattoreilla tulisi olla nykyistä aktiivisempi
tiedonvälittäjän ja politiikkatulkin rooli päätöksentekijöiden ja kansalaisten välillä.
Tämä olisi omiaan lisäämään kansalaisten ja yritysten ymmärrystä monimutkaisesta
sääntely- ja päätöksentekoympäristöstä sekä tätä kautta tukemaan demokraattisen
järjestelmän avointa ja kansanvaltaista kehittämistä.
Avainsanat: Arviointi, hallinta, kompleksisuusteoria, systeeminen ajattelu,
kausaliteetti.
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“The world we have created today as a result of
our thinking thus far has problems which cannot be
solved by thinking the way we thought
when we created them.”
- Albert Einstein
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1

INTRODUCTION

The demand for evidence-based decision-making usually arises in the context of
failed policy decisions. A recent example in Finland is the inability of the government
RI3ULPH0LQLVWHU-XKD6LSLOlWR¿QDOL]HDVRFLDODQGKHDOWKFDUHUHIRUPWKDWZDV
one of the top priorities of the government agenda. There has been criticism from
both the public and researchers that the government should have heard the views
RIH[SHUWVDQGEDVHGLWVGHFLVLRQVRQUHOLDEOHUHVHDUFK¿QGLQJV7KHUHTXLUHPHQW
LV FHUWDLQO\ MXVWL¿HG EXW WKHUH DUH D QXPEHU RI RQWRORJLFDO DQG HSLVWHPRORJLFDO
problems with evidence-based decision-making that are often overlooked in public
debate. These problems relate typically to demand and supply of evidence, cognitive
limits and bounded rationality of policymakers and complexity and unpredictability
of policymaking environment (cf. Cairney 2016, 13).
This dissertation provides a broader understanding of the role of evidence and
HYDOXDWLRQLQDQHɣRUWWRLPSURYHWKHNQRZOHGJHEDVHRISROLF\PDNLQJDQGWKXV
produce better policy outcomes. The roots of evidence-based decision-making in
QDWXUDOVFLHQFHVZKHUHWKHUHODWLRQVKLSVEHWZHHQFDXVHDQGHɣHFWDUHJHQHUDOO\
HDVLO\YHUL¿DEOH HJVPRNLQJLVKD]DUGRXVWR\RXUKHDOWKWKHXVHRIIRVVLOIXHOV
accelerates climate change, and eating fatty foods increases cholesterol and may
block your blood vessels). To obtain evidence, clinical trials and measurements can
be performed, and experimental settings can be designed in which the experimental
JURXSLVH[SRVHGWRDQHɣHFW IRUH[DPSOHDQHZGUXJ DQGDFRQWUROJURXSLVJLYHQ
placebo. Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) can provide reliable comparative
LQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHQHWHɣHFWVRIWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQLQTXHVWLRQ6LPLODUWKLQNLQJKDV
also been applied in social science research and public policy evaluations. Since
WKHVWDQGDUGL]DWLRQRIWHVWDQGFRQWUROJURXSVLVGLɤFXOWDQGPD\OHDGWRHWKLFDO
research problems, social science scholars often use quasi-experimental designs in
which the changes in the control group can be derived from statistical evidence.
This thesis challenges the above mentioned simple models of knowledge
management and evidence-based decision-making. The main argument is that
in order to create an evidence-base for decision-making and the procedures that
follow, we need to understand the complexity, interconnectedness and nonlinear
PHFKDQLVPVWKDWEOXUWKHFKDLQRIFDXVHDQGHɣHFW,QDVRFLHWDOFRQWH[WLWLVPRUH
suitable to use term evidence-informed decision-making rather than evidencebased decision-making (Bowen & Zwi 2005). Evidence-informed policymaking
DOVRDFFRXQWVIRURWKHUIDFWRUVLQÀXHQFLQJWKHGHFLVLRQPDNLQJSURFHVVVXFKDV
political expediency, values, feasibility, political agreements, bargaining and horseWUDGLQJWKHLQÀXHQFHRIPHGLDDQGSXEOLFGHEDWHDQGRWKHUIDFWRUVDɣHFWLQJWKH
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decision-making situation on a case-by-case basis. In decision-making situations, it
is also often crucial to have previous experience as well as tacit knowledge. Polanyi
(1967) describes tacit knowledge as something that is acquired, in part, by practice
DQGFDQEHRQO\SDUWLDOO\FRPPXQLFDWHGDQGVKDUHG,WRIWHQSOD\VDVLJQL¿FDQWUROH
in decision-making situations.
This doctoral dissertation consists of four articles published in international
journals in addition to this synthesis chapter. Each article supplements the
argumentation related to the problems of mechanistic, linear causal reasoning in
evaluation. In addition to the criticism of naïve causal thinking, the articles point
out that if policies are evaluated through a single program or project perspective,
the dynamics of the societal change will be missed and the overall understanding of
the sustainable impacts of the policies cannot be achieved. Similarly, the impact of a
VLQJOHSURJUDPRQWKHSKHQRPHQRQLVGLɤFXOWWRHYDOXDWH7KXVWKHHɣHFWLYHQHVVRI
the program is mixed with other intervening factors, which does not help program
evaluation. Figure 1 presents the composition of this dissertation.

Figure 1. Composition of the dissertation.

Article 1. Virtanen, P. & Uusikylä, P. (2004). Exploring the Missing Links Between
&DXVHVDQG(ɣHFWV1HZ&RQFHSWXDO)UDPHZRUNIRU8QGHUVWDQGLQJ 0LFUR
Macro Conversions in Program Evaluation. 77–91. Evaluation Vol. 10(1).
The theoretical and conceptual models included in the article were developed
jointly by Petri Virtanen and Petri Uusikylä. Uusikylä and Virtanen wrote the
article together. Petri Virtanen was the author responsible for the following
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sections: introduction, causality assumptions and program theories. Uusikylä was
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHVHFWLRQVRQWKHXVHRIPHWDWKHRULHVWR¿QGFDXVDOH[SODQDWLRQV
in the implementation of programs and the conceptual model for a research agenda.
The authors wrote the chapter on evaluation paradigms and programs together. The
authors revised the article jointly based on the comments of anonymous reviewers
for the journal “Evaluation.” Article discusses the ontological premises, conceptions
RIFDXVDOLW\DQGUHODWLRQVKLSVWRWKHUDWLRQDOWKHRULHVRIDFWLRQRIGLɣHUHQWSURJUDP
evaluation paradigms.
Article 2. Uusikylä, P. & Valovirta, V. (2007). Three Spheres of Performance
Governance - Spanning the Boundaries from Single-Organization Focus Toward a
Partnership Network. 399–419. Evaluation Vol. 13(4).
The idea behind this article was developed jointly by Petri Uusikylä and Ville
Valovirta. Uusikylä and Valovirta wrote the article together. Petri Uusikylä was
the author responsible for the following sections: introduction, common problems
in performance management, from performance management to performance
governance, three spheres of performance and integrated framework for policy
design and performance measurement. Valovirta was responsible for the sections
of logic models and theory-based evaluations, contribution analysis, and balanced
scorecard and cognitive mapping. The chapter on bringing logic and agents together
and the conclusions were written together. The authors revised the article jointly
based on the comments of anonymous reviewers for the journal “Evaluation.”
Article 3. Uusikylä, P. (2013). Transforming Silo-steering into Performance
Governance System: The Case of the Finnish National Government. 33–43. New
Directions for Evaluation:LOH\
Petri Uusikylä was the only author of the article. He was responsible for
developing the theoretical framework, empirical analysis and discussion. The
DUWLFOHZDVUHYLHZHGE\6WHɣHQ%RKQL1LHOVHQ'DYLG+XQWHUDQGWZRDQRQ\PRXV
UHIHUHHV7KHDUWLFOHGLVFXVVHVHɣRUWVE\WKH)LQQLVKFHQWUDOJRYHUQPHQWWRUHIRUP
its approach to governing and service delivery through the implementation of
performance management in various forms. In this context, the implementation and
utilization of performance evaluation have been fragmented and narrow, resulting in
the limited use of evaluative data in policy development and service improvement.
Article 4. Uusikylä, P. & Virtanen, P. (2000). Meta-Evaluation as a Tool for
Learning - A Case Study of the European Structural Fund Evaluations in Finland.
50–65. Evaluation Vol. 6 (1).
This article was written by Petri Uusikylä and Petri Virtanen. Petri Uusikylä was
the author responsible for the article. He was responsible for the meta-evaluation
criteria and the empirical analysis. Petri Virtanen was responsible for the theoretical
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foundations of the meta-evaluation. The authors wrote the conclusions together. This
article aims at elaborating the approach of aggregating knowledge by introducing
a more learning-oriented interpretation of the concept of meta-evaluation. In this
sense, meta-evaluation should be part of an open dialog between various parties in
the evaluation process.The summary part of the dissertation proceeds as follows.
The second chapter discusses the change in public policy and governance from the
point of view of societal steering, guidance and knowledge-based decision-making.
The key observation is that, as we move from top-down steering to decentralized
performance management and governance structures, the knowledge base behind
GHFLVLRQPDNLQJ DOVR GLYHUVL¿HV DQG EHFRPHV PRUH SRO\SKRQLF 7KLV FUHDWHV
discontinuities in the preparation of the policy process, whereby the unity of policy
content can be broken.
The third chapter examines the assumptions behind evidence-based or evidenceinformed decision-making and the role of evaluation in the production of knowledge.
The chapter highlights the constraints of utilizing research and evaluation data.
The fourth chapter outlines an alternative evaluation perspective based on systems
thinking and complexity theory. The chapter summarizes the possibilities and
constraints of a complex evaluation perspective. The last chapter draws together
the previous remarks and conclusions and outlines the new role of the evaluator
as an information and knowledge broker. Finally, the topics for further research
will be outlined.
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2

THE TRANSFORMATION OF SYSTEMS OF
GOVERNANCE

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the change in the management governance
thinking behind evidence-based decision-making ideas. The knowledge base of the
traditional planning paradigm was largely an ex ante assessment of future short,
medium and long term needs and resources. The analysis was based on statistics, and
WKLVLQIRUPDWLRQFRGHGLQWRFHQWUDODQGUHJLRQDOJRYHUQPHQWV¶FHQWUDOL]HGSODQQLQJ
and budgeting systems such as PPBS or KTS/PTS in Finland (see Faludi 1978;
Yewlett 1985; Pitkänen 1975; Tiihonen & Tiihonen 1990). Transition to performance
management and decentralized management thinking also meant breaking down
WKHFHQWUDOL]HGGDWDEDVHV7KHVHZHUHUHSODFHGE\FRPPRQO\GH¿QHGUHVXOWDQG
LPSDFWJRDOVDQGPRQLWRULQJDQGHYDOXDWLRQV\VWHPVUHTXLUHGIRUYHUL¿FDWLRQRIWKH
goal achievement in decentralized management were transferred to result-driven
agencies and regional administrations.
Evidence-based policymaking (Davis et al. 2000; Segone 2004; Cairney 2016)
lies at the heart of New Public Management (NPM) ideology. During the 1990s
and early 2000s, most of the OECD countries carried out major budget reforms
LQ RUGHU WR VWLPXODWH DQG HQKDQFH WKHLU HFRQRPLHV HɤFLHQF\ DQG SURGXFWLYLW\
HɣHFWLYHQHVV DQG VHUYLFH TXDOLW\ 1HZ 3XEOLF 0DQDJHPHQW LV D UHVXOWVEDVHG
management framework for steering public service organizations and is used in
government and public service institutions and agencies at both sub-national
and national levels. According to Temmes (1998), NPM is a concept coined by
UHVHDUFKHUVRIDGPLQLVWUDWLRQDQGLWVVFLHQWL¿FEDVLVUHVWVSDUWO\RQQHROLEHUDOLVP
VLQFHLWHPSKDVL]HVWKHLQHɤFLHQF\RIWKHZHOIDUHVWDWHDQGSRLQWVRXWWKHUHGWDSH
factors causing governmental failure.
However, many other scholars see NPM as a less politically laden concept
of governance (Metcalfe & Richard 1990; Pollit 1993; Pollit & Bouckaert 2011).
Evaluation forms a knowledge platform for evidence-based policymaking and is a
FULWLFDOSUHFRQGLWLRQZKHQWUDQVIRUPLQJKLHUDUFKLFDOSODQQLQJV\VWHPVLQWRÀH[LEOH
and decentralized performance-oriented management systems. In performance
management systems, detailed budget control and regulation are replaced by
information steering and output control rather than by implementing strict control
on inputs and usage. This requires not only a fundamental change of existing
planning and steering systems but also a new management culture that focuses
on results and impacts and rewards actions according to those. Figure 2. shows the
PDLQGLɣHUHQFHVEHWZHHQWKHFRPSOLDQFHEDVHGV\VWHPV\VWHPDQGSHUIRUPDQFH
oriented system. In the latter one the top-down command chain has been replaced
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by the contractual arrangement. Also the regulatory emphasis of the compliance
system is transformed towards information steering and other non-binding “soft”
policy instruments.

Figure 2. The transformation from a compliance-based system to a performance-oriented system (source:
the author).

Evaluation should also be embedded within the policy cycle. In an ideal case,
evaluation gives support to agenda setting (by highlighting societal problems), policy
formulation and decision-making. These are typical tasks of ex ante evaluations
RU LPSDFW DVVHVVPHQWV :KLOH SROLFLHV DUH EHLQJ LPSOHPHQWHG HYDOXDWLRQ DQG
monitoring give accurate information to policymakers and program managers
on how policies work (and, if they do not work, why). This support can be given
by ongoing evaluation (either external or self-evaluations). Evaluation of results
DQG LPSDFWV RI WKH SROLFLHV DQG SURJUDP FDQ RQO\ EH YHUL¿HG VRPH \HDUV DIWHU
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ ,Q WKH ¿HOG RI SURJUDP HYDOXDWLRQV ex post evaluations are
QRUPDOO\ FDUULHG RXW WZR WR ¿YH \HDUV DIWHU SURJUDPV DUH FRPSOHWHG ,Q SROLF\
evaluation, ex post evaluations are normally linked with the election cycle, i.e., the
¿QDOHYDOXDWLRQRIJRYHUQPHQWSROLFLHVLVQRUPDOO\FDUULHGRXW DWWKHHQGRIWKH
government period. This, however, is not likely to enhance policy learning and our
understanding of institutional change and transformation.
Institutional change or reform policies cannot be explained by narrow, actororiented, rational choice models simply because they cannot give a satisfactory
answer to the fundamental question: how do the interests of policy actors emerge,
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and why do these interests change over time? Nor can one scrutinize the hollow
institutional structures as natural building blocks of the welfare state, since
institutions should always be seen as social outcomes that were created by a more
or less rational decision process (Knight 1994). As Heiskanen and Martikainen
(1988, 358) put it, “in such research, which aims at political and administrative
explanation. The holistic perspective means that research results should not only
reveal the relative importance of political and administrative causal factors but
also provide theoretical insights into and interpretations of decision-making and
implementation processes and their transformations in time.”
As Ahonen & Salminen (1997) have demonstrated in their ambitious work
³0HWDPRUSKRVLVRIWKH$GPLQLVWUDWLYH:HOIDUH6WDWH´WKHHYDOXDWLRQRILQVWLWXWLRQDO
V\VWHPV¶FKDQJHRUUHIRUPLVDFRPSOH[DQGH[WUHPHO\GLɤFXOWWDVN$GPLQLVWUDWLYH
reforms cannot simply be assessed as “technical reforms” or new management
models or tools introduced; reform policy is always embedded in the politicalcultural context and guided through political rationality that does not always coincide
with administrative rationality.
Institutional factors play a fundamental role in this analysis. On the one hand,
WKHRUJDQL]DWLRQRISROLF\PDNLQJDɣHFWVWKHGHJUHHRISRZHUWKDWDQ\VHWRIDFWRUV
has over policy outcomes; on the other hand, the organizational position also
LQÀXHQFHVDQDFWRU¶VGH¿QLWLRQRIKLVRZQLQWHUHVWVE\HVWDEOLVKLQJKLVLQVWLWXWLRQDO
responsibilities and relationship to other actors (Hall 1986). It is, however, crucial
to emphasize that institutions may constrain and refract politics but are never the
sole cause of policy outcomes.
Also following Heclo‘s (1978, 306) concept of policy-oriented learning, policy
change often refers to relatively enduring alterations of thought or behavioral
intentions that result from experience and are concerned with the attainment of
SROLF\REMHFWLYHV6XFKOHDUQLQJFRPSULVHVKRZHYHURQO\RQHRIWKHIRUFHVDɣHFWLQJ
policy change over time. In addition to this cognitive activity, there is a real world
that changes as well. Policy networks also change traditional (or corporatist)
policymaking culture and bring new players into policy domains such as social
welfare and health care arenas (Mattila 2000).
6DEDWLHU¶VDGYRFDF\FRDOLWLRQIUDPHZRUNRɣHUVDQLQWHUHVWLQJWRROIRUFRPELQLQJ
changes in the belief system with external system events such as changes in the
economic environment or in the governing coalition. The model of the advocacy
FRDOLWLRQDOVR¿WVSHUIHFWO\ZLWKWKHQHWZRUNPRGHOVXVHGDVWKHFRUQHUVWRQHVRIRXU
political constructivist model in this study. Sabatier (1993, 16) argues that “the most
useful way to think about policy change over such a time span is through a focus
RQµSROLF\VXEV\VWHPV¶WKDWLVWKHLQWHUDFWLRQRIDFWRUVIURPGLɣHUHQWLQVWLWXWLRQV
ZKRIROORZDQGVHHNWRLQÀXHQFHJRYHUQPHQWDOGHFLVLRQVLQDSROLF\DUHD´
Institutional change or transformation should not be treated simply as a
managerial reform in a narrow, technical sense or something inevitable caused
by technological innovations and free trade developments under the globalization
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process. The role of evaluation should be reconsidered given changes taking place
LQWZHQW\¿UVWFHQWXU\GHPRFUDFLHV7KHSRZHUVKLIWLWVHOIUDLVHVQHZSUREOHPVRI
governing modern societies. In this context, governance refers to all “the patterns
WKDW HPHUJH IURP JRYHUQLQJ DFWLYLWLHV LH HɣRUWV WR JXLGH VWHHU DQG PDQDJH
societies) of social, political and administrative actors. [...] Governability of a socialpolitical system can be seen in terms of balancing process. It is not something
static, but a constant process of coming to grips with the tension between governing
need on the one hand (problem situations or the grasps of opportunities) and
governing capacities (creating patterns of solutions or developing strategies) on
the other hand.” (Kooiman 1993, 2). Some see this emerging complexity merely
as an inevitable trend of development (and, in fact, a desired one) that the state
no longer governs through hierarchies, but rather steers actions in a more invisible
way from a distance or by being the collaborator behind societal actors (Dunsire
1993; Tiihonen 2004; Klijn 2008). Some even yearn for the past and claim that
the state as an authoritative governing body should be brought “back in” (Skocpol
et al. 1985). It is obvious that the ungovernability of the system may cause some
SURIRXQGFKDQJHVLQSXEOLFDFFRXQWDELOLW\DQGVRFLHWDOSRZHUVWUXFWXUHVDQGDɣHFW
the legitimacy of the political system as a whole (Mayntz 1993, 9).
The increasing societal complexity and interconnectedness set new challenges
both for the strategic management and evaluation of public-sector performance (see
Virtanen & Uusikylä 2004). New strategic challenges have to do with managing
complex inter-organizational networks, coping with complex and interconnected
policies and creating proactive strategies rather than just reacting to environmental
changes. As Kickert and Koppenjan (1997, 39) put it, “In modern society, an
approach to public management not only has to deal with norms and values that
JRIDUEH\RQGWKHFULWHULDRIHɣHFWLYHQHVVDQGHɤFLHQF\>«@3XEOLFPDQDJHPHQWLV
WKHµJRYHUQDQFH¶RIFRPSOH[QHWZRUNVFRQVLVWLQJRIPDQ\DFWRUV>ERWKSULYDWHDQG
SXEOLF@>«@3XEOLFµJRYHUQDQFH¶LVWKHGLUHFWHGLQÀXHQFLQJRIVRFLHWDOSURFHVVHVLQD
QHWZRUNRIPDQ\FRJRYHUQLQJDFWRUV7KHVHDFWRUVKDYHGLɣHUHQWDQGVRPHWLPHV
FRQÀLFWLQJREMHFWLYHVDQGLQWHUHVWV´7KHUHLVDFOHDUQHHGWRPRYHIURPSHUIRUPDQFH
management to performance governance.
.RRLPDQ  GH¿QHVJRYHUQLQJDV³DOOWKRVHDFWLYLWLHVRIVRFLDOSROLWLFDO
DQGDGPLQLVWUDWLYHDFWRUVWKDWFDQEHVHHQDVSXUSRVHIXOHɣRUWVWRJXLGHVWHHU
control or manage (sectors or facets of societies” and governance as “the patterns
that emerge from governing activities of social-political and administrative actors.”
Pierre and Peters (2000) treat governance both as a structure and process. They
begin by discussing four common institutional models of governance: hierarchies,
markets, networks and communities. Each of the four structural arrangements
addresses the problem of providing direction to society and the economy in its own
ZD\$V3LHUUHDQG3HWHUV LELG QRWHHDFKDSSHDUVHɣHFWLYHLQVROYLQJVRPH
parts of the governance problem, but each also has its weaknesses. They also claim
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that since each of the solutions is culturally and temporally bound, they may be
HɣHFWLYHLQFHUWDLQSODFHVDQGWLPHVEXWDUHQRWDSDQDFHDIRUDOOVRFLHWDOSUREOHPV
Virtanen and Stenvall (2018) discuss the role of policy intelligence in developing
health services. The intelligent policy means that policymakers need to move towards
a more comprehensive understanding about health. This is related to technology
DQGGLJLWDOLVDWLRQZKLFKDɣHFWKHDOWKFDUHVHUYLFHV7KHUHLVPRUHDQGPRUHFR
FUHDWLRQRIYDOXHTXDOLW\DQGHɤFLHQF\7KHWKLUGFRUQHUVWRQHDFFRUGLQJWR9LUWDQHQ
and Stenvall (ibid.) is intelligent management and leadership of services. Table 1
summarizes alternative models of governance: 1) traditional public administration
RU1HR:HEHULDQ6WDWH WKHKLHUDUFK\PRGHO  1HZ3XEOLF0DQDJHPHQW WKH
market model) and 3) network governance (the network model).
Table 1. Four Models of Governance
Traditional
Public
Administration
(TPA)

Neo-Weberian
State (NWS)

New Public
Management
(NPM)

Network Governance (NG)
and Collaborative Governance
(CG) and Interactive
Governance (IG)

Context

Stable

Relatively stable

Competitive

Continuously changing

Core claim

To have a public
sector–driven
service system that
provides services
equally to all
citizens

To modernize the
traditional state
apparatus so that
it becomes more
professional, more
efficient and more
responsive to citizens

To make government
more efficient and
consumer-responsive
by market-type
mechanisms

To make government better
informed, more ﬂexible and
less exclusive by working
through self-organizing
networks

Needs/
problems

Straightforward,
deﬁned by
professionals

Participatory,
citizen-oriented

Wants expressed
through markets

Complex, volatile and prone
to risk

Improvement

Large step change
improvement
initially, less
capacity for
continuous
improvement

Incremental changes
that rely on strong
public-sector
institutions

Improvements in the
managerial process
and systems. Customer
focus produces quality
improvements in
services

Aiming for transformational
and continuous improvement
in front line services

Population

Homogenous

Homogeneous

Atomized

Diverse

Role of
policymakers

Commanders

Strong political
steering

Announcers

Leaders and interpreters

Role of
public
managers

Executors and
implementing
agents

Implementing
agents with strong
professional capacity

Efficiency and
market maximizers

Explorers

Role of
population

Clients

Customers

Co-producers

Strategy

State and
producer-centered

Citizen-oriented

Market and
customer-centered

Shaped by civil society; coproduction

Governance
through
actors

Hierarchies, public
servants

Hierarchies with a
responsive attitude
toward citizens needs

Markets; purchasers
and providers; clients
and contractors

Networks and partnerships;
civic leadership

Key concepts

Public good

Public good

Public choice

Public value

Some key
sources

Weber

Dreschler and Kattel
2008; Lynn 2008

Hood 1991; Pollit 1990;
Lane 2000

Kickert & Koppenjan 1997; Klijn
& Koppenjan 2012; Provan &
Kenis 2008; Ansell & Gash
2008; Torﬁng et al. 2013.

Source: Modiﬁed from Hartley 2005; Hyytinen 2017; Pollit & Bouckaert 2011.
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7DEOHGHVFULEHVIRXUJRYHUQDQFHPRGHOVDQGWKHNH\IDFWRUVWKDWGH¿QHWKHP7KH
table is based on a summary by Hartley (2005), an application by Hyytinen (2017),
DQGDFODVVL¿FDWLRQE\3ROOLWDQG%RXFNDHUW  &ROODERUDWLYHJRYHUQDQFHDQG
interactive governance models have been added to complement network governance
WKHRULHV 7KH ¿UVW PRGHO LV D WUDGLWLRQDO SXEOLF DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ LH :HEHULDQ
EXUHDXFUDF\ %\ EXUHDXFUDF\ :HEHU PHDQW D UDWLRQDO DQG REMHFWLYH OHDGHUVKLS
and management structure that is relatively stable. In a bureaucracy, the power
RIWKHOHDGHULVEDVHGRQZULWWHQUXOHVDQGIRUPDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\7KHPDQDJHU¶V
personal status is separate from the position of the leader in the organization. It
must be remembered that bureaucracy is an ideal type that rarely occurs in its pure
form in real-life administration. However, bureaucracy is linked to the modern
rational organization of work and activity. In this case, management is thought to
EHVROYHGE\REMHFWLYHUXOHV&RPSOLDQFHLVWKHUHVSRQVLELOLW\RITXDOL¿HGVSHFLDOL]HG
workers. Thanks to rules and the hierarchical organization, the organization can act
UDWLRQDOO\DVDQLQGLYLGXDO¶VSUHIHUHQFHVFDQEHSUHYHQWHG7KHQHR:HEHULDQPRGHO
(Dreschler and Kattel 2008; Lynn 2008) is an improved model of traditional public
DGPLQLVWUDWLRQLH:HEHULDQPRGHO%XUHDXFUDF\SUHVFULEHV¿[HGUHODWLRQVKLSV
DPRQJSRVLWLRQVWKURXJKZKLFKLQFXPEHQWVÀRZZLWKRXWDɣHFWLQJRUJDQL]DWLRQDO
RSHUDWLRQ 7KH LGHD RI WKH QHR:HEHULDQ PRGHO LV WR PDLQWDLQ D VWURQJ VWDWH
orientation of traditional public administration and the primacy of public services.
$FFRUGLQJWRWKHPRGHO¶VVXSSRUWHUVWKURXJKLQFUHPHQWDOUHIRUPVDVWURQJVWDWH
PRGHOFDQEHPDGHPRUHHɤFLHQWPRUHSURIHVVLRQDODQGPRUHUHVSRQVLYHWRWKH
needs of citizens. The models of France, Germany and the Nordic countries were
UHJDUGHGDVDQH[DPSOHRIWKHQHR:HEHULDQPRGHORIJRYHUQDQFHXQWLOUHFHQWO\
+RZHYHUEXGJHWFXWVWRSXEOLFVHUYLFHVSULYDWL]DWLRQDQGWKHXVHRIGLɣHUHQWK\EULG
models (see Johanson & Vakkuri 2017) have challenged that argument.
7KHLGHDEHKLQG1HZ3XEOLF0DQDJHPHQWLVWRPDNHJRYHUQPHQWPRUHHɤFLHQW
and citizen or consumer responsive by applying bottom-up decision-making
processes (Pollit 1990; Lane 2000). The idea of the NPM is to shift the focus
away from input control to monitor and evaluate results and impacts and to use
PDUNHWW\SHPHFKDQLVPVVXFKDVFRQWUDFWLQJRXWWRHQKDQFHHɤFLHQF\RISXEOLF
sector services. Model as such has enabled decentralized decision-making and
been somewhat successful in many countries (especially in the Nordic countries).
However, the implementation of the model has failed in many OECD countries
due to problems of inadequate performance indicators, lack of reliable monitoring
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGWKHZHDNJXLGLQJHɣHFWRIWKHSHUIRUPDQFHDJUHHPHQWV&ULWLFLVP
of the NPM paradigm began mounting in the early 2000s. The NPM was considered
to be overly mechanical and top-down, along with placing undue emphasis on the
performances of public management. At the same time, performance management
KDGGHVSLWHLWVRULJLQDOJRDOVFUHDWHGDQH[FHVVLYHO\GLɣHUHQWLDWHGDQGVSHFLDOL]HG
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sector structure in governance, which was no longer capable of meeting the overall
QHHGVRIDQLQFUHDVLQJO\FRPSOH[VRFLHW\RUGHPRQVWUDWLQJJHQXLQHFRVWHɣHFWLYHQHVV
and impact. Therefore, it is no wonder that recent reforms have emphasized
governance, networks, agility, phenomena, transformativity and the unity of the
government as a whole (Christensen & Laegreid 2016; Virtanen et al. 2016).
7KHQHWZRUNPRGHOUHSUHVHQWVDQHZDQGDJLOHZD\RIGH¿QLQJWKHSXEOLFVHFWRU¶V
role and operating model. The idea is to make government better informed, more
ÀH[LEOHDQGOHVVH[FOXVLYHE\ZRUNLQJWKURXJKVHOIRUJDQL]LQJQHWZRUNV3URYDQ
and Kenis (2008) distinguish three basic models, or forms, of network governance
GHYHORSHGDFFRUGLQJWRWKHLUGLVWLQFWVWUXFWXUDOSURSHUWLHV7KH¿UVWDQGVLPSOHVW
form of network governance is participant governance. According to Provan
and Kenis (ibid.), “This form is governed by the network members themselves
with no separate and unique governance entity. Governance in this form can be
accomplished either formally; for instance, through regular meetings of designated
organizational representatives, or more informally, through the ongoing but typically
XQFRRUGLQDWHGHɣRUWVRIWKRVHZKRKDYHDVWDNHLQQHWZRUNVXFFHVV´
The second form is called led organization–governed network. This model is more
FHQWUDOL]HGDQGIRUPHGDURXQGDIHZSRZHUIXODFWRUVZKRPDNHWKH¿QDOGHFLVLRQ
and coordinate activities. Thus, network governance becomes highly centralized and
brokered with asymmetrical power. It is a hybrid model of a hierarchy and network.
The third form of network governance is the network administrative organization
PRGHO 1$2 7KHLGHDLVWKDWDVHSDUDWHDGPLQLVWUDWLYHHQWLW\LVVHWXSVSHFL¿FDOO\
to govern the network and its activities. It has a centralized chain of command.
Although, networks can be managed and governed to certain extent, there are also
limitations of governance in loosely-coupled systems. Puustinen (2017) studied
co-operation districts of health and social care as complex networks an found that
management of the network may be seen as collective maneuvering in a paradoxical
space of possibilities. Even if local socio-structural elements of the network can be
PRGL¿HGPXOWLSOH[LW\HPEHGGHGQHVVDQGFRPSOH[LW\PDNHWKHRSHUDWLRQRIWKH
network unpredictable and emergent.
Collaborative governance widens the scope of network governance by
emphasizing the importance collaborative participatory arrangement through
which non-state stakeholders such as civic organizations and citizen groups
can gain access to policymaking process (Ansell & Gash 2006; McGuire 2006;
7KRPSVRQHWDO $QVHOO *DVK  GH¿QHFROODERUDWLYHJRYHUQDQFH
as “a governing arrangement where one or more public agencies directly engage
non-state stakeholders in a collective decision-making process that is formal,
consensus-oriented, and deliberative and that aims to make or implement public
SROLF\RUPDQDJHSXEOLFSURJUDPVRUDVVHWV´,QWHUDFWLYHJRYHUQDQFH 7RU¿QJHWDO
2013) provide a new angle to governance debate by focusing on interactive forms
of governance in terms of quasi-markets, partnerships, and governance networks
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that seem to both challenge and transform the role of government in governing
society and the economy.
:KLOVWWKHUHKDYHEHHQPDQ\DGYDQFHVLQWKH¿HOGJRYHUQDQFHUHVHDUFKRQH
could argue that there has been much repetition with scholars rehearsing similar
arguments (especially around network governance debate) but framed from their
disciplinary context and using their rhetorical lines of deviation rather than providing
HPSLULFDO HYLGHQFH WR VXSSRUW WKHLU DUJXPHQWV 7KHUHIRUH LW LV GLɤFXOW WR VD\
whether network governance models discussed above are descriptive, normative
or prescriptive. One reason for conceptual ambiguity is perhaps the fact that
policymaking environments have become more complex and complicated (Geyer
& Cairney 2015; Boulton et al. 2015; Stacey & Mowles 2016). In this policy nexus,
people, organizations, policies and social institutions are interconnected through
QXPHURXVGLɣXVHDQGRIWHQKLGGHQWLHV7KLVKDVLQFUHDVHGWKHLQWHUGHSHQGHQF\
DQGXQSUHGLFWDELOLW\RIWKHJOREDOV\VWHPDQGWKXVPDGHLWPRUHGLɤFXOWIRUDQ\
single institution (state, international organizations or inter-governmental body) to
control it. Bennet and Lemoine (2014) have labeled this hyperconnected and volatile
RSHUDWLQJHQYLURQPHQWDVD98&$:RUOG7KLVPDQDJHULDODFURQ\PLVGHULYHGIURP
the words volatility, uncertainty, complexity and ambiguity.

Figure 3. VUCA-dimensions and their main elements. Modiﬁed from Bennet and Lemoine (2014).
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,QWKH98&$:RUOG )LJXUH WKHRSHUDWLQJHQYLURQPHQWFKDQJHVUDSLGO\DQGLV
often unpredictable. Phenomena emerge rather than are created through rational
planning. Ambiguity describes a situation in which the understanding of the
causal relationships underlying the phenomena is completely unclear. This can be
described as an unknown unknown (Aven 2015). In the uncertainty situation, causal
relationships are known even if the information is incomplete. In a volatility situation,
challenges and problems arise unexpectedly, and there is no accurate information
on their duration. A complex situation arises when things are interconnected and
ZLWKOLWWOHLQIRUPDWLRQDYDLODEOHWRVROYHWKHZLFNHGSUREOHPV 5LWWHO :HEEHU
1973; Raisio et al. 2018a; Raisio et al. 2018b).
If increased complexity and unpredictability make policy analysis and decisionPDNLQJGLɤFXOWWRGD\LWLVQHHGOHVVWRVD\WKDWLWZLOOPDNHIRUHFDVWLQJWKHSROLF\
outcomes almost impossible. The global connectedness of information, people
and institutions create a fear of deterioration of trust, and an increased feeling of
insecurity as the functioning of a networked society is characterized by constantly
ÀXFWXDWLQJGHPDQGVDQGH[SHFWDWLRQVDVZHOODVDEUXSWFKDQJHVDQGHUUDWLFEHKDYLRU
Digitalization and social media have not only made the lives of people more widely
and sparsely connected but also more individualistic than before. People have easy
access to information, and they can feel close to ideas, groups and people whom
they have never met.
Simultaneously, the political world has become fragmented, mediatized
and dramatized (Klijn & Koppenjan 2012). Policymakers have been surprised
by alternative facts, fake news, disinformation, and the like. The authority of
H[SHUWV WUDGLWLRQDO NQRZOHGJH LQVWLWXWLRQV DQG HYHQ VFLHQWL¿F UHVHDUFK KDYH
EHHQTXHVWLRQHG,QDGGLWLRQZLFNHGSUREOHPV 5LWWHO :HEEHU +HDG 
Alford 2015; Raisio et al. 2018a) without simple solutions are more a rule than
an exception. In communication, the challenge is that public policy lacks ways
RIXQGHUVWDQGLQJWKHFRPSOH[LQWHUSOD\EHWZHHQUDWLRQDODQGDɣHFWLYHSURFHVVHV
LQ WKH SXEOLF GHEDWH /DNRɣ   ,Q WKHLU FURVV GLVFLSOLQDU\ H[DPLQDWLRQ RI
societies as an interaction spaces Lehtimäki et al. (2020) discuss the new logics and
transformation mechanisms of economic activity, citizen participation, governance
and policymaking in the face of technological innovations, market-based reforms,
and the threat of disconnect between citizens and policymaking. Their focus is on
value co-creation in complex adaptive systems where institutions, individuals and
businesses negotiate value and interests in networked relations.
This chapter has discussed the changes in governance and societal guidance from
the point of view of centralized and decentralized governance structures. The shift
from centralized steering to decentralized management poses major challenges for
building the knowledge base behind decision-making. In the next chapter we will
look more closely at the ideas behind evidence-based policymaking and above all
the role and importance of evaluation in generating the evidence.
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3

EVALUATION AND EVIDENCE-BASED POLICY

There is an inescapable requirement in public policy to provide evidence1. Many
governments have been moving from opinion-based policy toward evidence-based
SROLF\DQGDUHFXUUHQWO\LQWKHVWDJHRIHYLGHQFHLQÀXHQFHGSROLF\ 6HJRQH
27) or evidence-informed (Bowen & Zwi 2005) policy. Evidence-based Policymaking
can be described as “an approach which helps people make well informed decisions
about policies, programs, and projects by putting the best available evidence at
the heart of policy development and implementation” (Davies 1999). It is a set of
methods which “informs the processes by which policies are formulated, rather
WKDQDLPLQJWRDɣHFWWKHHYHQWXDOJRDOVRIWKHSROLF\´ 6XWFOLɣH &RXUW 
Evidence-informed policymaking refers to the fact that the policymaking process
is inherently political, and evidence translates into policy options and alternatives
WKURXJK GLɣHUHQW FKDQQHOV DQG PHFKDQLVPV $FFRUGLQJ WR 1XWOH\ HW DO  
WKHUHDUHPDQ\DOWHUQDWLYHZD\VWRGH¿QHHYLGHQFHEDVHGSROLF\PDNLQJ (%3 DQG
practices. The content of EBP varies according to academic disciplines and evidencebased practices.
Evaluation forms a knowledge platform for evidence-based policymaking and
is a critical precondition when transforming hierarchical planning systems into
ÀH[LEOHDQGGHFHQWUDOL]HGSHUIRUPDQFHRULHQWHGPDQDJHPHQWV\VWHPV (XURSHDQ
&RPPLVVLRQ 3URJUDPHYDOXDWLRQFDQEHGH¿QHGDVDV\VWHPDWLFRSHUDWLRQ
of varying complexity involving data collection, observations and analyses, and
culminating in a value judgment with regard to the quality of the program being
evaluated, considered in its entirety or through one or more of its components
(Pawson 2006; Pawson 2013; Patton 2011).
Evaluation means arriving at a value judgment on the basis of measures (qualitative
or quantitative) considered to be valid and reliable, which compare the actual results
of a program with its anticipated results. Even where evaluation is concerned with
DVVHVVLQJLQWDQJLEOHVLWXDWLRQVZKLFKDUHGLɤFXOWWRPHDVXUHLWPXVWEHEDVHGRQ
data gathered in a rigorous and objective manner to be credible. Evaluation is part
and parcel of a larger cultural wave consisting also audit, inspection, and quality
assurance, which together constitute “a huge and unavoidable social experiment
which is conspicuously cross-sectional and transnational.” (Power 1997, xv). Lincoln
DQG*XED  GH¿QHHYDOXDWLRQDV³DW\SHRIGLVFLSOLQHGLQTXLU\XQGHUWDNHQ
to determine the value (merit and/or worth) of some entity—the evaluand—such



26

(YLGHQFH FDQ EH GH¿QHG DV DQ DUJXPHQW RU DVVHUWLRQ EDFNHG E\ LQIRUPDWLRQ 6FLHQWL¿F HYLGHQFH UHIHUV WR
LQIRUPDWLRQ JDWKHUHG V\VWHPDWLFDOO\ XVLQJ UHFRJQL]HG PHWKRGV RU VSHFL¿F KLHUDUFK\ RI VFLHQWL¿F PHWKRGV
(Cairney 2016, 3).

as treatment, program, facility, performance, and the like—in order to improve
RUUH¿QHWKHHYDOXDQG IRUPDWLYHHYDOXDWLRQ RUWRDVVHVVLWVLPSDFW VXPPDWLYH
evaluation). Democratic evaluation can be seen as an information service to the
society about the characteristics of a government program and its implementation.
More detailed introduction to alternative approaches to program evaluation and
their ontological and epistemological grounds are presented in Article 1. (Virtanen
& Uusikylä, 2004, 77-82).
The traditional program evaluation model has been criticized for oversimplifying
WKHQDWXUHRIVRFLHWDOSUREOHPVE\GH¿QLQJDUWL¿FLDOFDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLSVEHWZHHQ
phenomena (Pawson 2006; Hayden 2010; Patton 2011). Another key criticism is
that the premises or the theoretical assumptions underlying programs are often
left undescribed and that programs are missing “a theory of change” (Mayne 2011;
Montague 2009). The third crucial criticism is that program evaluation models
DUHXQDEOHWRH[HUWVXɤFLHQWFRQWURORYHURWKHULQWHUYHQLQJIDFWRUVDɣHFWLQJWKH
phenomenon area, such as individual, regional and trend-related change factors
(Virtanen & Uusikylä 2004).

Policy
Review

Policy
Formulation
Programme
Conclusions

Programme
Design
Ex-ante
Feasibility
Evaluation

Ex-post /Results
Evaluations

Ongoing / Mid term
Evaluation
Programme
Implementation

Policy
Delivery

Figure 4. Evaluation linked with the policy cycle (EVALSED 2013, 8).

An alternative evaluation model can be seen in relation to the policy cycle (i.e.,
policy formulation, decision-making, implementation and review). Figure 4. shows
the inter-linkages between policy cycle and evaluation emphases. During the policy
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formulation, phase design is often referred to as ex ante evaluation. The purpose of
WKHHYDOXDWLRQLVWRYDOLGDWHSURJUDPV¶RUSURMHFWV¶DVVXPSWLRQVDQGWKHLUIHDVLELOLW\
:KHQSROLFLHVDUHEHLQJLPSOHPHQWHGHYDOXDWLRQDQGPRQLWRULQJ JLYHDFFXUDWH
information to policymakers and program managers on how policies work (and,
if not, why). This feedback is given by ongoing evaluations (either external or selfHYDOXDWLRQV RUPLGWHUPUHYLHZV:KHQWKHSURJUDPLPSOHPHQWDWLRQFRPHVWRLWV
HQGWKHHYDOXDWLRQIRFXVDQGWDUJHWDUHQRUPDOO\PRYHGWRWKHUHVXOWVHɣHFWLYHQHVV
and impacts of the program. This is called the ex post evaluation.

3.1 WHY EVIDENCE-BASED POLICYMAKING?
(YLGHQFHEDVHGSROLF\PDNLQJEHFDPHSRSXODULQWKHODWHVXQGHUWKH8.¶V
1HZ/DERXUJRYHUQPHQWDQGLWVQHZSROLWLFDOGRFWULQHWKH7KLUG:D\XQGHUZKLFK
there was a conscious shift away from political ideology toward evidence-guided
SROLF\PDNLQJ 6XWFOLɣH &RXUW 6LPLODUJRYHUQPHQWLQLWLDWLYHVDSSHDUHG
elsewhere, aiming to “take forward the Modernizing government agenda,” further
deepening the role of evidence in policymaking (Davis et al. 2000). Simultaneously,
an atmosphere of political and public skepticism was rising regarding the delivery
of public services as well as a demand for greater transparency in government
spending. The demand for evidence-based policymaking provided an alternative
to “judgment-based professional practice” or opinion-based policy as the best way
WRHQVXUHHɣHFWLYHQHVVLQSROLF\PDNLQJ7KHLQFUHDVLQJUROHRIHYLGHQFHLQSROLF\
has resulted from several pressures: wider public awareness, a larger research
community, increased available data boosted by the technological development
DQG,&7¶VWKHLQFUHDVHGLQWHQVLW\RILQWHUQDWLRQDOFRPSHWLWLYHQHVVDQGLQFUHDVHG
demands for government accountability (Davies et al. 2000).
As evidence-based policymaking is gaining wider support across the world, it
LVLPSRUWDQWWRKDYHFODULW\RYHUKRZHYLGHQFHLVGH¿QHGDQGKRZLWFDQEHQH¿W
policymaking. The range of what is considered to be evidence is extensive. In this
HVVD\HYLGHQFHEDVHGSROLF\LVFRQVLGHUHGWREHQH¿WPRVWIURPV\VWHPDWLFSOXUDOLVWLF
evidence, combining various sources and types. Good quality policymaking depends
on high-quality information, derived from various sources. This includes existing
research (international and domestic), expert knowledge, evaluations, and secondary
LQIRUPDWLRQLQFOXGLQJWKHLQWHUQHW 'DYLHVHWDO 7KHVHGLɣHUHQWVRXUFHV
RILQIRUPDWLRQDUHPRVWEHQH¿FLDOZKHQXVHGWRJHWKHU 6HJRQH 
3ROLF\PDNLQJFDQEHQH¿WIURPVWURQJHYLGHQFHLQYDULRXVZD\V)LUVWO\HYLGHQFH
can reveal a new aspect of a previously unknown or hidden problem, allowing it to
be addressed. Secondly, evidence informs the choice and design of policy after the
SROLF\SUREOHPKDVEHHQLGHQWL¿HG7KLUGO\HYLGHQFHFDQJXLGHIXWXUHIRUHFDVWLQJ
7KLVLVQHFHVVDU\LQRUGHUWRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUWKHSROLF\ZLOOSURYHWREHEHQH¿FLDO
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in the long run. These models are important when governments set targets as
they produce knowledge on whether the targets are going to be met. Fourthly,
once the policies are implemented, the expected results require monitoring by the
policymakers to assess whether the key results are as planned and the indicators are
satisfactory. Lastly, evidence forms the basis of evaluating the impact of the policy.
7KLVLVPHWKRGRORJLFDOO\PRUHGLɤFXOWWKDQPRQLWRULQJWKHUHVXOWVEXWLWQHHGVWR
be included in the design of the policy. (Segone 2004, 7). However, policymaking
does not usually happen in one single event or contain an “explicit set of decisions”
(Davies et al. 2000, 15). Rather than emerging from conscious deliberation, policy
WHQGVWRGHYHORSDQGDFFUHWHDVDUHVXOWRIDFRPSOH[SURFHVV :HLVV 
Identifying a need to integrate evidence into decision-making, the UK government
HVWDEOLVKHGWKH³:KDW:RUNV´DSSURDFKDQGDQHWZRUNRILQGHSHQGHQWFHQWHUVDLPHG
to support local practitioners and commissioners to
1. Undertake a systematic assessment of evidence and produce a clear and
actionable synthesis of evidence,
2. Translate the evidence in a common currency enabling comparisons of
HɣHFWLYHQHVV
3. Maintain the focus on the needs and interest of the users,
 3XEOLVKDQGGLVVHPLQDWHWKH¿QGLQJVLQDGLJHVWLEOHIRUPDW
5. Identify gaps requiring capacity building or further research,
6. Support practice by advising and ensuring that projects and interventions can
EHHYDOXDWHGHɣHFWLYHO\2
There is a tendency to think that the evidence that policymakers need is always
research-based. Good quality policymaking depends on information and experience
derived from a variety of sources: expert knowledge, existing research, statistics,
stakeholder consultation, evaluation of previous policies, or based on a synthesis
of the secondary data. Thus, information can both schematic (quantitative) or tacit
(qualitative). It would be naïve to assume that the policymaking process utilizes
only research results or statistical data. This information and knowledge always get
mixed with political values, tactical aspects and popular debates (Cairney 2016).

3.2 PUBLIC MANAGEMENT REFORM AS EVIDENCE-BASED
POLICY
Despite the massive number of public-sector reform programs aimed at improved
SHUIRUPDQFHDQGDFFRXQWDELOLW\LQDOO2(&'FRXQWULHVLWLVGLɤFXOWWR¿QGDFRPPRQ

2

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/what-works-network
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understanding of or clear empirical evidence on the success of these reforms.
Pollit and Bouckaert (2003a) have scrutinized the results of public-sector reforms
LQ D FRPSDUDWLYH VHWWLQJ DQG ¿QG RQO\ PRGHVW HYLGHQFH RI LPSURYHG HFRQRP\
HɤFLHQF\ SURFHVVHV HɣHFWLYHQHVV DQG V\VWHPLF FKDQJHV (YHQ LQ DUHDV VXFK DV
savings and improved processes where some positive development can be found,
it is questionable whether this is a result of managerial reforms or is dependent
on other factors.
Evidence-based policy is seen to address the key elements of the policymaking
process poorly, as it is unable to respond to the inherently complex, ideological
and context-dependent policy environment. Additionally, it has been criticized
for de-politicizing policymaking, which is the main reason that it has not been
implemented in France (Oxfam 2013). However, evidence-based policymaking does
not necessarily have to assume a linear causal relationship between evidence and
RXWFRPHEXWWKDWHYLGHQFHFDQLQÀXHQFHSROLF\PDNLQJWKURXJKDPRUHF\FOLFDO
iterative approach, by renewing evidence throughout the project and reacting to the
ever changing context. This approach requires more capacity from the policymakers
as well as more resources that are often lacking in developing countries. The
inherently political nature of policymaking and evidence should be accepted, and,
therefore, the evidence-base should be as broad as possible, presenting information
from various sources.
8QGHUVFUXWLQ\WKHVH³REYLRXVIDFWV´UHYHDODZLGHURQWRORJLFDOPLQH¿HOGWKDWLV
related to societal values, the role of democratic institutions as allocators of societal
YDOXHVDQGWKHGLɤFXOW\LQVHSDUDWLQJFRUUHFWLQIRUPDWLRQIURPWKHLQFRUUHFW
&ULWLFDOTXHVWLRQVVXFKDVWKHIROORZLQJPD\EHEURXJKWXSZLWKMXVWL¿FDWLRQ
  :KDWDUHWKHLGHRORJLFDOFRQQHFWLRQVEHWZHHQSHUIRUPDQFHPDQDJHPHQWDQG
evidence-based decision-making and program planning?
  :K\DUHWKHVHGLVFRXUVHVJDLQLQJWUDFWLRQZKLOHSHRSOHDUHFDOOLQJIRUYDOXH
based management and decision-making?
  :KDWLVWKHVRFLHWDOYDOXHEDVHIRUWKHVHPRGHOV"
  :KDWSDUWLHVDUHVSHDNLQJIRUHYLGHQFHEDVHGRSHUDWLRQDOFXOWXUHDQGZKRVH
interests do they ultimately serve?
5) On what type of theory of change are these models based, and how do they
VXSSRUWFLWL]HQV¶SDUWLFLSDWLRQDQGDELOLW\WRLQÀXHQFHSROLWLFDOGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ"
It would be too simplistic to assume that policymakers make decisions based on
perfect information. Bounded rationality together with political values or simply
party political or organizational tactics block good attempts to provide evidence
(either ex ante or ex post) to policymaking processes. Sometimes it is in the selfinterest to policymakers to “leave political airspace” untouched. Cairney (2016, 5)
emphasizes a need to understand the psychology of policymaking. He states that
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policymakers have to make important decisions in the face uncertainty, which is
based on limited information, ambiguity, which is based on the fact that there are
many ways to understand a policy problem.
7KH¿HOGRIRUJDQL]DWLRQDOWKHRU\KDVKDGORQJODVWLQJFULWLFLVPRIWKHLGHDOLVP
of the rational planning model. Simon (1957) has been the most quoted scholar on
WKHWRSLFGH¿QLQJWKHOLPLWVRIUDWLRQDOLW\$FFRUGLQJWR6LPRQERXQGHGUDWLRQDOLW\
has to be considered when analyzing how individuals make decisions. In most cases,
their rationality is limited by the tractability of the decision problem, the cognitive
limitations of their minds and the time available to make the decision. For Simon,
RUJDQL]DWLRQDOGHFLVLRQPDNLQJLVWKHUHIRUHFKDUDFWHUL]HGE\VDWLV¿FLQJUDWKHUWKDQ
maximizing behavior.
Many other critics of the rational model emphasize its inadequate representation
of the policymaking process in practice. For Lindblom (1959), policymaking neither
can nor ought to follow the stages of the rational model. His alternative interpretation
has been labeled as disjointed incrementalism or the science of muddling through.
Braybrook and Lindblom (1963) argue that decisions are not made as a movement
toward predetermined goals, but instead, the process is more piecemeal. Problems
are tackled when they emerge in the process of muddling through. Later, Amitai
Etzioni introduced his synthesis of rationalist planning theory and incremental
theory. The main argument of his mixed scanning approach was that fundamental
decisions should adopt a rationalist approach where more routine decisions can be
made in a more incremental fashion (Etzioni 1967).
Some other models of policymaking have shared this idea of bounded rationality
(Simon 1957, Lindblom 1959) or even irrationality (Brunsson 1987) of decisionmaking. Garbage-can theorists (Cohen & March 1974; March & Olsen 1976) have
noted that policy solutions do not necessarily arise from systematic problem
LGHQWL¿FDWLRQDQGDQDO\VLV,QVWHDGSUHH[LVWLQJVROXWLRQVFDQUHVXOWLQDVHDUFKIRU
problems to which they can become attached. The model symbolizes the decisionmaking situation as a garbage can that participants chaotically dump problems and
solutions into as they are generated. The model portrays problems, solutions and
decision-makers as three independent streams that are each generated separately
DQGÀRZGLVFRQQHFWHGO\IURPRQHDQRWKHU$V5DGHM  GH¿QHVWKHSUREOHP
“Rigorously non-complex approaches to studying social processes, like micro or/
and macro models in mainstream sociology and economics, may have problematic
construct validity when their theories fail to reproduce a logic on the middle level
of considerations, which is thoroughly complex but also most intrinsically social.”
*UDQRYHWWHU  RɣHUVDQDOWHUQDWLYHLHDUHODWLRQDODSSURDFKWRWKHGHFLVLRQ
making process. Granovetter (1985, 504) states that “most behavior is closely
embedded in networks of interpersonal relations and that such an argument avoids
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the extremes of under- and oversocialized views of human action.”3 Granovetter
comes quite close to some of the transaction cost theorists (e.g. Ouchi and
:LOOLDPVRQ ZKRKDYHUDLVHGDVLPLODUNLQGRIFULWLFLVPDJDLQVWWKHXQGHUVRFLDOL]HG
QHRFODVVLFDOHFRQRPLFWKHRU\:LOOLDPVRQ  LGHQWL¿HVWKHFULWLFDOGLPHQVLRQVRI
characterizing a transaction and links these to the institutional governance structures
of transactions. The principal dimensions describing a transaction are uncertainty,
IUHTXHQF\RIH[FKDQJHDQGWKHGHJUHHWRZKLFKLQYHVWPHQWDUHWUDQVDFWLRQVSHFL¿F
$FFRUGLQJ WR :LOOLDPVRQ LELG  WKH HɤFLHQW RUJDQL]DWLRQ RI HFRQRPLF DFWLYLW\
entails the matching of governance structures with these transactional attributes
LQDGLVFULPLQDWLQJZD\+HFRQFOXGHVWKDWQRQVSHFL¿FWUDQVDFWLRQVDUHHɤFLHQWO\
RUJDQL]HG E\ PDUNHWV ZKLOH UHFXUUHQW WUDQVDFWLRQVSHFL¿F H[FKDQJHV DUH PRUH
HɤFLHQWO\JRYHUQHGLQWHUQDOO\
$FFRUGLQJWR2XFKL  HYDOXDWLQJRUJDQL]DWLRQVDFFRUGLQJWRDQHɤFLHQF\
criterion would make it possible to predict the form organizations will take
under certain conditions. Organization theory has not developed such a criterion
because it has lacked a conceptual scheme capable of describing organizational
HɤFLHQF\ LQ VXɤFLHQWO\ PLFURVFRSLF WHUPV ,Q VSLWH RI WKH DSSDUHQW SDUDOOHOV
EHWZHHQ*UDQRYHWWHU¶VWKRXJKWVDQGWKHWUDQVDFWLRQFRVWWKHRULVWVKHVWLOODUJXHV
WKDW³:LOOLDPVRQWUHDWVWKHVHH[DPSOHVDVH[FHSWLRQVDQGDOVRIDLOVWRDSSUHFLDWH
the extent to which the dyadic relations he describes are themselves embedded in
broader system of social relations. I argue that the anonymous market of neoclassical
models is virtually nonexistent in economic life and that transactions of all kinds
are rife the social connections described” (Granovetter 1985, 495).
Bouckaert and Halligan (2008) have referred to governance reforms as a sort of
perpetual-motion machine used to develop solutions to various problems in public
policy, which in time create new problems in public policy requiring resolution with
DGLɣHUHQWPHWKRG DOVRVHH%RXFNDHUW 9DQ'RRUHQ9DQ7KLHO 9DQ
GH:DOOH  KDVVWDWHGWKDWSXEOLFJRYHUQDQFHUHIRUPSROLF\W\SLFDOO\SURFHHGV
WKURXJKFRQWUDGLFWRU\REMHFWLYHVZKLFKLVUHÀHFWHGDVLOORJLFDOGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ
regarding governance practices and structures. Bearing such observations in mind,
the approach to public governance reforms should be consistent and incremental.
It is essential to take traditions of political-administrative culture into account, but
reform policies should nevertheless be aimed at the achievement of a long-term
vision for the development of governance policy (Virtanen et. al 2016).
The systems seem to be biased in favor of a macro view of reality, which is a
serious shortcoming in the face of social complexity (Radej 2015, 23). Let us take
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*UDQRYHWWHUUHIHUVWR'HQLV:URQJ  ZKRFRPSODLQHGDERXWDQ³RYHUVRFLDOL]HGFRQFHSWLRQRIPDQLQ
modern sociology” by which he meant overemphasis of consensually developed systems of norms and values,
LQWHUQDOL]HGWKURXJKVRFLDOL]DWLRQ+HUHRQHFDQSHUKDSVVHHUHÀHFWLRQVIURP3DUVRQV  IXQFWLRQDOWKHRU\
that dominated the academic discussion of that time on social action.

the theory of governance as an example to demonstrate the problems providing
evidence to the existence of causal relations in the process of macro institutional
change, i.e., systems change. In the NPM literature, it is often implicitly assumed that
the introduction of a new administrative model or reform leads to a certain expected
FKDQJHLQVRFLHW\IRUH[DPSOHWKHLPSURYHPHQWRIHɤFLHQF\RU LQQRYDWLYHQHVV
(see Figure 5.).

Figure 5. Macro-proposition: public management reform increases efficiency or innovativeness (source:
the author).

Even if this better government assumption is (explicitly or implicitly) behind most
public administration reforms (see OECD 1998), it is relatively hard to prove this
causal linkage between the reform introduced and policy outcomes observed. The
major problem for explanations of system behavior based on actions and orientations
at the level below that of the system is moving from the lower level to the system
level.4 Under this approach, the public sector as market and the economy itself can
EHYLHZHGDVDQRXWFRPHRIWKHLQWHUDFWLRQVRILQGLYLGXDOV¿UPVDQGWKHVWDWHRYHU
WLPHIROORZLQJ.DUO3RODQ\L¶V  QRWLRQRIWKHµHPEHGGHGQHVV¶RIWKHHFRQRP\
in society and culture. The use of the example presented in Figure 5 raises further
questions about what kind of proposition was demonstrated, and, in particular, what
XQLWRUXQLWVZHUHLQYROYHGLQWKHSURSRVLWLRQ6KRXOGWKHSURSRVLWLRQEHVSHFL¿HG
at the individual level? If so, then the proposition in Figure 5 must be revised.
The single proposition breaks into three: (i) one with an independent variable
characterizing the individual; (ii) a second with both independent and dependent
variable characterizing the individual; and (iii) a third with the independent variable
characterizing the individual and dependent variable charactering the system.

4

In economics, for example, there is microeconomic theory and there is macroeconomic theory; and one
RI WKH FHQWUDO GH¿FLHQFLHV LQ HFRQRPLF WKHRU\ LV WKH ZHDNQHVV RI WKH OLQNDJH EHWZHHQ WKHP D ZHDNQHVV
papered over with the idea of “aggregation” and with ubiquitous concept in macroeconomic theory, that of
the representative agent (Coleman 1990, 6-7).
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Figure 6. Macro- and micro-level propositions: effects of public administration reform on a public
management system. Modiﬁed from Coleman (1990, 8).

Figure 6 shows a way of diagramming such multilevel systems of propositions. The
PRGHOLVEDVHGRQ&ROHPDQ¶VLGHDRIEULGJLQJWKHPDFUR±PLFURJDS  5 The
upper horizontal arrow represents our baseline macro-proposition. There are three
FRQQHFWHGDUURZV7KH¿UVWEHJLQVIURPWKHPDFUROHYHOSURSRVLWLRQDQGJRHVGRZQ
to the lower level (individual level). This arrow (i) represents the transformation
function that converges with the public administration reform objectives into
individual or organizational, administrative values (such as customer orientation
DQG VRXQG ¿QDQFLDO PDQDJHPHQW SULQFLSOHV  7KH VHFRQG ORZHUOHYHO DUURZ LL 
represents the function that turns administrative values into action (e.g., managers
DFWXDOO\VWDUWDFWLQJDFFRUGLQJWRFXVWRPHUV¶QHHGVRUFRVWHɤFLHQF\ 7KHWKLUG
arrow (iii) is the most important because it moves back up from the individual level
WRWKHV\VWHPOHYHO,QFRQFUHWHWHUPVLWYHUL¿HVWKHDJJUHJDWLRQRIFKDQJHVWDNLQJ
place at the individual level behavior and resulting in system level changes (e.g.,
LQFUHDVLQJJRYHUQPHQW¶VHɤFLHQF\LPSURYLQJPDQDJHPHQWFXOWXUH RUDGRSWLQJ
new innovative administrative culture).
Changes in administrative culture are often urgently needed to support the
implementation of public management reforms or performance management
systems. Pollit and Bouckaert (2003b) conclude that the real results of administrative

5
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The Coleman model has been criticized for oversimplifying the macro-micro conversion logic and especially
the causal assumptions behind it (see e.g. Hedström & Svedberg 1996; Hedström & Swedberg 1998; Abell
2000), or neglecting the meso-level intermediaries such as organizations (see Jepperson & Meyer 2011;
Ylikoski 2016) or dynamic changes taking place in time (Ylikoski 2016). For more detailed analysis of the
shortcomings and alternative models see Ylikoski (2016).

reforms are seldom properly evaluated and that the main agents behind the reform
rarely follow the rules of their game themselves. The performance management
practices often manifest themselves most clearly in symbolic action and vague
SHUIRUPDQFHUKHWRULFZKLFKGRHVQRWVXɤFLHQWO\KHOSSXEOLFDJHQFLHVDQGSURJUDPV
LQUHÀH[LYHFRUUHFWLRQRIWKHLURZQDFWLRQ
In order to avoid the aforementioned problems, the latest innovations in public
management emphasize balanced measurement frameworks and comprehensive
HYDOXDWLRQ V\VWHPV $OWKRXJK WKH\ KDYH GLɣHUHQW RULJLQV WKHUH LV D FRPPRQ
denominator to these various approaches: they all try to map the causal relations
between far-reaching goals, short-term objectives and the means needed for their
achievement.

3.3 HOW EVALUATIONS SUPPORT EVIDENCE-BASED
POLICYMAKING?
Evaluation is a critical component of policymaking, programs and projects at all
levels of government. In general terms, evaluation allows for the informed design
DQG PRGL¿FDWLRQ RI SROLFLHV DQG SURJUDPV WR LQFUHDVH WKHLU HɣHFWLYHQHVV DQG
HɤFLHQF\:LWKDFFXUDWHDQGUHOLDEOHLQIRUPDWLRQHYDOXDWLRQSURYLGHVSURJUDP
management teams and other interested parties with the means to learn from
experience, including the experience of others, and to improve service delivery.
It serves the dual function of providing a basis for improving the quality of policy
and programming, and a means to verify achievements against intended results or
unintended consequences (positive or negative).
Evaluation should provide answers to the two-sided question: “Are we doing the
ULJKWWKLQJVDQGDUHZHGRLQJWKLQJVWKHULJKWZD\"´:LWKDQVZHUVLQWKHDɤUPDWLYH
or with action plans to respond to areas of weakness, evaluation nurtures political
DQG¿QDQFLDOVXSSRUWRIDSSURSULDWHSROLFLHVDQGKHOSVJRYHUQPHQWVEXLOGDVRXQG
knowledge base. Thus, evaluation can have a strong advocacy role as well as enhance
the sophistication and quality of institutional performance6.
([SHFWDWLRQVFRQFHUQLQJWKHUROHRIHYDOXDWRUVYDU\EHWZHHQGLɣHUHQWHYDOXDWLRQ
cultures and the paradigms applied. The evaluator is, in turn, expected to be a neutral
MXGJHIDFLOLWDWRUSURYLGHURIDFFRXQWDELOLW\DQGVRPHWLPHVHYHQDSUREOHPRUFRQÀLFW
solver (Vedung 1997). The level of institutionalization varies from country to country.
So does also the modus operandi. By applying a neo-institutional approach, Ahonen
(2015) shows how ambiguous the institutionalized practices in evaluation are and
how imprecise the agency of the actors that carry out or commission evaluations or

6

For a comprehensive overview on alternative evaluation approaches, models and methods see Fox et al.
(2017).
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utilize the evaluation results. This is likely to create disintegration, overlapping or
FRQÀLFWXDOSUDFWLFHVDQGHYHQEOXUWKHRYHUDOOSROLF\XQGHUVWDQGLQJDQGOHDUQLQJ
3URJUDPHYDOXDWLRQFDQEHGH¿QHGDVDV\VWHPDWLFRSHUDWLRQRIYDU\LQJFRPSOH[LW\
involving data collection, observations and analyses, and culminating in a value
judgment with regard to the quality of the program being evaluated and considered
in its entirety or through one or more of its components.
Modern evaluation operations are an essential part of transparent and open
public administration. However, evaluation is no mere technical instrument for
PRQLWRULQJUHVXOWVDQGHɣHFWLYHQHVV7ZRZLGHUVRFLDOGLVFRXUVHVDɣHFWHYDOXDWLRQ
the requirement for evidence-based decision-making and performance management
in public administration. Both of these evaluation premises are usually approached
via a technical–rational cognitive interest. Decisions must be well-prepared and
based on researched information, and the public administration must be able to
GHPRQVWUDWHWRWKHFLWL]HQVZKDWKDVEHHQDFFRPSOLVKHGZLWKWD[SD\HUV¶PRQH\
Practical problems pertaining to the selection of the evaluation framework or
model are often encountered in evidence-based decision-making—again, something
that evaluation attempts to promote. The model applied largely determines the
type of evidence supplied to decision-makers by the evaluation and the kind of
preconditions set for the evaluator by the selected models. The following is a practical
example that attempts to demonstrate the type of evaluation premises that can
EHDSSOLHGLQRUGHUWRGHPRQVWUDWHWKHUHVXOWVDQGHɣHFWLYHQHVVRIVRFLDOSROLF\
programs or projects. Models range from a simple program model to more complex
and comprehensive systemic models.
Evaluation means arriving at a value judgment on the basis of measures
(qualitative or quantitative) considered to be valid and reliable that compare the
actual results of a program with its anticipated results. Even where evaluation is
FRQFHUQHGZLWKDVVHVVLQJLQWDQJLEOHVLWXDWLRQVZKLFKDUHGLɤFXOWWRPHDVXUHLW
must be based on data gathered in a rigorous and objective manner to be credible.
The objective of the experimental evaluation approach is to clarify as completely
as possible the causality (causal connections) of the intervention being evaluated,
while also controlling the impact of intervening variables on the change observed in
the evaluation. This can also be used to test the underlying assumptions of a program
or project, and the explicitly applied intervention logic, i.e. whether the program
JHQHUDWHVWKHGHVLUHGUHVXOWVDQGHɣHFWV FIHJ&DPSEHOO 5XVVR9LUWDQHQ
2007; Mohr 1995). Randomized controlled trials or randomized impact evaluations
have been introduced as rigorous models for evaluating the net impact of a policy
or a program. Randomized controls allow individuals to be placed randomly into
two groups—those that receive the intervention and those that do not. This allows
the researcher to determine program impact by comparing means of the outcome
variable between the treatment and the control group. Quasi-experimental (nonrandom) methods can be used to construct controls when it is not possible to obtain
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WUHDWPHQWDQGFRPSDULVRQJURXSVWKURXJKH[SHULPHQWDOGHVLJQ:LWKFRQVWUXFWHG
controls, individuals to whom the intervention is applied (the treatment group) are
matched with an “equivalent” group from which the intervention is withheld and
the average value of the outcome indicator for the target population is compared
ZLWKWKHDYHUDJHRIWKDWIRUWKHFRQVWUXFWHGFRQWURO :KLWH 6DEDUZDO 
These RCTs are a type of impact evaluation that uses randomized access to social
programs as a means of limiting bias and generating an internally valid impact
estimate. Randomized controlled trials give answers to questions such as what
LVWKHFDXVDOHɣHFWRIWUDLQLQJRUHGXFDWLRQRQHPSOR\DELOLW\":KDWLVWKHFDXVDO
HɣHFWRILQFXEDWLRQDFWLYLWLHVRQWKHJURZWKRIWKHVWDUWXSFRPSDQ\"7KHSUREOHP
with these questions is that one should be able to answer counterfactual questions
such as how would start-ups that participated in a program have succeeded in the
absence of the program? How would those who were not exposed to the program
have fared in the presence of the program? In order to respond to these questions,
there needs to be a test group and a comparison or control group. Experimental or
TXDVLH[SHULPHQWDOGHVLJQVDUHXVHGWRHYDOXDWHWKHQHWHɣHFWRULPSDFWRISROLF\
intervention.
Counterfactual evaluation design is one way to understand whether policies really
ZRUNDQGXQGHUZKDWFLUFXPVWDQFHV,QWKHHYDOXDWLRQ¿HOGWKH FRXQWHUIDFWXDO
design originates from an article by Campbell and Stanley (1966) in which they
sketch alternative impact evaluation designs and their quality standards.
$FFRUGLQJ WR WKH :RUN %DQN   ³(VWLPDWLRQ PHWKRGV EURDGO\ IROORZ
evaluation designs, with the determination of the counterfactual being the core of
WKHHYDOXDWLRQGHVLJQ'LɣHUHQWZD\VWRHVWDEOLVKFRQWUROVXQGHUGLɣHUHQWHYDOXDWLRQ
designs determine the methods used to measure the counterfactual”:
x Randomized controls allow individuals to be placed randomly into two
groups—those that receive the intervention and those that do not. This allows
the researcher to determine program impact by comparing the means of the
outcome variable between the treatment and the control group.
x Quasi-experimental (non-random) methods can be used to construct controls
when it is not possible to obtain treatment and comparison groups through
H[SHULPHQWDO GHVLJQ :LWK FRQVWUXFWHG FRQWUROV LQGLYLGXDOV WR ZKRP WKH
intervention is applied (the treatment group) are matched with an “equivalent”
group from which the intervention is withheld. The average value of the outcome
indicator for the target population is compared to the average of that for the
constructed control.
x $QRWKHUQRQUDQGRPPHWKRGRIREWDLQLQJFRQWUROLQYROYHVUHÀH[LYHFRPSDULVRQV
where participants who receive the intervention are compared to themselves
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before and after receiving the intervention. Statistical controls or instrumental
variables are used in cases when participants and non-participants are compared,
FRQWUROOLQJIRURWKHUFKDUDFWHULVWLFVZKLFKPD\EHVWDWLVWLFDOO\GLɣHUHQWEHWZHHQ
the two groups).

Figure 7. Quasi-experimental evaluation design (source: the author).

Figure 7 describes the quasi-experimental evaluation design. According to Kirk
 ³DQH[SHULPHQWDOGHVLJQLGHQWL¿HVWKHLQGHSHQGHQW GHSHQGHQWDQG
nuisance variables and indicates the way in which the randomization and statistical
aspects of an experiment are to be carried out. The primary goal of an experimental
design is to establish a causal connection between the independent and dependent
variables. A secondary goal is to extract the maximum amount of information with
the minimum expenditure of resources.” In most real-world social experiments, it
is not possible (due to ethical reasons) for participants to be randomly assigned to
treatment levels. Therefore, quasi-experimental designs are more frequently applied.
If the research has all of the features of an experiment except random assignment,
it is called a quasi-experiment.
A counterfactual impact evaluation gives some suggestions for the potential
impact of a policy or program, but its limitations are inevitable. Firstly, the approach
applied in the counterfactual impact evaluation is rather narrow and limited.
+RZDUG:KLWHDQDGYRFDWHRIWKHRU\EDVHG7 impact evaluation, summarizes the
criticism as follows:

7
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Theory-based evaluation is an approach in which attention is paid to theories of policymakers, programme
managers or other stakeholders, i.e. collections of assumptions, and hypotheses - empirically testable - that
are logically linked together.

&ULWLFLVPVRIUHSRUWLQJDQDYHUDJHWUHDWPHQWHɣHFWVKRXOGQRWEH
overstated. Heterogeneity matters, as does understanding the context in
which a particular impact has occurred. But it will rarely be the case that
WKHDYHUDJHWUHDWPHQWHɣHFW XVXDOO\ERWKWKHWUHDWPHQWRIWKHWUHDWHG
and the intention to treat) is not of interest. Indeed, it is very likely to
be the main parameter of interest. It would be misleading to report
VLJQL¿FDQFHRUQRWDSDUWLFXODUVXEJURXSLIWKHDYHUDJHWUHDWPHQW
HɣHFWKDGWKHRSSRVLWHVLJQ0RUHRYHUWKHDYHUDJHWUHDWPHQWHɣHFWLV
WKHEDVLVIRUFRVWHɣHFWLYHQHVVFDOFXODWLRQV :KLWH 
7RVXPXS³KRZPXFKGLɣHUHQFHGRHVDSROLF\RUSURJUDPPDNH´LVDUHOHYDQW
evaluation question from the point of view of the evidence-based policymaking. It,
however, often fails to explain the causal mechanism behind the observed change.
The ultimate objective in asking these questions is to learn whether the intervention
ZRUNVDQGZKLFKLQWHUYHQWLRQVSURGXFHWKHGHVLUHGHɣHFW2UDVVHHQIURPDGLɣHUHQW
perspective, to what extent are the observed changes truly caused by the intervention.
Often quoted is causal contribution analysis (Mayne 2011; Leeuw 2003) that
aims to demonstrate whether or not the evaluated intervention is one of the causes
of observed change. Contribution analysis relies upon chains of logical arguments
WKDWDUHYHUL¿HGWKURXJKFDUHIXO¿HOGZRUN5LJRULQFDXVDOFRQWULEXWLRQDQDO\VLV
involves systematically identifying and investigating alternative explanations for
observed impacts.
&RQWULEXWLRQDQDO\VLV HJ0D\QH0RQWDJXH:LPEXVKHWDO 
KDVEHHQRɣHUHGDVDQHZZD\RIGLVFHUQLQJWKHWKHRU\RIFKDQJHDQGFDXVDOFKDLQV
underlying societal programs and of providing a critical evaluation of a given
SURJUDP¶VFRQWULEXWLRQ LQVWHDGRIWKHWUDGLWLRQDODWWULEXWLRQ WRVROYLQJVRFLHWDO
SUREOHPV7KHREMHFWLYHVRIWKLVPRGHODOVRLQFOXGHVHSDUDWLQJWKHSURJUDP¶VHɣHFWV
from the perspectives of the various target groups and identifying the roles and
responsibilities of various actors with regard to program implementation.
Contribution analysis is based on an impact chain approach (logic model)
presented in relation to a simple program evaluation model, although it attempts
to elaborate on this by looking explicitly at the assumptions underlying a change,
highlighting critical content-related questions and risk factors and conducting
HPSLULFDOPHDVXUHPHQWRIWKHHɣHFWVWKDWIDFWRUVRXWVLGHWKHSURJUDPPD\KDYH
RQWKHSURJUDP¶VUHVXOWVDQGUHSHDWDELOLW\
Perhaps the most visible approach is realist evaluation (Pawson and Tilley
3DZVRQ WKDWVWUHVVHVWKHHSLVWHPRORJLFDOGLɣHUHQFHVRISURSRVLQJD
GLɣHUHQWXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIFDXVDOLW\EDVHGRQD³JHQHUDWLYH´QRWLRQFHQWHUHGRQWKH
LGHQWL¿FDWLRQRIFDXVDOPHFKDQLVPVUDWKHUWKDQDPHUH³VXFFHVVLRQLVW´YLHZW\SLFDO
RIWKHFRXQWHUIDFWXDODSSURDFK7KHEDVLFLGHDRIDUHDOLVWHYDOXDWLRQLVWKDWGLɣHUHQW
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FRQWH[WVPD\\LHOGGLɣHUHQWUHDFWLRQVWRWKHVDPHLQWHUYHQWLRQDQGSXWWLQJLQSODFH
DOWHUQDWLYHPHFKDQLVPVPD\SURGXFHGLɣHUHQWUHVXOWV$FFRUGLQJWR3DZVRQ
The nature of causality in social programs is such that any synthesis of
evidence on whether they work will need to investigate how they work.
This requires unearthing information on mechanisms, context and
outcomes. The central quest is to understand the conditions of program
HɤFDF\DQGWKLVZLOOLQYROYHWKHV\QWKHVLVLQLQYHVWLJDWLQJIRUZKRP
in what circumstances, and in what respect a family of program works.
(Pawson 2006, 25)
7KHH[LVWHQFHRIPXOWLOHYHOIRUPVRIJRYHUQDQFHDQGRIYDULRXVSOD\HUVDWWKHGLɣHUHQW
levels of the steering system (in this case: global, European, national, regional and
ORFDO PDNHLWHYHQPRUHGLɤFXOWIRUGHFLVLRQPDNHUVWRVHHWKH³ELJSLFWXUH´DQGWR
make informed decisions that will really have an impact. All of this has altered the
dynamics of policymaking and set new restrictions on the credibility of traditional
GHPRFUDWLFJRYHUQDQFHPRGHOV7UDGLWLRQDOHYDOXDWLRQPRGHOVKDYHEHHQLQHɤFLHQW
to cope with increasing complexity and systemic development in global politics and
development aid.
7KHPRVWREYLRXVGLɤFXOWLHVVHHPWREH
1) Suboptimal performance orientation. This means that each agency tends to
GH¿QHLWVSHUIRUPDQFHWDUJHWVRQO\IURPLWVRZQQDUURZSHUVSHFWLYHZKLFKDW
the aggregate level, leads to suboptimal results.
2) Attribution. Government organizations are unable to demonstrate their
FRQWULEXWLRQWRRYHUDOOUHVXOWV HJHɣHFWLYHQHVV 7KLVFDXVHVSUREOHPVLQWHUPV
of accountability.
3) Invalid performance indicators. Use of performance indicators that do not
capture the essential substance of the verbally expressed strategic goals.
4) Insufficient steering. Ministries lack the steering capacity and are not
systematically reviewing the achievements of performance targets used.
5) Uniqueness delusion. Public agencies claim that their activities are so unique
DQGVSHFL¿FWKDWLWLVKDUGWR¿QGYDOLGLQGLFDWRUVWRPHDVXUHWKHLUSHUIRUPDQFH
6) Reporting. Lack of consistent and informative performance reporting.
7) Responsibility and accountability. Government agencies are not being held
responsible for their performance.
8) Lack of incentives and reward mechanisms. Since valid performance measures
are lacking or biased, evidence of their use as a basis of rewarding schemes
both on an individual and on an organizational level remains scarce. (Uusikylä
& Valovirta 2007, 401–402)
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Typically, the evaluations of public interventions (especially in development
policy) are based on linear input–output logic models. However, there has been
an increasing criticism that the results-based management model (RBM) and
ORJLFPRGHODSSURDFKHVWRHYDOXDWLRQDUHQRWVXɤFLHQWWRROVIRUHYDOXDWLQJSXEOLF
interventions in complex settings (e.g. Patton 2011; Pawson 2013). Rationalistic
(meaning synoptic) planning frameworks, which embed the causal logic behind
actions (from inputs to outcomes and impacts) have been developed and used
H[WHQVLYHO\ HVSHFLDOO\ LQ WKH ¿HOG RI LQWHUQDWLRQDO GHYHORSPHQW DLG 7KH ORJLFDO
framework (or logframe8) approach has been the mainstream tool for planning
aid interventions, both at program and project levels. Logframes provide a simple
and useful planning tool and the basis for evaluating projects or programs. Logic
models are grounded in theory-based evaluation and provide a coherent theory on
how activities are intended to generate the results.
Evaluation literature highlights that a program may fail for two reasons: either
the program has failed to put the intended activities into operation (implementation
IDLOXUH RUWKHDFWLYLWLHVKDYHIDLOHGWREULQJDERXWWKHGHVLUHGHɣHFWV WKHRU\IDLOXUH 
:KHQWKHORJLFRIWKHSURMHFWRUSURJUDPLVÀDZHGRUWKHDFWLYLWLHVDQGRXWSXWVGR
not generate the desired results, the project or program is likely to fail even if the
process of implementation is successful.
However, in an era of fast-paced change, it is not always possible to predict
changes in the economic, social and environmental contexts that impact the success
RIWKHSURJUDPREMHFWLYHV7RRRIWHQWKHLQÀH[LELOLW\RIWKHORJIUDPHDSSURDFKFDQ
OLPLWVWDɣFDSDFLW\WRDGDSWWRHPHUJHQWWUHQGVE\KROGLQJWKHPDFFRXQWDEOHIRU
SUHGLFWHGFDXVHDQGHɣHFWUDWKHUWKDQDFFRXQWDEOHIRUWKHDELOLW\WROHDUQIURPWKHXVH
of rigorous evidence analysis in implementation, to adapt to changing circumstances
and to understand the conversion mechanisms that translate inputs into outputs,
outcomes and impacts (Virtanen & Uusikylä 2004).
Practical problems pertaining to the selection of the evaluation framework or
model are often encountered in evidence-based decision-making—again, something
that evaluation attempts to promote. The model applied largely determines the
type of evidence supplied to decision-makers by the evaluation and the kind of
preconditions set for the evaluator by the selected models. The following is a practical
example that attempts to demonstrate the type of evaluation premises that can
EHDSSOLHGLQRUGHUWRGHPRQVWUDWHWKHUHVXOWVDQGHɣHFWLYHQHVVRIVRFLDOSROLF\
programs or projects. Models range from a simple program model to more complex
and comprehensive systemic models.

8

As a methodology, the Logical Framework Approach (LFA) is a systematic, visual approach to designing,
executing and assessing projects which encourages users to consider the relationships between available
resources, planned activities, and desired changes or results. https://www.betterevaluation.org/evaluationoptions/logframe
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The interdependence, complexity and multilevel nature of societal phenomena
have increased dramatically over the last decade (Easley & Kleinberg 2010; Byrne
2005). The primary reasons for this are developing information technology, changes
in the global network economy, a multilevel decision-making environment (global,
national, regional, local) and the increasing rate of change.
This causes problems not only with regard to compartmentalized and sectorbased decision-making systems (Uusikylä 2013) but also with the evaluation of
political-administrative decisions and societal phenomena. If we genuinely wish to
understand wicked problems and the overall impact of political decisions, we must
replace the current program and project evaluation models with alternative evaluation
frameworks. The starting points for these models are strong interdependence
between phenomena and nonlinearity and an attempt toward holistic interpretation
in which the whole is greater than the sum of its parts (Byrne 2005, 3). On a small
scale, this is about generating a new type of evaluation paradigm (cf. Kuhn 1996).
Before we outline the basic elements of this new paradigm, we should look at the
assumptions of a traditional, program theory-based evaluation model through a
practical example case.
The existing paradigm of the OECD/DAC, the EU and most international
organization follows the rationalistic program theory models in which evaluation
focuses strongly on program inputs, outputs, results and impacts (the so-called logic
model). The logic model has a strong relationship to evaluation approaches that
KDYHEHHQJURXSHGXQGHUWKHODEHORIWKHRU\EDVHGHYDOXDWLRQ :HLVV:HLVV
3DZVRQ 7KLVWUDGLWLRQWULHVWRVWUXFWXUHHYDOXDWLRQWRUHÀHFWDFRKHUHQW
theory of how activities are intended to generate results. Although, the limitations
of this model are well-known and also expressed in the ECPE-guidelines and
handbooks (e.g., EVALSED 2013), the model has been applied in a rather mechanic
ZD\7KHGHOLYHU\PHFKDQLVPVDUHQRWDQDO\]HGDQGXQGHUVWRRGVXɤFLHQWO\ WKH
so-called black-box syndrome), and the contextual factors that shape policies are
not given enough attention. The linear evaluation model or logic model applied by
the European Commission is presented in Figure 7 (for the logical model and its
limitations, see Uusikylä & Valovirta (2007)). Godenhjelm (2016) concludes in his
academic dissertation that the growing use of project-driven organizations in the
SXEOLFVHFWRUKDVVLJQL¿FDQWFRQVHTXHQFHVDVZHOODVVKRZLQJWKDWWKHH[SHFWHG
advantages of project organizations are related to the rationalistic ideals (see below),
but also that temporality as such poses challenges to permanent administrative
VWUXFWXUHV7KHUHLVDWKUHDWWKDWSURMHFWL¿FDWLRQOLWWOHE\OLWWOHEHFRPHVWKHQHZ
normal in public service delivery (Sjöblom et al. 2013; Vento 2017).
)LJXUHVKRZVWKDWWKHFKDLQRIFDXVHDQGHɣHFWUXQQLQJIURPWKHLQSXWWR
WKHRXWSXWWRWKHRXWFRPHDQG¿QDOO\WRWKHLPSDFW7KH¿UVWWZRFDQEHGH¿QHG
as follows:
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Input: The input is the intervention. It is usually measured in cost terms (e.g.,
the amount of resources allocated or number of man-days resourced), but it can
be measured in other units, such as the hours of advisory support to develop
entrepreneurship or hours of training to enhance worker or management skills.
Output: The intervention generates outputs via a set of activities or processes.
)RUDMREFUHDWLRQSURMHFWLWLVWKHLQFUHDVHGQXPEHURIMREVLQVXSSRUWHG¿UPV
+RZHYHULWFRXOGEHWKHQXPEHURI¿UPVFRPSOHWLQJDWUDLQLQJFRXUVHRUWKH
number of individual being trained on a project.
In general, the basic problem in evaluation (whether ex ante or ex post) is that
not all of the outputs will be attributable to the intervention. For example, some
RIWKH¿UPVFUHDWLQJMREVPD\KDYHFUHDWHGWKHMREVDQ\ZD\LUUHVSHFWLYHRIWKH
SURMHFW)XUWKHUWKHUHPD\EHLQGLUHFWHɣHFWVWKDWRFFXULQRWKHU¿UPV)RUH[DPSOH
VXSSRUWHG¿UPVPD\SXWRWKHUQRQDVVLVWHG¿UPVLQWKHORFDODUHDRXWRIEXVLQHVV
In this way, it is also important to distinguish between the outcome and impact.
Intervention logic
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Figure 8. A linear evaluation model applied by the European Commission (EVALSED 2004).

Outcome: The outcome (or what is sometimes known as the result) is the
VKRUWUXQHɣHFWH[SHULHQFHGE\WKHDJHQWVRUPDUNHWVGLUHFWO\DɣHFWHGE\WKH
VWUDWHJ\IRUH[DPSOHRYHUWKH¿UVW\HDURUVR,QWKHFDVHRIWKHMREFUHDWLRQ
SURMHFWLWLVWKHMREVLQVXSSRUWHG¿UPVWKDWZRXOGQRWKDYHEHHQFUHDWHGZLWKRXW
the project.
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Impact: 7KH LPSDFW LV WKH ORQJHUUXQ HFRQRP\ZLGH RU VRFLHWDO HɣHFW
experienced by all actors within the local area, for example, over a period of
WKUHHWRVL[\HDUV7KLVDOORZVIRUHɣHFWVRIWKHMREFUHDWLRQ SURMHFWRQRWKHU
¿UPV LQFOXGLQJ IHHGEDFN HɣHFWV RQ WKRVH ¿UPV WKDW ZHUH VXSSRUWHG E\ WKH
project.
Logic models are most useful when sketching and planning programs or projects.
However, their use in evaluation is problematic both for methodological and practical
reasons. Linear simple systems are based on the assumption that an increase in
the size of an input to the system gives a proportional increase in the size of the
output. In this reasoning, one event must lead to another in either a deterministic
(absolute) way or in a stochastic (probable) way (Andersson 2003) so that a future
VWDWHFDQEHSUHFLVHO\SUHGLFWHGIURPDSUHYLRXVVWDWH0HWKRGRORJLFDOÀDZVUHODWH
to the lack of understanding of social mechanisms that produce outcomes (see, e.g.,
Hedström & Swedberg 998) and understanding of the contextual factors that work
XQGHUFHUWDLQFLUFXPVWDQFHVEXWPLJKWQRWSURGXFHWKHGHVLUHGHɣHFWXQGHURWKHUV
(Pawson & Tilley 1997). Figure 9 shows a logic of simple causal mechanism. Practical
SUREOHPVKDYHWRGRZLWKGLɤFXOWLHVLQ¿QGLQJUHOLDEOHDQGYDOLGPRQLWRULQJDQG
evaluation indicators, aggregating data from outputs to outcomes and long term
LPSDFWVSURYLQJWKHDWWULEXWLRQDQGQHWHɣHFWRISDUWLFXODUSURJUDPLQWHUYHQWLRQV
DQG¿QDOO\XWLOL]LQJHYDOXDWLRQ¿QGLQJVLQUHIRUPXODWLQJSROLFLHV
Evaluations tend to label, re-label and describe rather than explain why certain
policies work while others do not. One of the main problems behind this and the
PHFKDQLVWLFFDXVDOHɣHFWPRGHOVLVWKDWWKH\QHJOHFWWKHIDFWWKDWDFWLRQDOZD\V
takes place in situations, and, thus, their success depends upon the way the action is
SHUIRUPHGE\VSHFL¿FDFWRUVLQVSHFL¿FVLWXDWLRQV DVWKHUHDOLVWLFVFKRRORIHYDOXDWLRQ
has emphasized). In a black-box explanation, the link between input and output,
or between explanans and explanandum, is assumed to be devoid of structure,
DQGWKHH[SODQDWRU\PHFKDQLVPLVVLPSO\FRQVLGHUHGWREHDUHJUHVVLRQFRHɤFLHQW
linking I and O (Hedström & Swedberg 1998, 9–10).

IMO
Figure 9. A causal inﬂuence chart (adopted from Kaufmann 1987: 10–11).

$QDOWHUQDWLYHDSSURDFK WKHVRFDOOHGPHFKDQLVPEDVHGH[SODQDWLRQ VHHNVWR¿QGD
causal agent that is assumed to have generated the relationship between the entities
being observed. Kaufman (1987) highlighted that fact that even before the rise of
realistic evaluation tradition approach, originally heavily coined by Pawson and
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Tilley, by the following two chains of logic: by concentrating on mechanisms, one can
FDSWXUHWKHG\QDPLFDVSHFWRIVFLHQWL¿FH[SODQDWLRQ\HWLWLVLPSRUWDQWWRUHPHPEHU
that causal explanations must be distinguished from true causal statements (Elster
   )LJXUH  LOOXVWUDWHV WKH IDFW WKDW WUDGLWLRQDO FDXVH±HɣHFW ORJLF WRWDOO\
XQGHUPLQHVWKHIDFWWKDWWKHHɣHFWVRIDSURJUDPDUHDOZD\VFDXVHGE\UHDODFWRUV
UDWKHUWKDQFRQVWUXFWHGLGHDODFWRUV$SURJUDPDOZD\VDFKLHYHVLQÀXHQFHWKURXJK
societal actors that base their courses of action on interpretations of the expected
logic of a program—that is, actions are always socially constructed rather than
objectively derived from abstract program logic. Programs always interfere with an
LQWHUYHQWLRQ¿HOGRIVRFLDODFWRUVZKRVHUHDFWLRQVSURGXFH¿QDORXWFRPHVRUHɣHFWV
ELABORATED MODEL
FALSE PROGRAMME
LOGIC

A PROGRAMME
initiates
A CAUSAL PROCESS
that produces
EFFECTS

ACTORS

develop

(with intentions and
on the basis of a
defined situations)

A PROGRAMME

which is implemented

BY OTHER ACTORS
(with their intensions and
definitions of the situation)
ADRESSEES
(with their intensions
and definitions of the
situation)

(whose reactions produce)
EFFECTS

Figure 10. The true and false social intervention logic of a program (adopted from Kaufmann 1987: 10–11).

The elaborated model (i.e., the mechanism-based explanation) begins with an
understanding that the programs themselves are socially constructed, i.e., certain
agents (with intentions and their best understanding of societal needs) develop
programs, which thereafter are implemented by other actors who might—and
most often do— have their own interpretations of program logic and its situational
validation. Secondly, after that, there is a third set of actors who try to adopt the
expected goals and objectives (based on their own subjective understanding) and
¿QDOO\LPSOHPHQWWKHSURJUDP)ROORZLQJWKLVORJLFRISURJUDPLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ
constructed by multiple sets of actors, it seems to be self-evident that we are dealing
with several rather than one single interpretation of a program. Therefore, we
need more precise methodology to understand how social programs turn into real
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outcomes and impacts. In order to do this, we also have to tackle the so-called agency
problem or problem of combining micro-level processes to macro-level policies.
In the main stream program evaluation models, there is an imminent gap existing
between program-level goals and project-level results. This is a classical problem
of aggregation: program-level results cannot simply be aggregated from projectlevel results, although most of the program evaluators and commissioners of these
evaluations tend to believe so. This is quite close to what Fischer (1995) called
mapping out situational validity in program evaluation.
This chapter has examined the theoretical and pragmatic roots of evidencebased policymaking and considered the importance of evaluation in generating
the underlying knowledge. In addition, the chapter has discussed the shortcomings
of linear program models and the problem of causal inference with reference
to the articles of this dissertation. The review has been somewhat indigenous,
deterministic and reductionist. To understand the problems associated with the
practical application of linear programming, the phenomenon need to be viewed
from a broader viewpoint of the open system. Complexity theory states that physical,
biological and social systems can be divided into three categories. Ordered systems
are predictable and linear: causality moves in a single direc- tion. Chaotic systems
are subject to constant, mathematically unpredictable change and complex systems
DUHGH¿QHGE\KDYLQJPDQ\DXWRQRPRXVDFWRUVWKDWKDYHPXOWLSOHLQWHUDFWLRQVZLWK
each other. The actors are interdependent (Kleinfeld 2015, 18). The open systems
interpretation starts with the idea that forms, patterns, and institutions emerge
rather than be created and are then constantly challenged and potentially invaded
by particular events, variations, decisions, shocks, and so take place at particular
times (Boulton et al. 2015, 29; Prigone et al. 1977).
Opening causal chains and the “black box” described above is important
from the point of view of utilizing evaluation information. Ultimately, it is about
understanding the nature of knowledge and, through that, about the legitimacy of
the utilization of evaluation results. Marketta Rajavaara (2007, 50-51) argues that
due to New Public Management and neo-liberal political culture “the concept of
HɣHFWLYHQHVVPDGHDEUHDNWKURXJKDQGQHZDFFRXQWDELOLWLHV±ZLWKWKHLUNQRZOHGJH
tools for performance measurement and auditing – and evidence-based styles of
reasoning became more dominant in the ruling of the welfare state.
The use of evaluation information and has long been the subject of debate among
HYDOXDWLRQVFKRODUV HJ:HLVVE3DWWRQ'DKOHU/DUVHQ 0LFKDHO
Q. Patton has emphasized that evaluations need to be both utilization-focused
and highly dissemination-oriented (Patton 1997). According to him without these
elements evaluations should not be carried out at all. For other scholars like Erik
Ahlbæk (1996) and Peter Dahler-Larsen (1998), dissemination is not so prominent.
Ahlbæk is quite pessimistic, saying that “evaluation utilization research has generally
been theoretically underdeveloped, and models of evaluation utilization have
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EHHQ XQGHUVSHFL¿HG´ $KOE N    2QH RI WKH FHQWUDO ¿QGLQJV LQ 'DKOHU
/DUVHQ¶V VWXG\  ±  ZDV WKDW LQ HYDOXDWLRQ UHVHDUFK WKH XWLOL]DWLRQ RI
VLQJOHHYDOXDWLRQVLVXVXDOO\TXLWHOLPLWHG$FFRUGLQJWRKLPWKHJURZWKGLɣXVLRQ
and institutionalization of evaluation procedures have taken place before the most
fundamental problem concerning the utilization of evaluations – the dissemination
SUHFRQGLWLRQVDQGHɣHFWV±KDVEHHQUHVROYHG9DORYLUWD  DJXHVWKDWHYDOXDWLRQ
utilization discourse neglects the argumentative perspective. According to Valovirta
rather than regarding evaluative information as indisputable knowledge, it should be
viewed as a collection of arguments, which can be debated, accepted and disputed. To
IROORZWKLVOLQHRIDUJXPHQWDWLRQHYDOXDWLRQVFRQVLVWRIGLɣHUHQWNLQGVRIVWDWHPHQWV
which become matters of individual interpretation, collective argumentation and
decision making in interactional contexts.
&DURO:HLVV D SURSRVHVWKDWWKHUHDUHIRXUPDLQW\SHVRIXVHGHVFULELQJ
KRZ RɤFLDOV LQ H[HFXWLYH DJHQFLHV DQG OHJLVODWXUHV XVH UHVHDUFK DQG HYDOXDWLRQ
information:
1. Guidance for action where results are used as direction for changes in program
and policy.
 5HLQIRUFHPHQWRISULRUEHOLHIVLVZKHQHYDOXDWLRQ¿QGLQJVDɤUPZKDWSHRSOH
already know and believe about the pitfalls in the program. It bolsters the
FRQ¿GHQFHRIWKRVHZKRZDQWWRSUHVVIRUQHHGHGFKDQJH
 0RELOL]DWLRQRIVXSSRUWRFFXUVZKHQHYDOXDWLRQ¿QGLQJVDUHXVHGWRPRELOL]H
a coalition of support for change. The findings become ammunition in
organizational debates.
4. Enlightenment is when evaluation results are used for a general increase in
understanding and people learn more about what happens in the program
and afterwards. They gain a better idea of program strengths, fault lines and
opportunities for improvement.
)OHLVFKHU &KULVWLH  KDYHIRXQG¿YHW\SHVRIXVHHYDOXDWLRQ¿QGLQJVDQGUHVXOWV
7KH¿UVWWKUHHDUHSULPDULO\UHODWHGWRWKHXVHRI¿QGLQJVSHUVHLHLQVWUXPHQWDO
XVDJH ZKHQ GHFLVLRQ PDNHUV XVH WKH HYDOXDWLRQ ¿QGLQJV WR PRGLI\ SROLFLHV RU
programs (e.g. Green 1988). Utilization can also be conceptual. This takes place
ZKHQWKHHYDOXDWLRQ¿QGLQJVKHOSSURJUDPPDQDJHUVRUSROLF\PDNHUVXQGHUVWDQG
WKHSUREOHPVRUURRWFDXVHVLQDQHZZD\ :HLVV 7KLUGLQVWUXPHQWDOXVH
according to Fleischer & Christie relates to wider usage of evaluations by citizens,
stakeholders or media. In addition to the three types of use referred above, Patton
 GHVFULEHVDIRXUWKW\SHRIXVHZKLFKLVSURFHVVXVH3URFHVVXVHLVGH¿QHG
as ‘‘cognitive, behavioral, program and organizational changes resulting from
HQJDJHPHQWLQWKHHYDOXDWLRQSURFHVVDQGOHDUQLQJWRWKLQNHYDOXDWLYHO\¶¶ 3DWWRQ
 7KH¿IWKW\SHRIXVHLVSHUVXDVLYHRUV\PEROLFXVH *UHHQH:HLVV
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1998a) when an evaluator is hired to evaluate a program to legitimize a decision that
has already been made prior to the commissioning of the evaluation. Flyvbjerg et
al. (2012, 284-5) argue that in contrast to top-down utilization of applied research
and evaluation knowledge the emphasis should be more in bottom-up contextual
and action-oriented knowledge by asking and answering value-rational questions
that stand at the core of phronetic social science9.
This chapter has discussed the factors that enable and limit utilization of
HYDOXDWLRQ¿QGLQJV7KHSUREOHPZLWKPRVWXWLOL]DWLRQUHODWHGGHEDWHVLVWKDWWKH\
FRQVLGHUHYDOXDWLRQDQLQWULQVLFV\VWHPWKDWLVLPPXQHWRH[WHUQDOLQÀXHQFHV,QUHDO
life situations, this is not true. The limits and boundaries of evaluations depend on the
nature of problems or policies (simple vs. wicked) and of the operating environment
VWDWLFYVWXUEXOHQW 7KHUHIRUHHYDOXDWRUVQHHGWRWDLORUWKHLUDSSURDFKWR¿WWKH
complexity of the circumstances they face (Kaivo-oja & Stenvall 2013).
Addressing this need, Snowden and Boone (2007) broadened the traditional
approach to leadership and decision-making by drawing upon complexity science to
GHYHORSWKH&\QH¿Q10 framework, which allows decision-makers and leaders to see
things from new viewpoints, assimilate complex concepts, and address real-world
problems and opportunities. According to Snowden and Boone (2007, 69), “simple
DQG FRPSOLFDWHG FRQWH[WV DVVXPH DQ RUGHUHG XQLYHUVH ZKHUH FDXVHDQGHɣHFW
relationships are perceptible, and right answers can be determined based on the facts.
Complex and chaotic contexts are unordered—there is no immediately apparent
UHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQFDXVHDQGHɣHFWDQGWKHZD\IRUZDUGLVGHWHUPLQHGEDVHGRQ
emerging patterns. The ordered world is the world of fact-based management; the
XQRUGHUHGZRUOGUHSUHVHQWVSDWWHUQEDVHGPDQDJHPHQW´:KHQDGMXVWLQJGHFLVLRQ
making strategies to changing environmental conditions, it is important to make a
GLVWLQFWLRQEHWZHHQREMHFWLYHFKDQJHVDQGFKDQJHVLQGHFLVLRQPDNHUV¶SHUFHSWLRQV
6HQVHPDNLQJ KDV EHHQ GH¿QHG DV ³WKH RQJRLQJ UHWURVSHFWLYH GHYHORSPHQW RI
SODXVLEOHLPDJHVWKDWUDWLRQDOL]HZKDWSHRSOHDUHGRLQJ´ :HLFNHWDO 
7KHFRQFHSWZDVLQWURGXFHGWRRUJDQL]DWLRQDOVWXGLHVE\.DUO(:HLFNLQWKHV
and he aimed to encourage a shift away from the traditional focus of organization
theorists on decision-making and towards the processes that constitute the meaning
of the decisions that are enacted in behavior. Table 2 describes the main elements
RIWKHIUDPHZRUNOLVWVWKHORJLFRIVHQVHPDNLQJDQGDFWLRQDQG¿QDOO\WKHW\SH
evaluation plan or design suitable for each category.

9

Phronetic social science is an approach to the study of social phenomena based on a contemporary
interpretation of the classical Greek concept phronesis, variously translated as practical judgment, practical
wisdom, common sense, or prudence. Phronesis concerns values and interests and goes beyond analytical,
VFLHQWL¿FNQRZOHGJH HSLVWHPH DQGWHFKQLFDONQRZOHGJHRUNQRZKRZ WHFKQH DQGLWLQYROYHVZKDWKDVEHHQ
called “the art of judgement,” that is to say decisions made in the manner of a virtuoso social actor Flyvbjerg
(2016).

10

&\QH¿QSURQRXQFHGNXQHYLQLVD:HOVKZRUGWKDWUHIHUVWRWKHPXOWLSOHIDFWRUVDWSOD\LQRXUHQYLURQPHQW
DQGRXUH[SHULHQFHWKDWLQÀXHQFHXVLQZD\VZHFDQQRWXQGHUVWDQG
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Table 2. Cyneﬁn Framework and alternative evaluation designs (Adopted and modiﬁed from Snowden
and Boone 2007; Patton 2011).
KNOWN – SIMPLE

KNOWABLE – COMPLICATED

Characteristics:
- Cause and effect relationships are linear,
predictable and repeatable
- Policy contents are clear and easy to deﬁne
- Things are known and best practices can be
applied

Characteristics:
- Cause and effect are separated over
time and space
- Policies are interconnected and difficult
to separate
- Scenario planning, foresight and
systems thinking needed

Management or policy strategy:
- Process management and re-engineering;
incremental policymaking
Sense --> Categorize --> Respond
Evaluation Design:
- Summative evaluation
- Validation of best practices
- Focus on monitoring, outputs and outcomes

Management or policy strategy:
- Systems management; experimental
policymaking
Sense --> Analyze --> Respond
Evaluation Design:
- Formative evaluation, realist evaluation
- Focus on context, mechanisms
- Apply systems thinking

UNKNOWABLE – COMPLEX

UNKNOWABLE – CHAOS

Characteristics:
- Cause and effect is contingent and are only
coherent in retrospect and non-repeatable
- Policies are blurred and problems are wicked

Characteristics:
- No cause and effect relationships are
perceivable.
- Rapidly changing and highly unstable systems
dynamics
- Focus on interventions

Management or policy strategy:
- Complex adaptive systems and pattern
management; agile Policymaking
- Probe --> Sense --> Respond
Evaluation Design:
- Developmental evaluation
- Relational approach and complexity thinking
- Focus on interconnections, patterns and
change paths
- Identiﬁcation of the leverage points in a
system

Management or policy strategy:
- Crisis management, intuition and
emergency policymaking
Act --> Sense --> Respond
Evaluation Design:
- Rapid assessments
- Situation awareness, validity of
the data available
- Focus on utilization, speed and clarity

7DEOHGHVFULEHVWKHPDLQFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKHIRXUFHOOVRIWKH&\QH¿Q)UDPHZRUN
,Q WKH RULJLQDO IUDPHZRUN WKHUH LV DOVR D ¿IWK GRPDLQ  GLVRUGHU 7KDW FRQWH[W
PDNHVLWSDUWLFXODUO\GLɤFXOWWRUHFRJQL]HZKHQRQHLVLQLW$FWLRQSDWWHUQVDUH
often random and situational awareness is partly missing. Simple contexts can be
FKDUDFWHUL]HGE\VWDELOLW\DQGFOHDUFDXVHDQGHɣHFWUHODWLRQVKLSVWKDWDUHHDVLO\
discernible by everyone. According to Snowden & Boone (2007) simple contexts
require straightforward management and monitoring. This is possible because cause
DQGHɣHFWUHODWLRQVKLSVDUHOLQHDURSHUDWLQJHQYLURQPHQWLVUHODWLYHO\SUHGLFWDEOH
DQGUHSHDWDEOHDQGSROLF\SROLF\FRQWHQWVDUHFOHDUDQGHDV\WRGH¿QH,QWKLV¿HOGRI
“known knowns,” decisions are easy to make because most parties share a common
understanding. The role of public managers or policymakers is to sense, categorize,
and respond. Management and policymaking is normally incremental and follows
the principles of process management. According to Patton (2011, 109) the most
suitable type of evaluation in simple context is summative evaluation. The role of
HYDOXDWRULVWRPRQLWRULPSOHPHQWDWLRQDQGIRFXVRQHɤFLHQF\TXDOLW\DQGEHVW
practices.
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In a complicated context, however, decision-making and evaluation are more
GLɤFXOWGXHWRWKHSUHVHQFHRI³NQRZQXQNQRZQV´$FRPSOLFDWHGFRQWH[WLVWKH
domain of expertise, in which decision-makers can identify appropriate solutions
E\DQDO\]LQJLQYHVWLJDWLQJDQGGLDJQRVLQJ&DXVHVDQGHɣHFWV DUHVHSDUDWHGE\
WLPHDQGVSDFHDQGSROLFLHVDUHLQWHUFRQQHFWHGDQGGLɤFXOWWRVHSDUDWH7KHUHIRUH
scenario planning, foresight, and systems thinking are crucial. The role of the
policymaker is to sense, analyze, and respond. This approach is not easy and often
requires expertise, either in-house or external. To support policymakers, evaluation
needs to be more formative, take context and mechanisms into account, and follow
realist evaluation principles. Also, systems thinking is needed to understand the
interconnections between policies and the interaction patterns of agents participating
in the policymaking process.
,Q WKH FRPSOH[ FRQWH[W RI WKH &\QH¿Q IUDPHZRUN WKH ZKROH LV PXFK PRUH
than the sum of its parts. Complex contexts are characterized by emergence and
feature no best practices or right answers, but many “unknown unknowns.” Much
contemporary policymaking has shifted towards these contexts. Most situations and
decisions in organizations are complex because major changes cause unpredictability
DQGÀX[,QDVLWXDWLRQOLNHWKLVFDXVHDQGHɣHFWDUHQRUPDOO\FRQWLQJHQWDQGDUHRQO\
FRKHUHQWLQUHWURVSHFWDQGLQDQRQUHSHDWDEOHVHQVH3ROLFLHVDUHGLɤFXOWWRIUDPH
DQGGH¿QHDQGSUREOHPVDUHW\SLFDOO\ZLFNHG7KHUHIRUHSROLF\PDNHUVQHHGWR
SUREH¿UVWVHQVHVHFRQGDQGUHVSRQGWKLUG,QRWKHUZRUGVFRPSOH[FRQWH[WVFDOOIRU
intelligent public policy (see Virtanen and Stenvall 2018). Developmental evaluation
(see Patton 2011) seems to be most suitable for complex policymaking situations.
In developmental evaluation evaluators should apply a relational approach and
complexity thinking and focus on interconnections, patterns, and change paths.
Another important role for evaluators in a complex context (e.g., an organization,
SROLF\GRPDLQHFRQRP\RUHFRV\VWHP LVWR¿QGOHYHUDJHSRLQWVLQWKHV\VWHPDW
which a small shift in one factor can produce widespread changes.
)LQDOO\LQDFKDRWLFFRQWH[WLWLVLPSRVVLEOHWR¿QGULJKWDQVZHUVRUVROXWLRQV
,QWKLVFRQWH[WRI³XQNQRZDEOHV´QRFDXVHDQGHɣHFWUHODWLRQVKLSVFDQEHSHUFHLYHG
due to the rapidly changing and highly unstable system dynamics. Policymakers
PXVWFRQFHQWUDWHRQTXLFN¿[HVDQGSROLWLFDOUHVFXHRSHUDWLRQV7KHHYDOXDWRU¶VUROH
is to carry out rapid assessments and try to clarify situational awareness.
The next chapter examines how systemic thinking and complexity can lead to
additional interpretations of the problem of causal explanation described above
and to better utilization (and understanding) of the information provided by an
evaluation. It presents the basics of system thinking and complexity theory and their
application to policy and program evaluations. Finally, examples of how the systemic
evaluation model can be applied in practice are provided. The case study involves
thematic evaluation of the disaster preparedness and risk-reduction activities of
the Philippines in 2017.
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4

SYSTEMS APPROACH AND COMPLEXITY

4.1 SYSTEMS THINKING AND EMERGENCE
Systems thinking and complex adaptive systems research or complexity science is
DORRVHO\RUJDQL]HGDFDGHPLF¿HOGWKDWKDVJURZQXSDURXQGWKHVWXG\RIFRPSOH[
systems. It is not a single theory but encompasses more than one theoretical
framework and is highly interdisciplinary, seeking the answers to some fundamental
questions about living, adaptable, changeable systems (Stroh 2015).
According to Ståhle (2004, 3), complexity thinking has changed the system
paradigm in three ways. An understanding of system equilibrium, persistence and
continuity has changed to imbalance, continuous change and discontinuity, where
chaos and disorder were found to be a natural state and inevitable cause for systems
GHYHORSPHQW7KHSHUFHSWLRQRIZD\VRILQÀXHQFLQJWKHV\VWHPFKDQJHGVRWKDW
its external manipulation and objective monitoring were seen to be impossible or
XVHOHVVHɣRUWVDQGWKDWWKHV\VWHPFRXOGRQO\EHLQÀXHQFHGIURPWKHLQVLGH,Q
order to get systemic information, we should be the interacting as part of it. Third,
the task and the attention of the research were structured in a new way, instead
of truths and coherent prescripts, it was meant to understand the dynamics of the
organization and radical change processes.
Ben Ramalingam uses in his book “Aid on the Edge of Chaos” systems thinking
and complexity concepts to reveal the deep reasons and underlying patterns for
why development aid either works or doesn´t (Ramalingam 2013). It also provides
an informative tour of the reductionist thinking and over-simplistic approaches
that characterize so much current development policy and practice. Harry Jones
argues in his Oxfam blog11 that the reason complexity matters, comes down to one
or more of three major challenges:
1. Distributed capacities: the knowledge and capacities required to tackle problems
are spread across actors without strong, formalized institutional links.
2. Divergent goals: inherent to many problems are divergent interests, competing
QDUUDWLYHVRUFRQÀLFWLQJJRDOV
3. Uncertain change pathways: it is unclear how to achieve a given aim in a given
FRQWH[WRUFKDQJHSURFHVVHVLQYROYHVLJQL¿FDQWXQSUHGLFWDEOHIRUFHV

11

ŚƩƉƐ͗ͬͬŽǆĨĂŵďůŽŐƐ͘ŽƌŐͬĨƉϮƉͬĐŽŵƉůĞǆŝƚǇͲϭϬϭͲďĞŚŝŶĚͲƚŚĞͲŚǇƉĞͲǁŚĂƚͲĚŽͲǁĞͲĂĐƚƵĂůůǇͲŬŶŽǁͬ

51

Systems Approach and Complexity

Michael Q. Patton (2011) distinguishes three key elements that characterize complex
adaptive systems:
1. Nonlinearity - small actions can produce large reactions
2. Emergence - patterns emerge from self-organization among interacting agents
3. Dynamic adaptations - interacting elements and agents respond and adapt to
each other
Systems thinking deals with relatively stable patterns and trajectories and history
deals with particular events, variations and decisions, shocks that take place in
particular places at particular times – but complexity thinking marries the two and
provides us with sophisticated unique theory of change. As Boulton et al. (2015, 29)
put it: “It is detail and variation coupled with interconnection that provide the fuel
IRULQQRYDWLRQHYROXWLRQFKDQJHDQGOHDUQLQJ´6\VWHPVWKLQNLQJFDQEHGH¿QHG
as a cognitive process of studying and understanding complex systems. There are
VHYHUDOGH¿QLWLRQVDYDLODEOHHJ
x %DUU\ 5LFKPRQG   GH¿QHV V\VWHPV WKLQNLQJ DV WKH DUW DQG VFLHQFH RI
making reliable inferences about behavior by developing an increasingly deep
understanding of underlying structure.
x 3HWHU6HQJH  DQRWKHUOHDGHULQWKH¿HOGGH¿QHVV\VWHPVWKLQNLQJDVD
discipline for seeing wholes and a framework for seeing interrelationships rather
than things, for seeing patterns of change rather than static snapshots.
x /LQGD6ZHHQH\DQG-RKQ6WHUPDQ  DXWKRUVDQGUHVHDUFKHUVLQWKH¿HOG
of systems thinking, found that that much of the art of systems thinking involves
the ability to represent and assess dynamic complexity (e.g., behavior that arises
IURPWKHLQWHUDFWLRQRIDV\VWHP¶VDJHQWVRYHUWLPH 7KH\OLVWVSHFL¿FV\VWHPV
thinking skills as including the ability to:
o Understand how the behavior of a system arises from the interaction of its
agents over time (i.e. dynamic complexity);
o Discover and represent feedback processes (both positive and negative)
hypothesized to underlie observed patterns of system behavior;
o ,GHQWLI\VWRFNDQGÀRZUHODWLRQVKLSV
o Recognize delays and understand their impact;
o Identify nonlinearities;
o Recognize and challenge the boundaries of mental (and formal) models.
Compared to linear Logical Framework, Logic Model or Results Chain approaches,
the systems models focus more on transformation mechanisms that translate inputs
into outputs and outcomes. Logic model thinking considers the end product to be
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sum of the actions, whereas systems thinking sees that has emerged as a product
of interactions.
There has been an increasing criticism that RBM (Results-Based Management
PRGHO DQGORJLFPRGHODSSURDFKLQHYDOXDWLRQDUHQRWVXɤFLHQWWRROVIRUVWXG\LQJ
or evaluating development interventions in complex settings (see e.g. Patton 2011;
Ramalingam 2013). Rationalistic (in the meaning of synoptic) planning frameworks,
which embed the causal logic behind actions (from inputs to outcomes and impacts)
KDYHEHHQGHYHORSHGDQGXVHGH[WHQVLYHO\HVSHFLDOO\LQWKH¿HOGRILQWHUQDWLRQDO
GHYHORSPHQWDLG7RRRIWHQWKHLQÀH[LELOLW\RIWKH/)$FDQOLPLWVWDɣFDSDFLW\WRDGDSW
WRHPHUJHQWWUHQGVE\KROGLQJWKHPDFFRXQWDEOHWRSUHGLFWHGFDXVHDQGHɣHFWUDWKHU
than accountable for the ability to learn from the use of rigorous evidence analysis
in implementation and to adapt to changing circumstances and understand the
conversion mechanisms that translate inputs into outputs, outcomes and impacts
(Virtanen & Uusikylä 2004).

Figure 11. The intervention logic of the Logical Framework Approach (LFA) and Systems Approach (SA)
(source: the author)

The Logical Framework Approach treats the process planning and implementation
as linear process where A leads to B and B leads to C etc. whereas in Systems
$SSURDFK $ FDQ OHDG WR % DQG & VLPXOWDQHRXVO\ DQG % DQG & FDQ ¿UH EDFN WR
A. Policymaking platform can be seen as a complex adaptive system in which, a
JURXSRIDJHQWV SROLF\PDNHUVFLYLOVHUYDQWV¿UPV1*2VOREE\RUJDQL]DWLRQVDQG
specialized interest groups) interact in interdependent ways to produce system-wide
SDWWHUQVVXFKWKDWWKRVHSDWWHUQVWKHQLQÀXHQFHEHKDYLRXURIWKHDJHQWV:HFDQFDOO
this nested structure policymaking culture or commonly agreed policy or strategy.
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Table 3. Differences between Traditional Program Approach and Systems Approach (source: the author)
ELEMENTS

PROGRAM MODEL

SYSTEMS MODEL

Intervention Logic

Linear

Non-linear

Idea on results

Predetermined and ﬁxed

Emerging and changing

End product

Sum of the actions

Product of interactions

Key actors

Deﬁned stakeholders

Nodes of the network

Project manager

Controller and coordinator

Enabler

Outcomes

As deﬁned in the project plan

Real-life changes and outcomes

Coordination mechanism

Compliance, rules

Learning, trust

Success story

Achieving results

Understanding patterns

7DEOHVXPPDUL]HVWKHGLɣHUHQFHVEHWZHHQ7UDGLWLRQDO3URJUDP$SSURDFKDQG
Systems thinking. Traditional program theory or Logical Framework Approach
UHOLHVRQOLQHDUSURJUDPORJLFDQGSUHGHWHUPLQHGDQG¿[HGUHVXOWVDQGRXWFRPHV
that are constructed as sums of the individual actions. Actions are to be coordinated
DFFRUGLQJWRSUHGH¿QHGSURMHFWRUSURJUDPSODQ$FFRUGLQJWRWKHV\VWHPVDSSURDFK
VRFLDOUHDOLW\FRPSULVHVLQWHUDFWLQJSDUWVZKLFKFRQVHTXHQWO\FDQQRWEH¿UVWWUHDWHG
independently and then simply aggregated to describe the whole as in the analytical
micro to macro approach. Systemic approach takes the systems approach even
further by analyzing not only systems and their sub-system but also potential
trajectories emerging from collision of interconnected agents in a policy space (i.e.
exploration of the space of possibilities). Interconnectedness and trust are main
characteristics of a complex socio-economic system. Therefore, systems analysis
emphasizes concepts such as: emergence, co-evolution, connectivity, simple rules,
LWHUDWLRQDQGVHOIRUJDQL]LQJSULQFLSOHV)U\HU  RɣHUVDOLVWRISURSHUWLHVIRU
complex adaptive systems:
1. Emergence: Instead of being planned or controlled, the agents in the system
interact in apparently random ways. From all these interactions patterns emerge
which informs the behavior of the agents within the system and the behavior
of the system itself.
2. Co-evolution: All systems exist within their own environment and they are also
part of that environment. Therefore, as their environment changes they need to
FKDQJHWRHQVXUHEHVW¿W%XWEHFDXVHWKH\DUHSDUWRIWKHLUHQYLURQPHQWZKHQ
they change, they change their environment, and as it has changed they need
to change again, and so it goes on as a constant process. That is: communities
where work takes place are not static but in a process of constant evolution and
change.
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3. Connectivity: The ways in which the agents in a system connect and relate
to one another is critical to the survival of the system, because it is from these
connections that the patterns are formed and the feedback disseminated. The
relationships between the agents are sometimes more important than the agents
themselves.
4. Simple Rules: Complex adaptive systems are not complicated. The emerging
patterns may have a rich variety, but like a kaleidoscope the rules governing
the function of the system are quite simple. From the point of view this means
only some changes of perception on work.
5. Iteration: Small changes in the initial conditions of the system can have
VLJQL¿FDQW HɣHFWV DIWHU WKH\ KDYH SDVVHG WKURXJK WKH HPHUJHQFH  IHHGEDFN
ORRSDIHZWLPHV RIWHQUHIHUUHGWRDVWKHEXWWHUÀ\HɣHFW 7KLVLGHDLVOLNHO\WR
KDYHHɣHFWRQSURMHFWPHWKRGVDQGWUDLQLQJ
6. Self-Organizing: In a pure model there is no hierarchy of command and
control in a complex adaptive system. There is no planning or managing, but
FRQVWDQWUHRUJDQL]LQJWDNHVSODFHWR¿QGWKHEHVW¿WZLWKWKHHQYLURQPHQW,Q
the real (organized) world this naturally is a naïve assumption but it might give
some new ideas especially in developing community-based projects.
7. Edge of Chaos: Complexity theory is not the same as chaos theory, which is
derived from mathematics. But chaos does have a place in complexity theory in
that systems exist on a spectrum ranging from equilibrium to chaos. A system
in equilibrium does not have the internal dynamics to enable it to respond to
its environment and eventually slowly die. A system in chaos therefore ceases
to function as a system.
8. Nested Systems: Most systems are nested within other systems and many
systems are systems of smaller systems.
:LOOLDPV DQG +XPPHOEUXQQHU    VXJJHVW WKDW WKH EHVW PHDQV RI
understanding what is involved in thinking systematically is through three concepts
or elements: interrelationships, perspectives and boundaries. Translating these
elements into evaluation questions would be the following:

Interrelationships
7KHV\VWHPV¿HOGFDQKHOSLQDQDO\]LQJG\QDPLFDQGQRQOLQHDUDVSHFWVDQGSURYLGHV
a range of modelling techniques which fall into two broad categories: models that
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provide insight (e.g. rich picture, causal loop diagrams, social network analysis) or
PRGHOVIRUSUHGLFWLRQ VWRFNÀRZGLDJUDPVDJHQWEDVHGPRGHOOLQJ 7KHHYDOXDWLRQ
questions to be asked would be:
x How to make sense of the nature of interrelationships within a situation?
x How to make sense of the processes between them?
x How to make sense of the patterns that emerge from those processes, with what
consequences, and for whom?
x :K\GRHVWKLVPDWWHU"7RZKRP",QZKLFKFRQWH[W"

Perspectives
7KH V\VWHPV ¿HOG KDV GHYHORSHG D PHWKRGRORJ\ IRU ORRNLQJ DW VLWXDWLRQV IURP
GLɣHUHQWSHUVSHFWLYHV VRIWV\VWHPV $QGLWRɣHUVWHFKQLTXHVIRUFRQYH\LQJLGHDV
EHWZHHQGLɣHUHQWVWDNHKROGHUV HJFLUFXODUGLDORJXHV\VWHPLFTXHVWLRQLQJ DQGWR
RYHUFRPHGLɣHUHQFHV HJGLDOHFWLFDOPHWKRGVRILQTXLU\VROXWLRQIRFXV ¶
x :KDWDUHWKHGLɣHUHQWZD\VLQZKLFKVLWXDWLRQVFDQEHXQGHUVWRRG"
x +RZDUHWKHVHGLɣHUHQWXQGHUVWDQGLQJVJRLQJWRDɣHFWWKHZD\LQZKLFKSHRSOH
judge the success of an endeavour?
x +RZZLOOSHRSOHVGLɣHUHQWXQGHUVWDQGLQJVDɣHFWWKHLUEHKDYLRUDQGWKXVWKH
behavior of the situation, especially when things go wrong from their perspective?
:LWKZKDWUHVXOWDQGVLJQL¿FDQFH"

Boundaries
7KHV\VWHPV¿HOGRɣHUVDPHWKRGRORJ\IRUDVVHVVLQJWKHFRQVHTXHQFHVRIERXQGDU\
choices (critical systems heuristic). In addition, some methods contain techniques
IRU DGGUHVVLQJ VSHFL¿F ERXQGDU\ LVVXHV HJ YLDEOH V\VWHPV PRGHO FRQWDLQHU
GLɣHUHQFHH[FKDQJHPRGHO 
x How is a situation being framed, i.e. who is drawing what kind of boundary?
x :KDWDUHWKHSUDFWLFDODQGHWKLFDOFRQVHTXHQFHVRIWKLVIUDPLQJDQGZKDWGR
those consequences imply for action?
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4.2 COMPLEXITY THEORY AND CHALLENGES TO EVALUATION
,WKDVEHHQQRWHGWKDWOLQHDURUUDWLRQDOHYDOXDWLRQPHWKRGVDUHTXDOL¿HGDVQRW
VXLWDEOHWRSURYLGHEDODQFHGMXGJHPHQWVIRUZLFNHGSUREOHPVEHFDXVHWKH\RQO\¿W
WKHXQDPELJXRXVFRQWH[WVRIWDPHGRUVLPSOHSUREOHPV 7HUPHHU 'H:XOI
Head & Alford, 2015). These methods do not account for typical wicked problem
challenges such as examination of multiple frames, interconnectedness of policies,
FRQÀLFWLQJ JRDOV DPELJXRXV RU FKDQJLQJ SULRULWLHV SUREOHPDWLF DWWULEXWLRQV
uncertain solutions, constantly evolving problems and time and scale disconnects
7HUPHHU 'H:XOI $FFRUGLQJWR&LOOLHUV
A complex system can be seen as a network of dynamic nonlinear
UHODWLRQVKLSV7KHVHUHODWLRQVKLSVFDQEHHTXDWHGZLWK'HUULGD¶VQRWLRQ
of traces. The dynamics of the system is a result of all the interactions
in the system, but since this interaction also consists of multiple
VLPXOWDQHRXVQRQOLQHDUIHHGEDFNZLWKDFRQVWDQWÀRZRIHQHUJ\
through it, it operates in a state far from equilibrium. This perpetual
DFWLYLW\LVLQHɣHFWDIRUPRIGLɣpUDQFH7KLVQRWLRQLVH[WUHPHO\XVHIXO
to describe the way in which the emergent properties of the system can
manifest themselves, yet be in constant transformation. (Cilliers 2011,
142-143).
Complexity theory is more a loosely-coupled group of theories and models that
attempts to rationalize the behavior of large and complex systems that operate at
WKHHGJHRIFKDRV&RPSOH[V\VWHPVDUHFKLHÀ\FRQFHUQHGZLWKWKHEHKDYLRUVDQG
SURSHUWLHVRIV\VWHPV$V\VWHPEURDGO\GH¿QHGLVDVHWRIHQWLWLHVWKDWWKURXJK
WKHLULQWHUDFWLRQVUHODWLRQVKLSVRUGHSHQGHQFLHVIRUPDXQL¿HGZKROH2ULJLQV
of complexity theory can therefore be traced back into general systems theory
%HUWDQODQɣ\ DQGF\EHUQHWLFV :LHQHU DQGWRGD\LWLVDVVRFLDWHGPDLQO\
ZLWKWKH¿HOGVRIFRPSXWHUVFLHQFHPDWKHPDWLFVDQGHFRQRPLFVDQGELRORJ\HWF
7KH¿UVWUHVHDUFKLQVWLWXWHIRFXVHGRQFRPSOH[V\VWHPVZDVWKH6DQWD)H,QVWLWXWH
(founded in 1984). Scientists associated with the Santa Fe Institute are especially
6WXDUW.DXɣPDQ .DXɣPDQ DQG-RKQ+ROODQG +ROODQG
1998) that have worked on complex adaptive systems (CAS), as well as the work of
scientists based in Europe such as Peter Allen (1997) and Brian Goodwin (Goodwin
1995).
Complexity studies do not provide a single theory, but the question is a
combination of theoretical frameworks and trends across a range of disciplines.
&RPSOH[LW\ VWXGLHV VHSDUDWH WZR VXE¿HOGV WKDW H[DPLQH WZR GLɣHUHQW NLQGV RI
emergence: the study of complex physical systems (CPS) and study of complex
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adaptive systems (CAS). These elements, normally called as agents learn and
DGDSW LQ UHVSRQVH WR LQWHUDFWLRQV ZLWK RWKHU DJHQWV +ROODQG     :LWKLQ
the organizational studies, evaluation studies and among scholars of public policy,
complexity has not only been seen an emerging theory of governance, but also as a
powerful metaphorical tool. Kurt A. Richardson has explored the theoretical grounds
RIWKHFRPSOH[LW\VWXGLHVLQWKH¿HOGRIRUJDQL]DWLRQVFLHQFH+HGH¿QHVWKUHHPDLQ
DSSURDFKHVWRVWXG\FRPSOH[V\VWHPVLQWKH¿HOGRIRUJDQL]DWLRQDOVWXGLHV 7KH
reductionist or neo-reductionist approach, 2) metaphorical approach and 3) critical
pluralistic approach (Richardson & Cilliers (2001) and Richardson (2008)). The
1HR5HGXFWLRQLVW 6FKRRO UHSUHVHQWV D NLQG RI ¿HUFH FRPSOH[LW\ WKDW EHOLHYHV LQ
modeling and explaining their power. This community seeks to uncover the general
SULQFLSOHVRIFRPSOH[V\VWHPVOLNHQHGWRWKHIXQGDPHQWDO¿HOGHTXDWLRQVRISK\VLFV
,W VHHNV WR LGHQWLI\ DQG PRGHO WKH QDWXUDO SULQFLSOHV WKDW DɣHFW WKH IXQFWLRQLQJ
of socio-economic systems. The Metaphorical School represents the soft line of
FRPSOH[LW\VFLHQFHV,QWKLVWKHFRQFHSWVRɣHUHGE\FRPSOH[LW\WKLQNLQJDUHXWLOL]HG
symbolically as stimuli stimulating thought. The purpose is not to model things but
to look at them from new perspectives. According to this school, the complexity
perspective, with its associated language, provides a powerful lens through which
to see organizations or governance systems. The Critical Pluralistic School, which
is also called complexity thinking, rejects the modeling of the complexity of the
idea of a neo-ideological approach. Representatives of the school also resort to a
relativism typical of the metaphorical school, where complexity concepts are used
rather casually to describe almost any phenomenon. The Critical Pluralist school
is not so interested in phenomena that can be explained but in phenomena that
can not be explained. The school focuses on the epistemological consequences of
complexity, in other words how we can gain understanding of complex reality and
what can we all know about.
'XULQJODVWGHFD\VFRPSOH[LW\VFLHQFHKDVEHHQJDLQLQJWUDFWLRQDOVRLQWKH¿HOG
of organizational studies in terms of self organizations and management (Byrne
1998; Stacey & Mowles 2016) and more generally in social sciences (Innes & Booher
 /XKPDQ  %RXOWRQ HW DO  :DWWV  6WURJDW]   %\ VWXG\LQJ
complicated, complex and chaotic systems, scholars of social sciences can overcome
an atomistic view of the rational choice thinking where society is often seen as a
playground occupied by atomistic individuals, their (self)interests and resources
available. Complexity theory encourages us see how order, pattern and structure
DULVH RU HPHUJHV IURP VHW RI LQWHUDFWLRQV :H FDQ VHH KRZ WKH PDQ\ GLVSDUDWH
elements of a system work with each other to shape the whole and its outcomes,
as well as how each element evolves over time.
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$V3DXO&LOOLHUV  GH¿QHVWKHDQDO\VLVRIFRPSOH[V\VWHPV
³,QRXUDQDO\VLVRIFRPSOH[V\VWHPV>«@ZHPXVWDYRLGWKHWUDSRI
WU\LQJWR¿QGPDVWHUNH\V%HFDXVHRIWKHPHFKDQLVPVE\ZKLFK
complex systems structure themselves, single principles provide
LQDGHTXDWHGHVFULSWLRQV:HVKRXOGUDWKHUEHVHQVLWLYHWRFRPSOH[DQG
self-organizing interactions and appreciate the play of patterns that
perpetually transforms the system itself as well as the environment in
which it operates”
'DYLWHU  KDVSXWIRUZDUGWKUHHGLɣHUHQWZD\VWRIDFHZLFNHGSUREOHPV7KHVH
are problem-solving, taming, and coping. Basically, no strategy is better than the
other. Instead of choosing a single correct strategy, the question is rather about the
FRPSURPLVHVEHWZHHQWKHGLɣHUHQWVWUDWHJLHVDQGZKHWKHUGLɣHUHQWUHVSRQVHVWR
GLɣHUHQWO\SX]]OLQJSUREOHPVDUHQHHGHG'LVFXVVLRQDERXWFRPSOH[LW\LQUHODWLRQWR
evidence-informed decision-making has been emphasized in recent years (Newman
+HDG$QVHOO *H\HU:ROI (YLGHQFHEDVHGGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ
clearly shows two clear schools. On one had rationalists believe in the gathering of
objective evidence and emphasize the primacy of the fundamentality of decisionmaking. Constructivists (based constructivist knowledge theory) on the other
hand see evidence as being subjectively subjected to subjective interpretation,
emphasizing democratic decision-making and warning of the risks of top-down
rationalist decision-making (Raisio et al. 2018b; Newman 2017).
The value of the complexity theory is that it helps to seek a balance between
the two schools and rise above the confrontation. Raisio et al. (2018) interpret
that rationalistic and constructivist views are not as incompatible as are generally
assumed (see also Newman 2017). More likely complexity thinking helps to
LGHQWLI\GLɣHUHQWW\SHVRISUREOHPVDQGWRSRVLWLRQUDWLRQDOLVWDQGFRQVWUXFWLYLVW
YLHZVLQUHODWLRQWRGLɣHUHQWGHFLVLRQPDNLQJVLWXDWLRQV5DLVLRHWDO  KDYH
elaborated the dichotomy between tame and wicked problems, sketching the socalled wickedness cube, which also recognizes messy problems. In the model, the
tame, messy and wicked problems are perceived in relation to three dimensions: 1)
the uncertainty in relation to risks, consequences of action and changing patterns; 2)
complexity of elements and interdependencies; and 3) divergence and fragmentation
in viewpoints, values and strategic intentions. These dimensions form the wickedness
cube in which the simple and tame problems lie in the lower left corner, messy and
complicated problems near the center of the cube and wicked and complex problems
in the top right corner of the cube. It should be noted that this is an ideal model.
,QUHDOLW\WKHGLɣHUHQFHEHWZHHQGLɣHUHQWW\SHVRISUREOHPVLVQRWDVFOHDUDVLW
appears in the cube. The boundaries of the types of problems can be blurred and
can change as part of the development of the situation or phenomenon. It is also
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possible to develop the presented theoretical model, for example, by adding other
types of problems ( Head & Alford 2017) or dimensions such as time to the cube.
For the empirical applications of the wickedness cube, see Raisio et al. (2018).
Identifying wicked problems dates back to the late 1960s (Churchman 1967).
5LWWHUDQG:HEEHU  FRQFHSWXDOO\GLVWLQJXLVKWZRH[WUHPHFDWHJRULHVRI
problems in decision-making situations (i.e., tame problems and wicked problems).
7KHPDLQFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIZLFNHGSUREOHPVDFFRUGLQJWR5LWWHUDQG:HEEHU  
are listed in Raisio et al. (2019, 5):
  7KHUHLVQRGH¿QLWLYHIRUPXODWLRQRIDZLFNHGSUREOHP'LɣHUHQWDSSURDFKHVWR
WKHSUREOHPVHHLWGLɣHUHQWO\'LɣHUHQWSURSRVHGVROXWLRQVUHÀHFWWKHIDFWWKDW
LWLVGH¿QHGGLɣHUHQWO\
2) There is “no stopping rule.” Unlike in an experiment where you can stop natural
processes and control variables, you cannot step outside a wicked problem or
stop it to contemplate an approach to answering it. Things keep changing as
policymakers are trying to formulate their answers.
3) Solutions are not true or false, rather they are good or bad. There is no right
answer, and no one is in the position to say what is a right answer. The many
stakeholders focus on whether proposed solutions are ones they like from their
point of view.
4) There is no test of whether a solution will work or has worked. After a solution
LVWULHGWKHFRPSOH[DQGXQSUHGLFWDEOHUDPL¿FDWLRQVRIWKHLQWHUYHQWLRQZLOO
FKDQJHWKHFRQWH[WLQVXFKDZD\WKDWWKHSUREOHPLVQRZGLɣHUHQW
5) Every solution is a one-shot operation. There can be no gradual learning by trial
and error because each intervention changes the problem in an irreversible way.
6) There is no comprehensive list of possible solutions.
7) Each wicked problem is unique, so that it is hard to learn from previous problems
EHFDXVHWKH\ZHUHGLɣHUHQWLQDVLJQL¿FDQWZD\
8) A wicked problem is itself a symptom of other problems. Incremental solutions
run the risk of not really addressing the underlying problem.
9) There is a choice about how to see the problem, but how we see the problem
determines which type of solutions we will try and apply.
 :LFNHGVRFLHWDOSUREOHPVKDYHHɣHFWVRQUHDOSHRSOHVRRQHFDQQRWFRQGXFW
H[SHULPHQWVWRVHHZKDWZRUNVZLWKRXWKDYLQJWDQJLEOHHɣHFWVRQSHRSOH¶VOLYHV
The critical element in the analysis of complex systms is feedback. According to
Richardson (2008, 14) “it is the existence of nonlinear feedback in complex systems
that allows for emergence, self-organization, adaptation, learning and many other
key concepts that have become synonymous with complexity thinking—and all
the things that make management such a challenge. It is not just the existence of
feedback loops that leads to complex behavior”. That leads us to policy-learning and
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the role of evaluation supporting learning and development in complex adaptive
systems.

4.3 EVALUATING NETWORKS AND COMPLEX ADAPTIVE
SYSTEMS
6\VWHPVWKLQNLQJDQGFRPSOH[LW\WKHRULHVKDYHUHFHQWO\DOVREHHQDSSOLHGLQWKH¿HOG
of policy analysis and evaluation (Patton 2011; Boulton et al. 2015; Reynolds 2015;
Eoyang & Oakden 2016). This has created a wide range of options for evaluating
complex interactions and emergent outcomes in program implementations. In
complexity evaluation (Stame 2004; Byrne 2013; Patton 2011), the evaluator cannot
turn to the traditional program of reductionism and its techniques of controlled
experiments and retrospective statistical evidence. Byrne (2011) states that
researchers (or evaluators) should focus on the trajectories of systems understood
as descriptions through time of the nature of the systems and should track the
points of stability and change in the systems.
%\UQHDQG&DOODJKDQ  DUJXHWKDWIRUUHVWULFWHGFRPSOH[LW\WKHVSHFL¿FDWLRQ
of rules driving system behavior can be understood as equivalent to a description
of causality.
1) For complex systems, what is caused is the state of the system, the character
the system has at any given time point in its trajectory.
2) There is no simple direction of causality in any sense for complex systems.
Intersected systems have causal powers in relation to one another. Cause
operates in any and all directions.
3) Causes in relation to complex systems are seldom if ever single or additive.
Interaction among elements is always what matters.
4) For complex systems of the same kind. The same system state may be produced
LQGLɣHUHQWZD\VDQGWKRVHZD\VDUHQRWRQO\PXOWLSOHLQQXPEHUEXWJHQHUDOO\
are complex and interactive in kind.
5) Time matters. Sequence and duration both have to be considered when exploring
causality in complex systems.
6) The point of hunting causes is only secondary to explain what is in terms of
retroductive history. The interesting thing is the informing of action directed
toward the achievement of futures.
Innes and Booher (2010) state that when applying complexity theory to public policy
and planning, one should focus on the interactions and relationships rather than
WKHV\VWHPDVDZKROH7KH\VXPPDUL]H¿YHNH\IHDWXUHVRI&$6VWKDWQHHGWREH
considered when studying or evaluating complex policy domains and phenomena.
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Table 4. Main evaluation areas of complex adaptive policy systems (Modiﬁed from Innes & Booher (2010, 32).
Feature

Description

Agents

The system comprises large number Inclusiveness of the networks.
of individual agents connected
Dynamics of the systems.
through multiple networks.
Number and type of agents.

Interactions

The agents interact dynamically,
exchanging information and energy
based upon heuristics that organize
the interactions locally. Effects
propagate though the system.

Evaluation criteria

Type of interaction patterns and
networks (weak ties or strong ties;
loosely coupled or dense networks).
Dissemination mechanisms and
patterns.
Role of subgroups or individual
agents (brokerage, isolated nodes,
centrality etc.)

Nonlinearity

The interactions are nonlinear,
iterative, recursive, and selfreferential. There are many direct
and indirect feedback loops.

Type of dynamics

System
behaviour

The system is open, the behaviour
of the system is determined by
interactions, not the components,
and behaviour of the system can
only be understood by looking at
the interactions.

Interaction patterns

Robustness
and
adaptation

The system displays both capacity
to maintain its viability and the
capacity to evolve. When the agents
will adapt to each other, the system
can reorganize its internal structure
without the intervention of an
external agent.

Capacity to adopt and evolve

Feedback mechanisms

Learning type (single loop, douple
loop or triple loop learning)

Level of trust
Number of enabling or restricting
structures or processes.

In contrast to the traditional approaches, developmental evaluation by Michael
Quinn Patton applies complexity concepts and approaches to enhance innovation
DQGXVHRIHYDOXDWLRQ¿QGLQJV 3DWWRQ Context is a very crucial term also for
Michael Quinn Patton, widely considered as the founder of the current Developmental
(YDOXDWLRQ '( SDUDGLJP,QKLVWH[WERRNKHVSHFL¿HVVRPHLGHDVEHKLQGKLV
thinking. Table 3. describes the main evaluation areas of complex adaptive systems.
The main elements of the table are actors, interconnections, nonlinear dynamics,
system behavior based on interactions and adaptations mechanisms. According to
Patton (2011, 1) developmental evaluation supports innovation development to guide
adaptation to emergent and dynamic realities in complex environments. Innovations
can take the form of new projects, programs, products, organizational changes, policy
reforms, and system interventions. A complex system is characterized by a large
number of interacting and interdependent elements in which there is no central
control. Patterns of change emerge from rapid, real time interactions that generate
learning, evolution, and development – if one is paying attention and knows how to
observe and capture the important and emergent patterns. Complex environments
for social interventions and innovations are those in which what to do to solve
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SUREOHPVLVXQFHUWDLQDQGNH\VWDNHKROGHUVDUHLQFRQÀLFWDERXWKRZWRSURFHHG
Hayes (2008, 417) argues that evaluation of policy processes based on complexity
theory emphasizes the need for a whole systems analysis that can be informed by
a time series perspective. Only this transitional and analysis approach (see chapter
5.) will give the full understanding on complexity and its impact on public policies.

Developmental Evaluation
Developmental evaluation emphases innovation and strategic learning rather than
the standard outcomes and logic model-based approaches discussed earlier in this
paper. In this sense, it resembles the so-called realistic evaluation model. Pawson
DQG7LOOH\GHYHORSHGWKH¿UVWUHDOLVWLFHYDOXDWLRQDSSURDFKLQ7KH\DUJXHG
that in order to be useful to decision-makers, evaluations need to identify what
works in which circumstances and for whom, rather than merely asking “does it
ZRUN"´7KHFRPSOHWHUHDOLVWTXHVWLRQLV³:KDWZRUNVIRUZKRPLQZKDWUHVSHFWV
to what extent, in what contexts, and how?” In order to answer that question, realist
evaluators aim to identify the underlying generative mechanisms that explain how
WKHRXWFRPHVZHUHFDXVHGDQGWKHLQÀXHQFHRIFRQWH[W 3DZVRQDQG7LOOH\ 
Emergent and dynamic realities in complex environments and interacting and
interdependent elements are fundamentally new thoughts in the program evaluation
tradition, which normally follows the causal explanatory path and focuses mainly
on deviations of the pre-set targets or benchmarks. Although Patton is not explicit
in explaining the mechanisms that transform or give form for the new emerging
elements, he hints that these result from a complex set of interaction between
actors, ideas and competing preferences or issues.

Figure 12. Developmental evaluation as dynamic reframing (Adapted from Patton 2015, copyright Front Ltd).
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Figure 12 illustrates how developmental evaluation is especially needed when actions
are embedded in a complex system, and actors (policymakers, experts, program
managers, etc.) are trying to change it. Actors make these decisions with limited
information and knowledge, which most often leads to unintended consequences.
Therefore, decision-making is constant learning (usually by trial and error), and
WKDWLVZK\GHYHORSPHQWDOHYDOXDWLRQLVDSURFHVVRIG\QDPLFUHIUDPLQJ:KHQ
choosing the “right” evaluation approach, the level of complexity and the role of
the evaluator should be taken into consideration.
Traditional program evaluation approaches can be categorized roughly into two
GLɣHUHQWDSSURDFKHVIRUPDWLYHHYDOXDWLRQVDQGVXPPDWLYHHYDOXDWLRQV)RUPDWLYH
evaluations (or ex ante evaluations) are typically conducted before a program is
launched in full-scale. The purpose of a formative evaluation is to improve the
program model. Summative evaluations (or ex post evaluations) are conducted
after the program (or some phases of it) has ended. The purpose of a summative
evaluation is to assess whether the program has been successful. Developmental
HYDOXDWLRQGLɣHUVIURPERWKWKHVHDSSURDFKHVDVLWDLPVWRGHYHORSWKHZKROHSURFHVV
(goals, methods, etc.) continuously to best respond to the changing conditions.
7KHPDLQGLɣHUHQFHVEHWZHHQGHYHORSPHQWDOHYDOXDWLRQDQGWUDGLWLRQDOSURJUDP
evaluation are summarized below:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

)RUPDWLYHHYDOXDWLRQDLPVWRLPSURYHDQG¿QHWXQHSURJUDP
Summative evaluation tests, proves and validates program models
Linear problem solving and known cause of the problem, high predictability
3URJUDPVDUHRXWFRPHGULYHQKRZEHVWWRUHDFKWKHGH¿QHGJRDOV
Developmental evaluation aims to continuously develop the whole process; both
the goals and the methods, to best respond to the changing conditions
Nonlinear, complex and dynamic conditions for problem solving, high
unpredictability
Programs are driven by the aim to enable systems-change
Social innovations and adaptive management
Developmental evaluation can also lead to generation of a model to be evaluated
formatively and summatively.

Figure 13 suggests that another criterion for choosing the most appropriate evaluation
design is the phase or life stage of an initiative or program. Developmental evaluation
is most suitable for new, explorative and innovative programs that experiment
ZLWKGLɣHUHQWDSSURDFKHVDQGDFWLYLWLHV,QWKHVHFLUFXPVWDQFHVGHYHORSPHQWDO
evaluation can report the results and experiences of the pilots and, thus, give
UHÀHFWLYHVXSSRUWWRSURJUDPPDQDJHPHQWWRUHGHVLJQWKHSURJUDPWDUJHWV
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Figure 13. When to choose developmental evaluation approach (Preskil & Beer 2012, 6)

Above, developmental evaluation as it relates to summative and formative evaluation
approaches was explained. Yet, there is still confusion as to how other complexitydriven, systems-oriented or real-time evaluation models relate to developmental
HYDOXDWLRQDQGZKDWWKHPDMRUGLɣHUHQFHVEHWZHHQWKHVHDUH

Outcome Mapping and Outcome Harvesting
One approach to make a conversion mechanism explicit is to apply outcome mapping
(OM). The objective of the OM method, as with contribution analysis (CA), is to
improve causal interpretation in the simple program model and logical framework.
2XWFRPH PDSSLQJ DOVR DWWHPSWV WR KLJKOLJKW QRQOLQHDU HɣHFWV DQG LQGLYLGXDO
functional and behavior-related changes in the groups targeted by the measures.
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:LOOLDPVDQG+XPPHOEUXQQHU  UDLVHIRXUNH\SULQFLSOHVRIWKH20
method:
ϭͿ Actor-oriented development and changes in behavior. Outcome mapping takes
into account the fact that people and organizations manage change processes.
$SURJUDP¶VXQGHUO\LQJSUREOHPVDQGJRDOVDQGWKHUHODWHGLQGLFDWRUVPXVWEH
GHWHUPLQHGE\PHDQVRIWKHFKDQJHVREVHUYHGLQDFWRUV¶EHKDYLRU
ϮͿ &RQWLQXRXV OHDUQLQJ DQG ÀH[LELOLW\ The model emphasizes that the most
IXQFWLRQDO DQG HɣHFWLYH SODQQLQJ PRQLWRULQJ DQG HYDOXDWLRQ PHDVXUHV DUH
DOZD\VF\FOLFDOLWHUDWLYHDQGUHÀH[LYH7KH\DWWHPSWWRLQFUHDVHNQRZOHGJHRI
the actors, contexts and challenges involved with the push for social change.
ϯͿ Participation and accountability. Having partners and interest groups participate
LQWKHSODQQLQJDQGPRQLWRULQJSURFHVVDQGHPSKDVL]LQJWKHUHÀH[LYLW\DQG
reciprocity of interdependency creates shared commitment and accountability
for the implementation of the program.
ϰͿ Nonlinearity and contribution. The starting points for change processes and
transformation are shared collectively. Instead of funder-controlled, mechanical
input–output thinking, these are the result of complex interdependencies.
Outcome Harvesting (OH)has proven to be useful in complex environment or
ZLWKFRPSOH[SROLFLHVZKHQLWLVQRWSRVVLEOHWRGH¿QHFRQFUHWHO\PRVWRIZKDW
DQLQWHUYHQWLRQDLPVWRDFKLHYHRUHYHQZKDWVSHFL¿FDFWLRQVZLOOEHWDNHQRYHU
a multi-year period. Methods enables evaluators, program managers and other
stakeholders (also participants) to identify, formulate, verify, and make sense of
RXWFRPHV7KHPHWKRGZDVLQVSLUHGE\WKHGH¿QLWLRQRIRXWFRPHDVDFKDQJHLQWKH
behaviour, relationships, actions, activities, policies, or practices of an individual,
group, community, organisation, or institution. Unlike some evaluation methods,
Outcome Harvesting does not measure progress towards predetermined outcomes
RUREMHFWLYHVEXWUDWKHUFROOHFWVHYLGHQFHRIZKDWKDVEHHQDFKLHYHG :LOVRQ*UDX
2015.). For applications of Outcome Harvesting in complex evaluation settings see
Uusikylä et al. (2017).

Network analysis
Social network analysis (SNA) is a method that has been applied in sociology,
organizational research and policy studies for a long time to analyze complex
interactions12. Network analysis is a cross-disciplinary endeavour to understand

12
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To learn more about the background of social network analysis and its applications and methods see e.g.
-RKDQVRQHWDO:DVVHUPDQ )DXVW'HJHQQH )RUVp

how social systems work and what is their impact on communities and societies
as a whole.). It has become increasingly common to apply the program evaluation
IUDPHZRUN HJ &DORɤ  8XVLN\Ol HW DO  'XUODQG HW DO   6RFLDO
network analysis is based on an assumption of the importance of relationships
among interacting units. The social network perspective encompasses theories,
models, and applications that are expressed in terms of relational concepts or
processes. Along with growing interest and increased use of network analysis has
become a consensus about the central principles underlying the network perspective:
•

Actors and their actions are viewed as interdependent rather than independent,
autonomous units
 5HODWLRQDOWLHV OLQNDJHV EHWZHHQDFWRUVDUHFKDQQHOVIRUWUDQVIHURU³ÀRZ´RI
resources (either material or nonmaterial)
• Network models focusing on individuals view the network structural environment
as providing opportunities for or constraints on individual action
• Network models conceptualize structure (social, economic, political, and so forth)
as lasting patterns of relations among actors
The unit of analysis in network analysis is not the individual, but an entity consisting
of a collection of individuals and the linkages among them. Network methods
focus on dyads (two actors and their ties), triads (three actors and their ties), or
ODUJHUV\VWHPV VXEJURXSVRILQGLYLGXDOVRUHQWLUHQHWZRUNV  :DVVHUPDQ )DXVW
1994). In the following section, the systematic evaluation methods such as outcome
harvesting or network analysis are applied in the evaluation of complex interventions
(disaster preparedness and risk reduction in the Philippines). The purpose of this
chapter is to demonstrate that the systematic evaluation models need not just remain
at theoretical or conceptual level but can be tested in real life situations.

4.4 CASE STUDY: SYSTEMS EVALUATION ON DISASTER
PREPAREDNESS
This case study demonstrates through systems lenses, how an evaluation can be
undertaken in complexity. In the section that follows, a case study provides an
overview of how systems evaluation approach was used:
•
•
•

To assess local level dynamic disaster processes and interactions between formal
and informal disaster preparedness actors.
To identify and interpret multiple and interconnect risk-patterns and
To evaluate emergent process at the community level
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In 2016 group of evaluators lead by Petri Uusikylä assisted the Finnish Red Cross
(FRC) to develop a systemic evaluation approach to identify and address critical
emerging from the introduction of disaster preparedness and risk-reduction
programs implemented by the FRC. Uusikylä et al. (2017) introduced an alternative
perspective to study disaster preparedness and disaster risk reduction (DP/DRR)
systems. A thematic Study shows that by applying systems thinking and complexity
theory we understand better the dynamics and interconnectedness of the DP/DRR.
This applies both to interconnected risks (multi-risk landscapes) and Interconnected
actors (multi-actor networks). These results were part of the broader study
commissioned by The Finnish Red Cross (FRC).
The aim of the thematic study was to promote institutional learning on successful/
unsuccessful Disaster Preparedness and Disaster Risk Reduction (DP/DRR) project
H[SHULHQFHVDQGSUDFWLFHVWKDWFDQEHQH¿WEHWWHUSURJUDPLQJLQ WKHIXWXUH7KH
thematic study consists of two main parts. First part presented the results of the
meta-analysis of the ten countries and 17 projects. Meta-analysis utilizes the IFRC/
0)$HYDOXDWLRQFULWHULD UHOHYDQFHLPSDFWHɣHFWLYHQHVVHɤFLHQF\VXVWDLQDELOLW\
DQGFRKHUHQFH )URPWKLVVDPSOHWKH¿QDOFDVHVWXGLHVZHUHVHOHFWHG/DVWSDUW
LVWKHFDVHVWXG\VHFWLRQLQWURGXFHGWKH¿QGLQJVDQGUHVXOWVRIWKH¿HOGPLVVLRQV
to the Philippines, El Salvador, Honduras and Tajikistan13. Case study analyses
use set of systems methods and tools to better understand the dynamics and
LQWHUFRQQHFWLRQEHWZHHQWKHULVNIDFWRUVDQGVWDNHKROGHUVLQWKH¿HOG7KHV\VWHPV
approach utilized in case study section gave interesting insights of the dynamics
and inter-connectedness of risk landscapes and inter-organizational DM networks.
Study showed that by applying systems methods such as network analysis the risk
components helped local disaster risk management units to better understand the
interconnectedness of risk elements and the joint impact on those risks. Also, the
relations and connections between the disaster risk agencies and stakeholders better
H[SODLQZK\FHUWDLQULVNSUHSDUHGQHVVDFWLRQVSURGXFHEHWWHUUHVXOWVDQGHɣHFWV
The more actors are connected to the network the more versatile the understanding
of the risk preparedness and thus higher the resilience of preparedness actions.
7KHHYDOXDWLRQWHDPFDUULHGD¿HOGPLVVLRQWR$NODQ3URYLQFHDQG&DORRFDQ
&LW\ LQ WKH 3KLOLSSLQHV RQ  1RYHPEHU  'XULQJ WKH ¿HOG PLVVLRQ 7KH
3KLOLSSLQHV5HG&URVV 35& VWDɣ +4&KDSWHUVDQGYROXQWHHUV ZHUHLQWHUYLHZHG
WRJHWKHUZLWKPDLQVWDNHKROGHUVDQGEHQH¿FLDULHV LQWRWDO $VVHVVPHQWRIWKH
main risks related to both communities was one of the interview topics. Instead of
repeating the risk part of the Vulnerability and Capacity Assessment (VCA), a more
FRPSUHKHQVLYHV\VWHPVDSSURDFKWRULVNLGHQWL¿FDWLRQDQGDQDO\VLVLVLQWURGXFHG

13
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Similar case studies were carried out also in El Salvador, Honduras and Tajikistan. See full report in Uusikylä
et al. (2017) or analysis based on systems approach in Uusikylä et al. (2020).

This approach was warmly welcomed by the participants of the Risk Assessment
:RUNVKRSVLQ&DORRFDQ&LW\DQG.DOLER $NODQ 

Multi-Risk Assessment
Evaluation showed that VCA process helps to identify the main risks that are
more or less known a priori but most severe damages are normally caused by
VLPXOWDQHRXVLQWHUOLQNHGULVNV5LVNGH¿QLWLRQVKRXOGWKHUHIRUHEHEURDGHQHGWR
cover also political, economic, health-related, social, technological and cultural
risks. Secondly, risks should not be seen as independent or atomistic phenomena
but tightly interlinked web of risk patterns. The risk assessment framework of
WKH :RUOG (FRQRPLF )RUXP VHH HJ :()   ZDV DSSOLHG ,Q DGGLWLRQ WR
natural disaster, also the so called systemic risks that have sometimes explanatory
power when explaining human behaviour in critical disaster environments were
included. Systemic risk is the risk of “breakdowns in an entire system, as opposed
to breakdowns in individual parts and components” (Kaufman and Scott 2003).
6\VWHPLFULVNVDUHFKDUDFWHUL]HGE\ :() 
•
•
•

modest tipping points combining indirectly to produce large failures
risk-sharing or contagion, as one loss triggers a chain of others
“hysteresis”, or systems being unable to recover equilibrium after a shock

According to the Community-based Disaster Risk Reduction Project 2015 Annual
5HSRUWWKHSODQQLQJSURFHVVLQ&DORRFDQ&LW\UHPDLQHGWREHGLɤFXOW2QO\RQH
community was able to complete their Barangay DRRM 2015 plan, however, copy
could still not be secured from the community or city. And only 2 communities (12
DQG ZHUHDEOHWR¿QDOLVHWKHLUFRQWLQJHQF\SODQ WKHVHZHUHDOVRWKH%DUDQJD\V
that participated in workshops).
(YDOXDWLRQIRXQGWKDWWKHPRVWFULWLFDOULVNVDUH ÀRRGV HDUWKTXDNHVDQG 
¿UH*LYHQWKHXUEDQFRQWH[WWKHVHDUHDOVRWKHPRVWGDQJHURXVIRUWKHLQKDELWDQWV
and livelihoods in the area. However, when mitigation measures are considered
LWLVQRWVXɤFLHQWWRWDFNOHWKHVHULVNIDFWRUVVHSDUDWHO\0RVWRIWKHULVNVOLVWHG
above are highly interconnected and therefore also mitigation measures, drills and
evacuation plans should be planned from the multi-risk perspective.
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Figure 14. Caloocan multi-risk map of interconnectedness (Uusikylä et al. 2017).

In Figure 14 the numerous and complex interconnections between risks can create
FRQVHTXHQFHVWKDWDUHGLVSURSRUWLRQDWHDQGGLɤFXOWWRFRQWDLQRUSUHGLFW7KH5LVNV
Interconnections Map (RIM) seeks to connect the dots by identifying and visualizing
the underlying patterns. This allows for a better understanding of the impact of
systemic risks so as to mitigate them by identifying the transmission channels
EHWZHHQULVNVDQGSRWHQWLDOVHFRQGDQGWKLUGRUGHUHɣHFWV7KHVHLQWHUFRQQHFWLRQV
do not represent direct causality. They are likely to be indirect, for example through
SDUDOOHOLPSDFWVRUPLWLJDWLRQWUDGHRɣV7KH5,0PDSVKRZVKRZDOOJOREDOULVNV
are connected to others and underlines the complexity of dealing with global risk
LQ DQ HɣHFWLYH PDQQHU 7KH PDS YLVXDOL]HV WKH VWUHQJWK RI FRQQHFWLRQ EHWZHHQ
individual risks – the most strongly connected risks could merit additional attention
GXHWRWKHPXOWLSOHZD\VWKH\DɣHFWRUDUHDɣHFWHGE\RWKHUULVNV
Interestingly, hazards aggravated by improper garbage disposal (listed as No. 4
LQSURPLQHQFH WRJHWKHU¿UH 1R DQGPDMRUELRGLYHUVLW\ORVVHFRV\VWHPFROODSVH
(No. 10) seem to be the most centrally positioned risk factors that bridge several
other risk areas. These risks together with failure of the national governance are not
typically listed in VCAs or other risk assessment exercises. During the focus groups
discussions many participants announced that when they carry out risk assessments
next time they are willing to apply a broader, systemic multi-risk approach. This
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DOVRLQGLFDWHVWKDWWKHUHVKRXOGEHVSHFLDOULVNLGHQWL¿FDWLRQPDSVDQGPLWLJDWLRQ
measures for Urban DP/DRR projects.
The systemic multi-risk mapping widened the risk landscape both in Aklan
and in Caloocan City. It showed that risk such as failure or urban planning and
infrastructure are directly connected phenomena such as hazards aggravated by
improper garbage disposal and liquefaction. Likewise, failure of national governance
directly increases major biodiversity loss and failures of climate change mitigations.
:KHQSODQQLQJIXWXUHXUEDQ'55SURMHFWWKHVHVHFRQGOD\HUULVNIDFWRUVKRXOGEH
embedded into overall risk landscape and taken into consideration when planning
project activities.

Social Network Analysis
In the complex world, relations (collaborative and competitive) between individuals
and organisations need to be given a special attention. The introduction of general
systems theory into discussions of management theory served as a stimulus, and
a way forward, for those seeking to explore relations between organisations. They
described systems theory as a way of integrating diverse internal and external factors
that faced managers. In their view, systems theory also helped managers to cope
with the complex nature of these factors. There are two dimensions across which
organisations can be related. They can have: interactive relationships, for instance in
the exchange of information or resources or non-interactive relationships when they
share particular attributes—such as status, identity, cognitive structures, strategic
positioning, or core technology—that induce the same behavioural stimuli in related
members and/or expose the organisations to the same evolutionary forces (see
e.g. Gharajedaghi 2011, Holland 2014). Here the focus is on on direct interactions
between the organisations and group of actors in Caloocan and Aklan DP/DRR
networks.
'XULQJ WKH ZRUNVKRSV DQG LQWHUYLHZV WKH SDUWLFLSDQWV ZHUH ¿UVW DVNHG WR
list the most important/prominent organisations and groups in their local DP/
DRR networks. Participants were given the list of organisations and they could
add additional organisations to this list. This produced a traditional stakeholder
PDSSLQJ6WDNHKROGHUVZHUHDVNHGWROLVWDQGUDWHWKHPRVWLQÀXHQWLDO'3'55
groups and organisations in their area. According to these ratings the most
prominent actors in Caloocan list consists of government organisations or service
DJHQFLHV %DUDQJD\/*8V6FKRROV'5502ɤFHDQG'LYLVLRQ2ɤFH 35&&KDSWHU
being the rank 5 followed again by Bureau of Fire Protection and DILG). In Aklan,
the two most prominent organisations or groups are PRC Chapter and Barangay
residents and after LGUs again PRC 143 members and volunteers. In addition, the
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(XURSH$LGSURMHFWKDVUHSRUWHGWKHVWURQJLQVWLWXWLRQDOÀDYRXURIWKH&DORRFDQ
DP/DRR culture.
After listing all the relevant stakeholder related to DP/DRR activities in Caloocan
City and Aklan, the respondents were given a matrix (with additional stakeholders
LQFOXGHG DQGDVNHGWRGH¿QHWKHUHODWLRQVKLSVEHWZHHQDOODFWRUV RUJDQLVDWLRQV
and groups) in the matrix. Individual Excel matrices were thereafter aggregated
(mean) to form a synthesis matrix containing all the responses. This matrix was then
copied to UCINET program for network analysis and mapping. Figure 16 shows the
overall structure of the inter-organisational DP/DRR networks in Caloocan City.

Figure 15. Inter-organizational DP/DRR Network in The Caloocan City (Uusikylä et al. 2017).

The network above (Figure 15) is very dense and highly interconnected. In practice,
WKLVPHDQVWKDWDOORUJDQLVDWLRQDQGJURXSVFDQUHDFKHDFKRWKHU¶VDWOHDVWWKURXJK
paths (i.e. via brokerage). Strong government driven culture in Caloocan can be
seen by analysing the organisations that occupy central positions in the middle
of the networks. This brokerage position increases their power in resource and
information sharing. EuropeAid project states in its 2015 Annual Report that “close
and formal links with the DILG and LGUs have not been established, risking that
they are not very much interested in the products of the project. The project sees
the LGUs as target for the envisaged advocacy activities, instead of considering them
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DVSDUWQHUVRUDOOH\VZRUNLQJIRUWKHVDPHFDXVH7KHRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRULQÀXHQFLQJ
ORFDOSODQQLQJKDYHEHFRPHYHU\OLPLWHG,QDGGLWLRQGXULQJWKH¿HOGPLVVLRQLW
could be clearly seen that Barangays that received funding from the projects were
not willing to disseminate the knowledge gained to other Barangays (winner takes
it all). This is not a very good cultural mode from the sustainability perspective.
Network analysis of the Caloocan city stakeholders showed that there were many
groups or agencies that were rather actively participating in the implementation of
the project without having formal status in the CBDRR project framework. In Aklan
QHWZRUN UHIHUHQFHJURXS WKHUROHRIRWKHU1*2V HJ:RUOG9LVLRQ FKDULWLHVDQG
associations (Rotary Club) and especially the Catholic Church and companies that
were considered to be important actors in DP/DRR work. In Caloocan the role of
the citizen groups (women groups, senior citizens) and health care agencies was
more important than expected in project plans. These groups provide additional
resource that gives the CBDRR project more opportunities and are likely to increase
resilience in the area.
7KH UROHV RI GLɣHUHQW FROOHFWLYH DFWRU JURXSV LQ WKH '0 QHWZRUNV ZLOO EH
discussed next14. Although, we have argued that DM Networks are self-organising
social systems which manifests certain characteristic that may retain even if all its
individual members are replaced (see Lazlo 1972), each actor occupies a certain
structural position in a network that either constraint or enables actor to pursue
LWVJRDOVDQGDPELWLRXV&RQVLGHUWKHG\QDPLFVRIWKHGLɣXVLRQ RIQHZLGHDVRU
information in a network. Central individuals, organisations or groups embedded
in a system of strong ties not only have a high potential for transmitting ideas, but
also can send messages to those who share those ideas and practices (Kadushin
2012, 145). To analyse the network positions of various collective DM actors we use
WZRLQGLFDWRUVWRPHDVXUHWKHLULQÀXHQFH)LUVWRQHLV)UHHPDQ¶VFHQWUDOLW\LQGH[
which measures the number of direct ties that an actor has to other members of
the network. The score we have calculated from the case study DM networks is the
betweennes centrality15. A practical interpretation for the betweenness centrality is
the position of a brokerage. An actor with high betweennes centrality links groups
that might otherwise not be connected. The less constrained broker or organisation
WKDWEULGJHVVWUXFWXUDOKROHV %XUW FDQEHYHU\HɣHFWLYHRSLQLRQOHDGHU7KLV
gives four DM roles in a disaster preparedness and risk reduction network:

14

Network data was aggregated by coding each actor into a collective actor group. The adjacency matrix was
partitioned into submatrices by computing the average scores for each subgroup. This data was thereafter
used as N x N network matrix.

15

'HJUHHFHQWUDOLW\FDQEHGH¿QHGDVWKHQXPEHURIOLQNVLQFLGHQWXSRQDQRGH LHWKHQXPEHURIWLHVWKDWD
QRGHKDV %HWZHHQQHVVFHQWUDOLW\TXDQWL¿HVWKHQXPEHURIWLPHVDQRGHDFWVDVDEULGJHDORQJWKHVKRUWHVW
path between two other nodes. It was introduced as a measure for quantifying the control of a human on
the communication between other humans in a social network by Linton Freeman. See more Freeman 1979
or Johanson et. al 1995).
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•

•

•

•

Power Brokers are DM actors that have high brokerage position but a low
centrality. These actor normally build bridges between agents in a network. Their
position could also be characterized as an enabler, that is an agent that provides
possibilities, opportunities and contacts to other members of the network but
does not actively play a leading role.
Support Agents are DM Network members that have both low centrality and
low betweennes scores. These agents typically have certain restricted or limited
UHVSRQVLELOLWLHVRUYHU\VSHFL¿HGWDVNVLQDQHWZRUN
Guardians are well connected (high centrality) but do not occupy strategically
central positions connecting other members of the network (low betweennes).
In DM Networks this means that network members are not dependent on
Guardians but still frequently interact with them
Game Changers DUH WKH PRVW LQÀXHQWLDO DFWRUV LQ D '0 QHWZRUN *DPH
changers have vast amount contacts with other network member (high centrality)
and occupy strategically critical positions that gives them an opportunity channel
information and other resources (high betweennes). Game changers are agents
WKDWFDQFKDQJHDQH[LVWLQJVLWXDWLRQRUDFWLYLW\LQDVLJQL¿FDQWZD\2QWKH
contrary they can also block a change they are not willing to support.

Figure 16. Collective Actors´ Roles in the Philippines DM Network (Uusikylä et al. 2017).

Figure 16 describes the collective actors´ roles in the Philippines disaster managemetn
network. The Philippines DM Network is run by the RC Chapters, network of RC 143
volunteers and schools that play an important role in implementation of the DP/
DRR projects and activities. Quantitative network analysis formalizes and support
the qualitative information and observation gathered during the Caloocan and
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$NODQ¿HOGPLVVLRQ7KHFDSDFLW\RI3KLOLSSLQHV5HG&URVVLVH[WUHPHO\KLJKDQG
its project are well prepared and implemented. This is one of the main reasons and
explanation for the strong position of the RC actors in the DM Network. The role of
the Philippines Red Cross Head Quarter is more of a guardian (together with the
Central Government). HQ mobilizes the resources need for DP/DRR activities, is in
close contact with Central Government (advocacy) and steers the activities from the
arm´s length. Regional and local government actors are typical power broker. They
HQDEOH'3'55DFWLYLWLHVDQGFRQQHFWYDULRXVDFWRUVLQWKH¿HOG6XSSRUW$JHQWV
group in the Philippines consists of organisations such RC National Societies, NGOs,
Firms, Church and other donor organisations. All these agents have a limited scope
IRUWKHLUDFWLRQVDQGFDUU\RXWVSHFL¿FWDVNVLQWKH'01HWZRUN

Outcome Harvesting
One of the problems with LFA-driven approaches is that it steers focus too narrowly
on the programme/project outputs and outcomes and easily neglects other
important changes, results and outcomes. Outcome Harvesting is a method that
enables evaluators, grant makers, and managers to identify, formulate, verify, and
PDNHVHQVHRIRXWFRPHV7KHPHWKRGZDVLQVSLUHGE\WKHGH¿QLWLRQRIRXWFRPHDVD
change in the behaviour, relationships, actions, activities, policies, or practices of an
individual, group, community, organisation, or institution. Unlike some evaluation
methods, Outcome Harvesting does not measure progress towards predetermined
outcomes or objectives, but rather collects evidence of what has been achieved,
and works backward to determine whether and how the project or intervention
contributed to the change.
Outcome Harvesting method was tested both in Caloocan City and in Aklan
to measure all possible changes (either positive or negative) observed by the
mission informants. Participants of the workshops were given three outcome forms
each and were instructed to list the most important changes (from the DP/DRR
perspectives) taken place in their operating environments. Results of the Aklan
Outcome Harvesting are presented in Table 3.
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Table 5. Aklan Province Outcome Harvesting Results (Uusikylä et al. 2017).

What?

Why?

What was
the impact?

Behavioural change people are dependent
on outside support

Project cycle and exit

Negative

Community resilience
and preparedness

Typhoon Yolanda
showed that people
were more prepared

Positive

Low sustainability of
the activities in the
community

Less monitoring
from the project
implementer

Negative

Participation of the
community people

Active participation to
activities

Good governance and
awareness of the LGU
and the community

Who contributed?
Who were the change agents?

Community
volunteer

Barangay
officials

Barangay
leaders

Positive

MDRRMO

RC143

Active collaboration
between the PRC and
LGU

Positive

Civil Society
Organisations

Development of DRRM
system in Aklan

Active collaboration
between the LGU and
stakeholders

Positive

Private
sector

International
NGOs

Volunteers

DRR Awareness

When typhoon hits
people know what
to do

Positive

PDRRMO

MDRRMO

BDRRMO

Advocate participatory
approach in planning

By disseminating
information to
communities by drills
and simulation

Positive

LGU

International
NGOs

Public awareness has
risen dramatically

When typhoon Frank
hit Aklan people
started to notice the
importance of DRR
work

Positive

Proactive culture

The school children
learned to value
”preparedness through
training”

Positive

Community has
become more proactive,
prepared and resilient

After several trainings

Positive

MDRRMO

PDRRMO

Table 5 reports the most relevant changes and outcomes by the respondents. All
except two (behavioural change – dependency on outside project support and low
sustainability) are positive. Most outcomes relate to behavioural or cultural changes
such as: DRR or public awareness has risen, participation has increased, orientation
and culture has become more proactive and governance and DRRM system has
developed. Respondents were also asked what the main causes for these changes
were. External shocks and disasters such as Yolanda & Haiyan in 2013 have been
among the most important causes. Also participation to various drill and training
has played a major role. Outcome Harvesting questionnaire had also one question
(scale 1-10) related to the impact of externally funded projects (mainly PRC/FRC
project in Aklan) on outcomes listed earlier. Figure 8 summarizes the main results
of the Aklan Study.
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Project(s) seemed to have rather high impact on most of the outcomes (especially
on public and DRR awareness whereas proactive culture and community resilience
are more multidimensional phenomena that are not only results of the successful
project. Also, two negative outcomes seemed to be caused mainly by other factors
beyond the project scope.

Conclusions
The evaluation found that systems thinking and complexity theory can provide useful
tools for disaster preparedness and reduction. Looking the DP/DPR ecosystem as a
whole and a result of interactions and interconnections helps in anticipating risks
that otherwise would have gone without noticing and understanding linkages that
DUHXVHIXOLQLQFUHDVLQJUHVLOLHQFHLQWKHFRPPXQLWLHV7KHSDSHU¿QGVWKDWSURDFWLYH
and participatory project design and planning are key factors of successful project
implementation and exit as it increases local ownership in projects and thus is likely
to improve the sustainability of a project. This is also in line with the assumptions
of process oriented resilience which emphasises local knowledge and culture as
the basis of resilient disaster risk reduction strategies. Also, the paper states that
projects contributing to long-term collaboration practices generate good results.
Close collaboration and needs assessment as early as possible was emphasised
FRQWLQXRXVO\LQWKH¿HOGVWXG\LQWHUYLHZVDQGVWDNHKROGHUZRUNVKRSV
,GHQWL¿FDWLRQRIPDMRUVWDNHKROGHUVLVYHU\LPSRUWDQWSDUWRIVXFFHVVIXOSURMHFW
planning and implementation because each actor occupies a certain structural
position in a network that either constrain or enables actor to pursue their goals and
DPELWLRQV,QPRVWRIWKHFDVHVWXG\SURMHFWVWKHPDLQVWDNHKROGHUVZHUHLGHQWL¿HG
EXWWKHUHZHUHVRPHGLɤFXOWLHVLQGH¿QLQJWKHQHWZRUNERXQGDULHV7KHVWXG\IRXQG
that inter-linkages between stakeholders were unknown and there was very little
attention paid to cross-sectoral coordination with other critical policy domains (e.g.
KHDOWKVRFLDOVHFWRUKRXVLQJDQGXUEDQSODQQLQJ 'XULQJWKH¿HOGYLVLWVQHWZRUN
analysis was introduced as a tool to map inter-organisation stakeholder networks,
which illustrates better the complex inter-linkages of stakeholders in the ecosystem.
Participants in various workshops found this a very useful and were willing to get
more information and training on network analysis.
The Evaluation analysed the stakeholder networks of the case studies and report
the main network structures and aggregated the data to see which organisations
are acting as power brokers, support agents, guardians and game changers. In
all of the case studies the RC organisations (either headquarters and/or chapters,
districts or branches had a position of a game changer, which was a very positive
result. Identifying stakeholder networks and relationships increases the resilience
of the ecosystem as it eases collaboration and co-operation among stakeholders in
a complex system.
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5

SYNTHESIS: ADAPTIVE EVALUATION FOR
TRANSFORMATIVE GOVERNANCE

The aim of the introductory part of this dissertation is to summarize the central
PHVVDJHRIWKHVFLHQWL¿FDUWLFOHVEHKLQGWKLVZRUNLQDEURDGHUWKHRUHWLFDOFRQWH[W
These arguments can be stated as follows. Individual evaluations and fragmented
administrative structures cannot provide a sufficient understanding of the
knowledge base required for democratic decision-making; therefore, they are also
XQDEOHWRSURYLGHVXɤFLHQWHYLGHQFHRIWKHLPSDFWVRISROLF\GHFLVLRQVPDGH7KH
reductionist program evaluation model has proven inadequate to assess complex
policy problems and decisions. In addition, linear monitoring and evaluation
models and the positivistic evaluation paradigm do not work in a rapidly changing,
complex, and interdependent world. There is certainly a need for a new way of
SHUFHLYLQJVRFLHWDOJRYHUQDQFHDGDSWLYHSURJUDPPLQJWRROVDQGÀH[LEOHHYDOXDWLRQ
designs. This requires governance arrangements that are both adaptive to changing
FRQGLWLRQVDQGHɣHFWLYHLQGHDOLQJZLWKPXOWLSOHFKDOOHQJHV7KLVFKDSWHUDLPVWR
outline the principles of transformative governance, adaptive programming, and
DÀH[LEOHDQGLQIRUPDWLRQVKDULQJHYDOXDWLRQDSSURDFK

Figure 17. A Synthesis: Critical elements for coping with complexity (source: the author)
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)LJXUH  VXPPDUL]HV WKH NH\ ¿QGLQJV RI WKLV GLVVHUWDWLRQ WR UHVSRQG WR WKH
challenges of complexity from the perspective of evidence-based policymaking,
HYDOXDWLRQ DQG SROLF\ OHDUQLQJ 7KH ¿UVW IDFWRU LV WKH FRQFHSWXDOL]DWLRQ RI WKH
systemic and transformative governance framework. If the governance model
UHÀHFWVDUHGXFWLRQLVWZD\RISHUFHLYLQJVRFLDOFKDQJHDQGWKHUROHVRILQVWLWXWLRQV
then the subsequent developments of program activities and evaluation systems
are of little importance. After the governance system has been changed into one
that supports system change and policy learning, one can move on to perceive
program-level change factors. As Virtanen and Kaivo-oja (2015, 82) argue “public
services cannot rely on simple “best practices” or “good practices,” as, in complex
systems, “next practices” and “unique practices” will be much more relevant.
Systemic adaptability requires new kinds of leadership and management styles,
kind of new systemic governance reaching beyond the current NPG and system
leadership paradigms”. Adaptive programming is an interesting approach that has
been applied in recent implementations of innovation projects and evaluations (see,
HJ'HUE\VKLUH 'RQRYDQ:DOOHQLXVHWDO $GDSWLYHSURJUDPPLQJ
means that program content is constantly reviewed based on feedback received
during program execution. Thus, the role of the evaluators also changes from
positivist assessors to the direction of an independent external expert who develops
and facilitates. In the following subsections, these three components will be assessed
in greater detail.

5.1 TRANSFORMATIVE GOVERNANCE
:DOWRQ  KDVDUJXHGWKDWSURJUDPIUDPLQJDQGJRYHUQDQFHDUUDQJHPHQWV
can provide the mechanisms for applying complexity theory within evaluation,
SURJUDPDQGSROLF\SURFHVVHV$FFRUGLQJWR*HHOV¶  PXOWLOHYHOSHUVSHFWLYH
(MLP), systemic change is often about the interaction among global, national, and
local socio-technical developments. The top level of the model is formed by the
broader context (landscape) of society and societal development, which can only
EHDɣHFWHGWRDYHU\OLPLWHGH[WHQWE\GLɣHUHQWDFWRUVLQVRFLHW\7KHPLGGOHOHYHO
WKHVRFDOOHGUHJLPHOHYHO UHÀHFWVWKHSUHYDLOLQJVRFLRSROLWLFDOV\VWHPZKLFKLV
made up of interacting elements of society (e.g., politics, administration, science,
and technology). The third level (niche consists of innovative experiments taking
place outside the current system, which, together with the changes to the system of
internal opportunities and changes to the operating environment, can lead to a wider
social transformation. Transitions are thus processes of structural change in the
prevailing systems (and their subsystems). Under appropriate conditions, structures
can change rapidly, but often a wider social transition can take decades (Geels 2002;
Geels & Schot 2007). Research has conducted learning-oriented experiments as
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key elements of systemic change. Radically new operating models often originate
from the integration of such experiments into other ongoing development processes
(Geels 2004; Elzen et al. 2004). However, the MLP has also been considered to be
too vague and abstract, neglecting the role of institutions and path dependencies
and lacking an analysis of agency and economic variables (see Meadowcroft 2011;
Berkhout et al. 2004; Smith et al. 2005).

Figure 18. Multi-level perspective on to socio-technical change and complex governance (Geels & Schot
2007, 401).

Figure 18 describes the transition management idea in a broader multi-level
perspective on complex governance. Transitions are transformation processes in
which society changes in a fundamental way over a generation or more (Rotmans
HWDO 7UDQVLWLRQPDQDJHPHQW 70 RɣHUVDFRPSUHKHQVLYHDSSURDFK
to transformative governance. TM aims to facilitate and accelerate sustainability
transitions through a participatory process of visioning, learning, and launching
experiments pilots. TM is based on the idea that big systemic changes cannot be
controlled completely, but it is possible to control their speed and direction. TM
emphasizes the importance of a shared vision and guidance, while another school
using the multi-level model of social change, strategic niche management (SNM),
relies more on bottom-up innovations (Loorbach 2009; Loorbach & Rotmans 2006).
$FFRUGLQJWR70¶VOHVVRQVVRFLDOFKDQJHFDQEHFRQWUROOHGWKURXJKLQWHUYHQWLRQV
DW GLɣHUHQW OHYHOV $W WKH VWUDWHJLF OHYHO LW LV DERXW EXLOGLQJ FRQVHQVXV RQ WKH
problems and trends of the operating environment. Through this, one can create a
commitment and a common will for the direction in which change is to be exported.
$FFRUGLQJWR70¶VWHDFKLQJVWKLVLVGRQHLQSUDFWLFHE\FUHDWLQJDFRPPRQYLVLRQ
and starting point for a dialogue change between various stakeholders (the “previous
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followers”) in the “transition arena.” The key is that the supreme political leadership
gives support to the work of the arena of change, but without much intervention.
$WWKHWDFWLFDOOHYHOWKHDLPRIWKHWUDQVLWLRQDUHQDLVWRWUDQVODWHLQWRGLɣHUHQW
networks, organizations, and institutions and to draw up a “transition agenda”
and, on that basis, “Transition Paths” to achieve goals. Transition experiments at
WKHRSHUDWLRQDOOHYHOPRELOL]H¿HOGDFWRUVH[WHQVLYHO\WRLPSOHPHQWFKDQJHDQG
transform vision objectives into concrete practical steps.
Transformative change requires addressing governance failures by integrating
coordination improvements during the construction of transformative change
pathways (Schot & Steinmueller 2018). Transformative governance is urgently
needed to support policy learning and sustainable transition. Transformative
governance is a nested, multi-level, hierarchical coordination structure in which a
FRQVWDQWO\ÀXFWXDWLQJLQWHUDFWLYHQHWZRUNRIDFWRUVSOD\VDQLPSRUWDQWUROH7KLV
means that it needs to be coordinated through simultaneous horizontal transactions
instead of top-down hierarchical steering. This emphasizes the need for carefully
balanced policy mixes for creative destruction, which is particularly important in
WKH¿HOGRIVXVWDLQDELOLW\WUDQVLWLRQV .LYLPDD .HUQ 7KHVHFRQGLPSRUWDQW
factor is the capacity to monitor, anticipate, and involve all actors in the selfJRYHUQDQFHSURFHVVRIWUDQVIRUPDWLYHFKDQJH :HEHU 5RKUDFKHU :KDW
is described above is how governance structures need to become more supportive
of transition and change. Here, transformativity and self-organization are central
topics. Next, we shall look at what this means at the level of individual policy
instruments, such as programs. Adaptive program theory is a promising approach
to perceive programming in a way that takes greater account of complexity, change,
and policy learning.

5.2 MISSION-ORIENTED POLICIES AND ADAPTIVE
PROGRAMMING
The second element of the complexity-driven transformative governance model
in this context is the idea of mission-oriented policies and adaptive programming.
According to Mazzucato (2018, 229-230 public service agencies have been considered
as necessary but unproductive actors throughout the history of economic thought
±UDWKHUWKDQYDOXHFUHDWRUV7KLVOLQHRIDUJXPHQWDWLRQOHDGV QHZGH¿QLWLRQRI
public value and empasizes the role of public sector in achieving valuable societal
JRDOV 0D]]XFDWR 0LVVLRQRULHQWHGSROLFLHVFDQEHGH¿QHGDVV\VWHPLFSXEOLF
SROLFLHVWKDWGUDZRQIURQWLHUNQRZOHGJHWRDWWDLQVSHFL¿FJRDOV±LQRWKHUZRUGV
big science deployed to meet big problems. Missions aim to provide solutions or
opportunities and an approach to address the numerous challenges that people face
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in their daily lives. These challenges cannot be reduced to externalities or public
goods (Mazzucato, 2018a; 2018b).
In his excellent work, “Policymaking for a Good Society” (2010), Gregory Hayden
ORRNVDWWKHVLJQL¿FDQFHRIDKROLVWLFDSSURDFKZLWKUHJDUGWRSURJUDPPHHYDOXDWLRQ
He goes deeper into societal problems and the programmes drafted to solve them by
means of metapolicymaking and the so-called Social Fabric Matrix method (SFM).
The SFM model emphasises the social institutions, cultural and individual values,
DWWLWXGHVDQGEHOLHIVWHFKQRORJLHVDQGHFRORJLFDOV\VWHPVWKDWDɣHFWSURJUDPPHVLQ
the background. Insofar as these elements are concerned, this approach is closely
related to the so-called new institutional organisational theory, even though he
PDNHVQRGLUHFWUHIHUHQFHVWRLW+D\GHQDOVRWKLQNVWKDWWKH¿HOGRIVRFLHWDOGHFLVLRQV
and programmes should be considered holistically; that is, taking into account all
DJLYHQVRFLHW\¶VDFWLYLWLHVDɣHFWLQJWKHSKHQRPHQRQLQTXHVWLRQ
Adaptive management and programming go along with the idea of missiondriven policymaking. In fact the adaptive programs can be seen as mission projects
that are needed to implement mission-driven policies. Adaptive programming
principles draw heavily on complexity theory and systems thinking, and they attempt
WRXQGHUVWDQGKRZLQWHUFRQQHFWLRQVEHWZHHQGLɣHUHQWHOHPHQWVDɣHFWHDFKRWKHU
and how they produce change (Bain et al. 2016, 23). In contrast to the conventional
approach, adaptive programming is about designing and implementing programs
through learning by doing, continually exploring, experimenting and testing,
and adapting program approaches throughout delivery, allowing local partners
and stakeholders to identify problems and work together to develop solutions
(Derbyshire & Donovan 2016, 29). Adaptive programming emphasizes continuous
learning, experimental culture, and systemic transition that is often complex,
unpredictable, and rapidly changing (Ramalingam 2013; Frej & Ramalingam 2011).
Kleinfeld (2015, 23) discusses the limitations of the traditional linear development
policy paradigm by stating:
“...everything about complex systems seems to make any process of
design and measurement impossible. Change is nonlinear; it moves
in non-incremental ways and tips and metastasizes quickly based on
nothing out of the ordinary other than one more grain of sand dropping
on too large a pile. Idiosyncratic, small variables matter. (...) Each
VLWXDWLRQLVSDWKGHSHQGHQWDQGHYHQDWDFWLFWKDWZRUNVGXULQJRQH¶V
¿UVWRISURJUDPPLQJPLJKWEHJLQWRIDLOE\WKHWKLUG\HDUDVRSSRQHQWV
wise up and change their approach”. (Kleinfeld 2015, 23)
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Complex societal challenges

Strategic policy goal (mission 1)

Strategic policy goal (mission 2)

Joined-up
Government

AP1

Highly interconnected
adaptive programs (AP)

AP2
AP5
AP4

AP3

Figure 19. Mission-oriented policies and adaptive programming model (Adopted from: Miedzinski et al.
2019, 4).

Figure 19 highlights the overall architecture of mission-oriented policies and adaptive
programmin. Mission-oriented policies and adaptive programming is an approach
that takes contextual factors and local needs into account while emphasizing the
overall performance and sustainable impacts. Adaptive management is at the
heart of the new development management approach, called doing development
GLɣHUHQWO\,WLVVWURQJO\EDVHGRQFRPSOH[V\VWHPVDQDO\VLVSDUWLFLSDWRU\PHWKRGV
and problem-driven and iterative adaptation (Andrews et al. 2015). The success
of adaptive programming depends on how much it is mainstreamed into existing
development programming, especially planning, monitoring, evaluation, and
OHDUQLQJF\FOHV2[IDP¶V30(/LQYROYHVWKUHHVWUDWHJLHV  SODQQLQJIRUÀH[LELOLW\
(2) developing locally owned monitoring and evaluation, and (3) creating an enabling
HQYLURQPHQWIRUOHDUQLQJ 'HVDLHWDO 3ODQQLQJIRUÀH[LELOLW\UHIHUVWRVXFK
VWUDWHJLHV DV H[SHULPHQWLQJ ZLWK HYROXWLRQDU\ DSSURDFKHV QHJRWLDWLQJ ÀH[LEOH
funding, and designing adaptive logical frameworks and contracts. Developing
locally owned monitoring and evaluation is crucial for enhancing the participatory
approach, local commitment, and ownership and action-based decision-making.
Lastly, enabling the environment for leaning can be achieved by improving dialogue
and communication, mentoring, and sharing mindsets, as well as enhancing the
UHÀHFWLYHSURMHFWDQGSURJUDPFXOWXUH
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Adaptive programming also supports systemic program thinking and is often
a necessary way of operating in a complex environment. In systems theory, the
program is constantly being considered a learning and changing entity. Instead
of linear, goal-bound evaluation, the systemic approach aims to understand the
transformation of the program and the factors that have led to it. In systemic
evaluation, through transformation and learning analysis, we can ask whether
WKH FKDQJHV PDGH SURPRWH WKH UHOHYDQFH HɣHFWLYHQHVV HɤFLHQF\ DQG LPSDFWV
of the program. Alternatively, we can ask whether the changes taken moved the
program further away from the goals set. For this judgment, we must rely on complex
FRXQWHUIDFWXDOMXGJPHQWVDERXWZKHWKHUDQGWRZKDWH[WHQWDGLɣHUHQWSURJUDP
FKRLFHZRXOGSURGXFHGLɣHUHQWRXWFRPHVRULPSDFWV
Adaptive programming can be used to check program objectives and actions
throughout the program cycle. At its best, this will lead to results that are even better
WKDQWKHRULJLQDOSURJUDPLQWHQGHG:KHQDVVHVVLQJWKHFKDQJHVRUWUDQVIRUPDWLRQ
to the program logic, it is important to ask whether the changes made were proactive
(something was done in advance to produce better results) or reactive (something
was done because external changes already took place). Self-organization is the
basic characteristic of complex systems and adaptive programming. It is the ability
of systems to develop in time and place without external intervention through
LQWHUQDOÀXFWXDWLRQV7ZRFKDUDFWHULVWLFIHDWXUHVDUH WKHFRUHRIWKHLQWHUDFWLRQ
The basic essence of the system cannot be understood if it does not investigate the
interaction that occurs in it. 2) A general view of the system cannot be obtained
from outside. The process of the emergence of relationship patterns is a key element
of self-organization (Ståhle 2004). According to Boulton et al., it is called selforganization because:
“the patterns of relationships that emerge are a) not designed by an
external agency, b) what form they take cannot be predicted, and c)
they do not in general accord with any overarching principle such as
PDLQWDLQLQJVWDELOLW\RUPD[LPL]LQJSUR¿WVRUPLQLPL]LQJHQHUJ\´
(Boulton et al. 2015, 17).
Self-organization and emergence, however, also involve problems of which one
should be aware. These mainly relate to the concept of accountability. If the objectives
and measures of the program are constantly changed during the program, this
might lead to a situation in which the “new program” no longer resembles the
original program, i.e., the content that was behind the funding decision. In this
case, the accountability of the program and the administration may be jeopardized.
It may sometimes be impossible for an outsider to know whether changes during
the program were due to changes in real needs or whether they were the result
of reactive drifting due to external pressures and signals. Program changes are
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WKHUHIRUHDOZD\VDWUDGHRɣEHWZHHQLQQRYDWLYHQHVVRUDGDSWLYLW\DQGDFFRXQWDELOLW\
RUHɤFLHQF\)LJXUHEHORZGHVFULEHVWKHWUDGHRɣEHWZHHQWKHVHWZRHOHPHQWV
Adaptiveness “sweet spot”

Sustainability
Towards
rigidity

Towards
drifting

Greater
efficiency or
accountability
Efficiency

Greater
adaptivity or
innovation
Adaptation

Figure 20. Trade-off in adaptive programming: accountability vs. innovativeness (source: the author)

)LJXUH  VKRZV D W\SLFDO WUDGHRɣ EHWZHHQ DFFRXQWDELOLW\ RU HɤFLHQF\  DQG
innovation (or adaptability). Ideally, the program objectives and the nature of the
activity and the degree of complexity of the operating environment determine the
balance between accountability and innovation. The general assumption is that the
more familiar the content area of the program (e.g., technical infrastructure projects),
the more static the operating environment, the more predictable the nature of the
DFWLYLW\DQGWKHPRUHWKHIRFXVZLOOVKLIWWRHɤFLHQF\DQGDFFRXQWDELOLW\7KLVDOVR
VXSSRUWV¿QGLQJVE\-DORQHQ  DFFRUGLQJWRZKLFKLQWHUDFWLRQSURFHVVHVKDYH
XQNQRZQSRWHQWLDOZKLFKFDQEHWUDQVODWHGLQWRUHVRXUFHVEDODQFLQJHɣHFWLYHQHVV
with creativity. Correspondingly, in new, complex programs, it is likely wiser to
HPSKDVL]HLQQRYDWLRQDGDSWDELOLW\DQGOHDUQLQJ:DOOHQLXVHWDO  IRXQG
WKDW LQ WKH ¿QDO HYDOXDWLRQ RI WKH 9LHWQDP ,QQRYDWLRQ 3DUWQHUVKLS 3URJUDPPH
EHWZHHQ)LQODQGDQG9LHWQDPWKHSRVLWLYHHɣHFWVDFKLHYHGE\WKHSURJUDPZHUH
ODUJHO\EDVHGRQWKHDGDSWLYHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIWKHSURJUDPZKLFKZDVMXVWL¿HG
in the case of a new creative (generating a start-up culture) activity.
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5.3 EVALUATORS AS KNOWLEDGE BROKERS
It has been argued that to understand complexity and evaluate complex intervention
evaluators, there is a need to think more strategically and apply systemic concepts
and tools. Strategic thinking requires an understanding of the dynamics and interlinkages of the operating environment (e.g., the policy arena or ecosystem) and
WKHQDWXUHDQGVXEVWDQFHRIDQRUJDQL]DWLRQ¶VNQRZOHGJHDVVHWVDVZHOODVGHHS
engagement with systems thinking.

Figure 21. The nature of problems or program design vs. evaluation logic (Uusikylä et al. 2016)

To cope with the complexity, both program and evaluation design must be
creative and experimental. This dissertation has mainly discussed the complex
LQWHUYHQWLRQVDQGWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIDSSO\LQJUHÀHFWLYHHYDOXDWLRQDSSURDFKHVVXFK
as developmental evaluation, to support program learning. Complex evaluation
GLɣHUVIURPVLPSOHLQWHUYHQWLRQHYDOXDWLRQE\SURYLGLQJUHDOWLPHIHHGEDFNDQG
helping the program management team and steering group to redesign the program
and make strategic adjustments when needed. Traditional program evaluation and
even participatory evaluation are too slow and rigid of tools for providing real-time
HYLGHQFHDQGIHHGEDFN)LJXUHGHVFULEHVKRZGLɣHUHQWHYDOXDWLRQDSSURDFKHV
EHVWVXLWWKHIRXU¿HOGVEDVHGRQWKHLUGHJUHHRIFRPSOH[LW\DQGFDXVDOORJLF7KH
traditional, positivistic evaluation paradigm has conventionally been applied to
situations in which policy problems are tame and the operating environment
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is simple. The participatory or constructivist approach works best in a simple
environment with an emphasis on building consensus and interpreting the meaning
and intentions of the intervention. Developmental and systemic evaluation models
are needed when the problems behind policies or program intervention are more
FRPSOLFDWHGDQGFRPSOH[7KHUHWKHGHYHORSPHQWDODQGV\VWHPLFDSSURDFKHVGLɣHU
mainly in their theories of change, i.e., whether the intervention logic is considered
linear or non-linear. Adaptive evaluation is a relatively new concept. Eoyang and
Oakden (2016) have found it useful to identify patterns in complex programs and
to understand the dynamics in ways that are meaningful to stakeholders. In their
work, “synergy has emerged between complexity theory (through the lens of human
systems dynamics) and evaluation practice (through a case study of a complex
program of social change)” (ibid, 2.).
:KDW LV WKH UROH DQG LPSRUWDQFH RI HYDOXDWLRQ LQ WKH IXWXUH" :KDW NLQG RI
LQIRUPDWLRQ LV QHHGHG LQ WKH IXWXUH WR VXSSRUW GHFLVLRQPDNLQJ" :LOO DUWL¿FLDO
intelligence (AI) and machine learning replace evaluation in the future? For these
questions, there are no unambiguous answers. AI researchers (e.g. Tuomi 2018)
have stated that AI is certainly a substitute for current simple and technical expert
tasks. In the area of evaluation, monitoring and simple, goal-oriented assessment
could be something left to AI. However, more complex assessment methods and
policy impact assessment models that require deep learning cannot be replaced
by simple algorithms.
The role of the evaluator is not always clear in a multi-layered and complex policy
process. Evaluators often get involved before and after the actual evaluation (Forss
& Schwartz 2011, 7). The role of developmental evaluation is to track emergent and
FKDQJLQJ UHDOLWLHV DQG IHHGEDFN PHDQLQJIXO ¿QGLQJV LQ UHDO WLPH VR WKDW UHDOLW\
check facilitates and supports the dynamics of innovation. Naturally, this also
transforms the role and position of the evaluator from independent expert or judge
to facilitator and learning coach who is part of the development team. Nutley (2003,
12) argues that the interaction between policymakers and researchers is limited by
WKHGLYHUJHQFHRIWKHVHWZRZRUOGV7KH\XVHGLɣHUHQWODQJXDJHVKDYHGLɣHUHQW
SULRULWLHVGLɣHUHQWDJHQGDVGLɣHUHQWWLPHVFDOHVDQGGLɣHUHQWUHZDUGV\VWHPV
Consequentially a communication gap exists.
Figure 22 aims to simplify the alternative structural positions the evaluator
shares between the citizen and decision-maker. This is to demonstrate how these
simplistic strategic alliances in three planning models deepen the information gaps
between citizens and the government.
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Figure 22. Evaluators taking part in strategic alliances (Uusikylä & Virtanen 2008)

7KH¿UVWVHWWLQJQDPHO\WKH5DWLRQDO3ODQQLQJ$SSURDFK 53$ KDVLWVURRWVLQWKH
positivistic evaluation paradigm. Here, the role of evaluation is mainly to judge and
value policy decisions (ex ante, interim, or ex-post). Evaluators are expected to be
QHXWUDODQGEDVHWKHLUVFLHQWL¿FLQTXLU\RQSXUHIDFWVDQGHYLGHQFH,WLVDZHOONQRZQ
FDYHDWRI53$WKDWQRPDWWHUKRZV\VWHPDWLFDQGPHWKRGRORJLFDOO\SXUHWKHVFLHQWL¿F
inquiry is, it is impossible to observe the reality based on hard facts only. Full-scale
analysis and judgments are always dependent on the interpretative framework
DQGVXEMHFWLYHDVVHVVPHQWPDGHE\WKHHYDOXDWRU:KHQWKHVHDUHQRWH[SOLFLWO\
VWDWHGLWLVGLɤFXOWIRUSXEOLFDXGLHQFHVDQGFLWL]HQVWRYHULI\ZKHWKHUHYDOXDWLRQV
DUHPHWKRGRORJLFDOO\MXVWDQGVXɤFLHQWO\UREXVW7KLVFUHDWHVDQLQIRUPDWLRQJDS
between decision-makers (top-elite) and the civil society; thus, evaluation does
QRWVXɤFLHQWO\VHUYHWKHSXUSRVHRIHQKDQFLQJPXWXDOOHDUQLQJRUDFFRXQWDELOLW\
During the 1980s and 1990s, rigid positivistic models were mostly replaced by
constructivist (Guba & Lincoln 1989), realistic (Pawson & Tilly 1997), or utilizationfocused approaches (Patton 1997). The last one emphasizes strongly the usability of
evaluation results, i.e., results could be used to reformulate policies or re-structure
organizations. This links the role of the evaluator to our second model, which is the
Policy Advice Approach (PAA). In this approach, decision-makers (top-elite) and
evaluators often belong to same policy communities and issue networks, and they
are likely to share common knowledge and policy framing and thus have mutual
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interests. This is likely to reduce the critical role of the evaluator and tie him/
KHUWLJKWO\WRWKHH[LVWLQJDGYRFDF\FRDOLWLRQWU\LQJWRHQKDQFHWKHHɤFLHQF\DQG
HɣHFWLYHQHVVRIWKHSROLFLHV-RLQWDFWLRQLQDQ\FORVHGFLUFOHRIWKHSROLF\FRPPXQLW\
tends to create a homophily bias in networks, which means that relations are more
OLNHO\EHWZHHQSHRSOHZKRVKDUHVRFLDOO\RUSROLWLFDOO\VLJQL¿FDQWDWWULEXWHVVXFKDV
ideological values, profession, age, educational background, or place of living. Dense
networks and commonly shared norms and values tend to weaken the innovativeness
of the social system (Granovetter 1973; 1985) and reduce transparency and open
dialogue at the systemic level. Citizens or grassroots-level projects are seldom
involved or consulted. This is mainly due to a lack of information and knowledge,
but is also a natural cause of complexity and multi-layer institutional settings.
This is likely to widen the gap between policymakers and citizens; thus increasing
passiveness and distrust in the government among citizens.
The Participatory Approach (PA) refers to a variety of methodological choices to
involve and empower participants and stakeholders toward project implementation.
These models also attempt to build trust relations between the evaluator and citizens
or local projects. The evaluator is likely to assume a responsive, interactive, and
RUFKHVWUDWLQJUROHEULQJLQJWRJHWKHUGLɣHUHQWJURXSVRIVWDNHKROGHUVZLWKGLYHUJHQW
views for mutual exploration and to generate consensus. The evaluator plays a key
UROH LQ SULRULWL]LQJ WKH YLHZV H[SUHVVHG DQG µQHJRWLDWLQJ¶ EHWZHHQ VWDNHKROGHUV
7KH SUREOHP KRZHYHU FDQ EH WKDW WKH LQÀXHQFH RI WKLV ORFDOOHYHO FRQVHQVXV
building or bonding on policies normally remains rather modest. The vertical gap
between implementing agencies (local governments, projects, associations) and
decision-making bodies still exists despite good will to enhance the openness and
WUDQVSDUHQF\RIWKHSROLF\PDNLQJHQYLURQPHQW,QDGGLWLRQWKHÀRFNRIHYDOXDWRUV
seems divided into two sub-clusters: those advising policymakers at the top of the
decision-making hierarchy and those empowering implementing agencies at the
grassroots level. The participatory approach encourages a holistic perspective on
challenges and opens up the process to a variety of innovation pathways relevant
for the missions. The shared understanding of challenges and shared ownership of
missions resulting from the participatory processes can improve implementation
of innovation projects on the ground Miedzinski et al. (2019, 38).
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As noted, there are several information or knowledge gaps between key players
in society. These gaps are both horizontal and vertical. Horizontal gaps refer to a
lack of social capital16 among actors at the same level of governance system (i.e.,
European level, central government, or regional/local levels), while vertical gaps
refer to a reduced amount of policy capital between decision-makers and civic actors.
Ronald S. Burt (2005) created a powerful theory on brokerage and closure
as a means to enhance social capital. In his theory, brokerage is considered the
activity of the people who live at the intersection of social worlds and who have a
vision advantage of seeing and developing innovative and good ideas. Closure is
the tightening of coordination in a closed network of people, and people do this
well as a complement to brokers because of the trust and alignment they create.
His structural-hole argument draws on network concepts that emerged in earlier
VRFLRORJLFDOZULWLQJVPRVWQRWDEO\*UDQRYHWWHU¶V  ZULWLQJVRQWKHVWUHQJWK
RIZHDNWLHV)UHHPDQ¶V  ZULWLQJVRQEHWZHHQQHVVFHQWUDOLW\&RRN¶V  
ZULWLQJVRQWKHEHQH¿WVRIH[FOXVLYHH[FKDQJHSDUWQHUVDQG%XUW¶V  ZULWLQJV
on autonomy created by complex networks. In his view:
“a structural hole is exists between people or groups when either party
is unaware of value available if they were to coordinate on some point.
This leaves open the possibility that people or groups a potentially
valuable context for action, brokerage is the action of coordinating
across the hole with bridges between people on opposite sides of the
KROHDQGQHWZRUN « EURNHUVDUHWKHSHRSOHZKREXLOGWKHEULGJHV
« 7KHVRFLDOFDSLWDORIVWUXFWXUDOKROHVFRPHVIURPWKHRSSRUWXQLWLHV
WKDWKROHVSURYLGHWREURNHUWKHÀRZRILQIRUPDWLRQEHWZHHQSHRSOH
and shape the projects that bring together people from opposite sides of
the hole.” (Burt 2005, 25-27).
%\ XVLQJ %XUW¶V QRWLRQ RI VWUXFWXUDO KROHV ZH SURSRVH WKDW WKH HYDOXDWRU¶V UROH
should be developed strongly toward bridging immanent structural holes (not only
among actors but also between policies) that exist in modern societies. Therefore,
evaluation should contribute more to strengthening a) social capital among policyrelated societal actors and b) enhancing policy coherence by bridging gaps between
GLɣHUHQWSROLFLHVDQGSROLF\DUHQDV
7KH¿UVWHQGHDYRU VWUHQJWKHQLQJVRFLDOFDSLWDO ZRXOGPRYHHYDOXDWLRQWRZDUG
GHOLEHUDWLYHSROLF\DQDO\VLV +DMHU :DJHQDDU7KRPSVRQ6HWlOl 
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7KHUHDUHVHYHUDOGH¿QLWLRQVRIVRFLDOFDSLWDO7KH:RUOG%DQNGH¿QHVVRFLDOFDSLWDODVIROORZV³7KHVRFLDO
capital of a society includes the institutions, relationships, attitudes and values that govern interactions among
people and contribute to economic and social development. It includes the shared values and rules for social
FRQGXFWH[SUHVVHGLQSHUVRQDOUHODWLRQVKLSVWUXVWDQGDFRPPRQVHQVHRIµFLYLF¶UHVSRQVLELOLW\WKDWPDNHV
DVRFLHW\PRUHWKDQDFROOHFWLRQRILQGLYLGXDOV´ :RUOG%DQN 

and thus aim toward strengthening democratic governance in the network society.
In practical terms, it would mean shifting the focus from impact analysis toward
policymaking practices, processes, and interpretation schemes. The goal is the strong
LQFOXVLRQRIWKRVHDɣHFWHGE\SXEOLFSROLF\DQGWKHVHDUFKIRUDQDSSURSULDWHZD\RI
LQYROYLQJPDQ\RWKHUVWKDWPLJKWEHLQGLUHFWO\DɣHFWHGE\SXEOLFSROLFLHV7KLVZRXOG
mean the creation of well-considered linkages among citizens, policy institutions,
DQGRIWHQXQVWDEOHSROLF\SUDFWLFHV +DMHU :DJHQDDU 
The second goal (enhancing policy capital) refers to the increasing need for a
more comprehensive evaluation focus. The notion of policy capital does not have a
common meaning. Therefore, it can be described as tThe overall amount of cohesion
and policymaking capacity in the system. It also refers to overall knowledge and
understanding on policies, degree of openness and transparency, and the system and
right and opportunities to discuss and argue on policies. Evaluation should consider
WKHPDWLFVHWVRISROLFLHVDQGWKHLULQWHUOLQNDJHVQRWRQO\VLQJOHSROLF\HɣHFWVDQG
would-be impacts. In practice, this would mean that in the future, evaluations are
more cross-sectoral and thematic and apply new techniques of meta-evaluation and
VFHQDULRZRUNGHYHORSHGLQWKH¿HOGRIIXWXUHVVWXGLHV7KLVZRXOGDOVRPHDQWKDW
the applied social science-based disciplinary approach (including rigid methodology,
quantitative methods, and linear causal models) should be completed by synthesizing
analyses and the provision of meta-knowledge.
(YDOXDWRUV DV NQRZOHGJH EURNHUV :DUG HW DO  0H\HU   RɣHU D
promising new approach to the to under-socialized program approach and systems
theory by emphasizing the active role of the evaluator. According to Meyer (2010,
1) knowledge brokers are people or organizations that move knowledge around
DQGFUHDWHFRQQHFWLRQVEHWZHHQUHVHDUFKHUVDQGWKHLUYDULRXVDXGLHQFHV:KHQ
applying this approach, the policy is neither a process nor a system, but consists
of instantaneous and local interpersonal interaction processes, which also evolve
constantly (Stacey 1996). Therefore, the policy interpretation is about dynamic
self-organizing interplay patterns and meanings that are constantly being edited in
speech and narratives. The model has been transformed from the theory of complex
adaptive systems (CAS) to respond better to the human and social characters of
life. The democratic evaluator recognizes value pluralism and seeks to represent a
range of interests in his or her issue formulation. The basic value is an informed
citizenry, and the evaluator acts as a broker in exchanging information between
groups who want knowledge of each other (MacDonald 1978). The democratic
HYDOXDWRU¶VUROHLV¿UVWWRKHOSDOORXUSHRSOHVWRFKRRVHEHWZHHQDOWHUQDWLYHVRFLHWLHV
and to provide a disinterested source of information about the origins, processes,
DQGHɣHFWVRIVRFLDODFWLRQ(VVHQWLDOO\WKHVHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVVXSSRUWDGLVFXUVLYH
or deliberative democracy (Hanberger 2004).

91

Synthesis: Adaptive Evaluation for Transformative Governance

5.4 CONCLUSIONS
This dissertation has discussed the premises, opportunities, and constraints of
evidence-based decision-making from an evaluation research perspective. In
the summary and underlying articles, it has been pointed out that the shift from
centralized planning and policy guidance to decentralized decision-making (e.g.
New Public Management and Network Governance) has highlighted the need to
GHPRQVWUDWHWKHSHUIRUPDQFHDQGHɣHFWLYHQHVVRISXEOLFSROLFLHV7KLVFKDQJHKDV
also meant an increase in the role and importance of evaluation in all OECD countries
during the last 25 years.
Since the beginning of the 2010s, the political and administrative environment
KDVEHFRPHPRUHXQSUHGLFWDEOHDQGGLɤFXOWWRJRYHUQ7KHJOREDOHFRQRP\WKH
development of information and communication technology, and social media
have contributed to increasing the interdependence of societal phenomena and
heightening the sensitivity of change in the operating environment. Researchers
talk about the ever-growing challenge of wicked problems and complexity. How
can we use evaluation information—and what kinds of evaluation information—in
a rapidly changing, strongly interdependent, and complex world?
7KHPDLQ¿QGLQJVRIWKHGLVVHUWDWLRQDUHDVIROORZV
1) Political decision-making is very much dependent on the single issues
at stake and changes taking place in the decision-making environment.
As Hyytinen (2017) argues, “The core problem is that traditional evaluation
practices do not support innovation because the systemic perspective is neglected
in the targets, and the implementation of evaluation does not take into account
LWV G\QDPLF QDWXUH´ &RPSOH[ RU VRFDOOHG ZLFNHG SUREOHPV UHTXLUH D GLɣHUHQW
preparation process than simple and technical policy issues. Likewise, the nature
RI WKH RSHUDWLQJ HQYLURQPHQW LH VWDEOH YV WXUEXOHQW  KDV D VLJQL¿FDQW LPSDFW
on the dynamics of political preparation. In general, the nature of the political
environment has changed from slow and predictable (cf. planning economy) to
FRPSOH[DQGXQVWDEOHLQLWSROLF\RXWFRPHVDQGLPSDFWVDUHGLɤFXOWWRSUHGLFW
(Easley & Kleinberg 2010; Byrne 2005).
This has also had an impact on the governance structures of society. The topdown bureaucratic steering model has been replaced by results management other
decentralized models of democratic governance and network management. Article
3, “Transforming Silo-steering into Performance Governance System: The Case of
the Finnish National Government,” examines the ability of the Finnish government
to utilize the monitoring and evaluation information gathered in a performance
management system. The analysis shows that the evaluation data is fragmented,
and its use is very limited. One of the reasons for this is the silo management and
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steering structure through which each ministry or government agency looks at the
impacts of policies mainly from the perspective of its own activities, programs and
projects.
Article 2, “Three Spheres of Performance Governance - Spanning the Boundaries
from Single-Organization Focus Toward a Partnership Network,” continues this
debate by highlighting how one of the reasons for unsatisfactory performance is
the single-sighted and narrow scope of performance management models applied
in most OECD countries. Performance targets are normally set from a single
RUJDQL]DWLRQ¶V SHUVSHFWLYH ZKLFK LV QRW VXɤFLHQW JLYHQ WKH FRPSOH[ QDWXUH RI
societal problems with which public agencies deal. In the worst case, single-unit
SHUIRUPDQFHWDUJHWLQJDQGPD[LPL]DWLRQRIDQRUJDQL]DWLRQ¶VVHOILQWHUHVWSURGXFHV
suboptimal results rather than a positive impact on society as a whole.
2) Single evaluations tend to provide a fragmented evidence-base for
policymaking. Generating a more reliable overall picture generally requires
the accumulation of cumulative data and knowledge either by synthesizing the
research conducted in the policy area or by commissioning meta-analyzes and
meta-evaluations that combine the results of individual evaluations and their policy
recommendations. Meta-evaluations are also necessary to ensure the quality of the
evaluations and the functionality of the processes. All of this is designed to increase
the reliability of the underlying information and support policy learning. Article 4,
“Meta-Evaluation as a Tool for Learning,” argues that “To be able to utilize evaluation
¿QGLQJVWKUHHFULWLFDOFRQGLWLRQVKDYHWREHPHW)LUVWWKHUHVKRXOGEHDJHQHUDO
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHUHVXOWV6HFRQGWKH¿QGLQJVRIWKHHYDOXDWLRQVKDYHWREH
timely, valid and reliable, and in a form in which they can be communicated to
GHFLVLRQPDNHUVDQGWRWKHJHQHUDOSXEOLF)LQDOO\¿QGLQJVUHVXOWVDQGFRQFOXVLRQV
have to be legitimate (both substantively and in the processes through which they
are created) and to follow sound and ethical guidelines for conducting evaluations.”
$UWLFOH  ³([SORULQJ WKH 0LVVLQJ /LQNV %HWZHHQ &DXVHV DQG (ɣHFWV  1HZ
Conceptual Framework for Understanding Micro-Macro Conversions in Program
Evaluation”) argues most of the evaluations focus on programs and their societal
goals while ignoring the societal context and the actions of individuals. through
which programs are implemented. According to Virtanen & Uusikylä (2004,83),
“this may, in extreme cases, lead to false and mechanistic interpretations of the
results and impacts of programs”. Also, Pawson and Tilley (1997) suggest that an
evaluator should focus on certain themes in carrying out evaluation assignments,
including embeddedness, mechanisms, contexts, regularities and change.
According to Article 3, “Transforming Silo-steering into Performance Governance
System: The Case of the Finnish National Government,” “A critical question still is
how to create systems where performance monitoring and evaluation provide both
tactical and strategic feedback information on the results achieved/not achieved, and
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analytical assessment behind both the failure and success. At this time government
needs to support wide-ranging theoretical discussions and attempts to promote
procedures for accomplishing this multi-actor assessment and interpretation.” In
all, the precondition of evidence-based or evidence-informed decision-making is
DVXɤFLHQWXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHFRPSOLFDWHGQHVVDQGFRPSOH[LW\RISROLFLHVDQG
their context. This requires a phenomenon-based approach (Lähteenmäki-Smith &
Virtanen 2018; Sitra 2018) to understand policy contents and interconnectedness
and the interdependencies between policies, policy arenas and actors. Moreover, it
is important to understand that the whole is more than the sum of its parts.
3) In complex (or even chaotic) decision-making situations or dealing
with wicked problems, there is normally no clear evidence-base or
quick solution available to solve the problem. Therefore, the underlying
FDXVH±HɣHFWUHODWLRQVKLSVFDQQRWEHGHWHUPLQHGE\PHFKDQLVWLF OLQHDUPRGHOV
but in order to understand complex political phenomena, the policy researcher
or evaluator must seek to apply systems thinking and systemic tools to analyze
or evaluate policymaking processes. In the complex contexts the whole is much
more than the sum of its parts. Complex contexts are the domain of emergence,
ZKHUHWKHUHDUHQREHVWSUDFWLFHVRUULJKWDQVZHUV7KLVLVWKH¿HOGRI³XQNQRZQ
unknowns,” and it is the domain to which much of contemporary policymaking
has shifted. Most situations and decisions in organizations are complex because
PDMRUFKDQJHVFDXVHXQSUHGLFWDELOLW\DQGÀX[,QDVLWXDWLRQOLNHWKLVFDXVHDQG
HɣHFWLVQRUPDOO\FRQWLQJHQWDQGDUHRQO\FRKHUHQWLQUHWURVSHFWDQGQRQUHSHDWDEOH
VHQVH3ROLFLHVDUHGLɤFXOWWRIUDPHDQGGH¿QHDQGSUREOHPVDUHQRUPDOO\ZLFNHG
7KHUHIRUHSROLF\PDNHUVQHHGWRSUREH¿UVWWKHQVHQVHDQGWKHQUHVSRQGLQD
FKDRWLFFRQWH[WLWLVLPSRVVLEOHWR¿QGULJKWDQVZHUVRUVROXWLRQV,QWKLVVLWXDWLRQ
RIXQNQRZDEOHVQRFDXVHDQGHɣHFWUHODWLRQVKLSVDUHSHUFHLYDEOHGXHWRUDSLGO\
changing and highly unstable systems dynamics. Policymakers concentrate on quick
¿[HVDQG³UHVFXH´RSHUDWLRQV&RPSOLFDWHGFRQWH[WVDUHWKHGRPDLQRIH[SHUWLVH
where decision-makers can identify right solutions by analyzing, investigating and
diagnosing while in chaotic contexts the role of an evaluator is to carry out rapid
assessments and try to clarify the situation awareness.
This is the main argument of Article 1. (“Exploring the Missing Links Between
&DXVHVDQG(ɣHFWV1HZ&RQFHSWXDO)UDPHZRUNIRU8QGHUVWDQGLQJ0LFUR0DFUR
Conversions in Program Evaluation”). The article highlights the complexity and
PXOWLGLPHQVLRQDO QDWXUH RI PRGHUQ VRFLHW\ DQG DUJXHV WKDW WKLV LV GLɤFXOW WR
capture with mechanistic evaluation approaches. Evaluators, therefore, need
specialized knowledge to calibrate their evaluation studies and design experiments.
7KHDUWLFOHUHIHUVWR&ROHPDQ¶VPDFUR±PLFURFRQYHUVLRQPRGHOZKLFKKLJKOLJKWVWKH
micro-macro transition as one of the main theoretical problems of social science.
Coleman (1990) argues that explanations of system behavior in terms of lower-level
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constituent elements are apt to be more general and more useful for interventions
than those that do not probe beneath the system level. The model describes the
FDXVHDQGHɣHFWUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQVRFLDOVWUXFWXUHDQGUHFLSURFDOEHKDYLRU
Article 2, “Three Spheres of Performance Governance – Spanning the Boundaries
from Single-Organization Focus Toward a Partnership Network,” further elaborates
the need to replace mechanistic logic models with more system-oriented tools for
planning and evaluation. The article states that it is apparent that causal logical
thinking is an inseparable part of any intentional action trying to achieve set
objectives. However, the authors have seriously considered the lessons coming from
the abundant discussion concerning the network society, complexities of network
governance and the importance of forming strategic partnerships between public
and private actors in order to achieve socioeconomic objectives. The model created
by the authors is called the Three Spheres of Performance Governance Model,
which aims to bring together ideas from the literature of both policy studies and
research on management and organization. It is an attempt to move toward greater
recognition of the distinctive features of public policy management and governance.
4) (YDOXDWLRQLVDOZD\VDɣHFWHGE\WKHSROLWLFDOFRQWH[WLQZKLFKLWLV
produced and used to propagate the values of those who produce and
commission it. Therefore, the positivistic evaluation paradigm often fails in reallife situations. The absolute independence between the evaluator and the object is
an ontologically unsustainable starting point. The constructivist approach (Guba &
Lincoln 1989) is also associated with problems, the most important of which is the
blurring of evaluation interpretation when the evaluator is too close or part of the
subject. The model of developmental evaluation can be considered to be a kind of
synthesis between a positivist and constructivist evaluation paradigms. Moreover,
the developmental assessment has been found to be suitable for the assessment of
complex phenomena (Patton 2011).
$UWLFOH  ³([SORULQJ WKH 0LVVLQJ /LQNV %HWZHHQ &DXVHV DQG (ɣHFWV  1HZ
Conceptual Framework for Understanding Micro-Macro Conversions in Program
(YDOXDWLRQ´ GHVFULEHV IRXU DOWHUQDWLYH PRGHOV VFLHQWL¿F LQTXLU\ H[SORUDWLYH
inquiry, symbolic evaluation, transparent democracy) of evaluation in terms of
“how explicitly causality has been taken into consideration and how the model of
evaluation serves the aims of enhancing public-sector accountability. Accountability
in this sense can be considered as a macro-political concept that monitors the degree
of success of political and administrative attempts to provide public services to
citizens and govern legitimately.” Article 4, “Meta-Evaluation as a Tool for Learning,”
argues that meta-evaluation or meta-analysis should be used as a tool to improve
WKHYDOLGLW\RIHYDOXDWLRQ¿QGLQJVDQGWKHXWLOL]DWLRQRIWKHHYDOXDWLRQ¿QGLQJVDQG
recommendations.
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The dissertation has shown that evaluation models and the data content they
produce have not been able to develop and improve in the same way as the operating
environment has changed. Monitoring and evaluations continue to be subject to
overly mechanistic input-output-outcome thinking. Such linear causal thinking
GRHVQRWFRUUHVSRQGWRWKHHPHUJHQWHɣHFWVRIWKHFRPSOH[ZRUOGRUWKHLQWHUDFWLRQ
patterns between phenomena and actors. Too often, evaluation information is
produced on a program basis rather than a need-and-phenomenon basis. This
has led to the low utilization of evaluation data.
The dissertation emphasizes that the problem mentioned above is not only due
to evaluations; rather, the entirety of our program and project-based development
thinking should be reconsidered. Current program thinking is largely based on the
planning ideals of the 1960s and 1970s. Agile experiments, adaptive programming,
and developmental assessment could respond to the challenges of a complex world.
Is it enough to reform the development tools or do we need a broader reform of
our culture and mindset?
There is a strong view among researchers that all governance thinking should
EHUHGH¿QHG7UDQVLWLRQPDQDJHPHQWDQGWUDQVIRUPDWLYHJRYHUQDQFHDQGPLVVLRQ
oriented policymaking are examples of the fairly new systemic governance thinking.
These approaches see change being realized through nested arenas and continues
patterns of interactions. This means that multilevel governance must simultaneously
take into account vertical and horizontal coordination demands by policymakers,
stakeholders, and other actors participating in loosely coupled networks. The systems
GHEDWHLQJRYHUQDQFHVHWWLQJVKDVVWDUWHGDPRQJVFKRODUVLQWKH¿HOGVRIVXVWDLQDEOH
development and energy policy. It would be desirable if this debate spread to policy
areas such as health, education, and foreign and development policies.
Researchers and evaluators play a key role in developing new governance,
management, and evaluation practices. Evaluators should act as agile knowledge
brokers between decision-makers and citizens. It is therefore important that the
functioning of the new management approaches and models is adequately tested
before they are introduced. Current transition management models, phenomenonbased policy (cf. Sitra in Finland), and transformative management are still
UDWKHUGHVFULSWLYHLGHDOPRGHOVDQGWKHLUHɣHFWLYHQHVVRUH[FHOOHQFHKDVQRWEHHQ
VXɤFLHQWO\GHPRQVWUDWHGE\UREXVWHPSLULFDOUHVHDUFK
,QWKHIXWXUHUHVHDUFKVWXGLHVDQGHYDOXDWLRQVEDVHGRQVFLHQWL¿FHYLGHQFHZLOO
EH QHHGHG $W WKH VDPH WLPH KRZHYHU WKH WHUP VFLHQWL¿F HYLGHQFH PXVW EH
UHGH¿QHG7KLVPXVWJREH\RQGUHGXFWLRQLVWVFLHQWL¿FZD\VRIWKLQNLQJVXFKDV
overly straightforward causal explanations; instead, it must be equally reliable for
interpreting evidence obtained through systems modeling and qualitative research.
If, in the future, governance is increasingly based on values and meanings, the
applied research and evaluation that support it also need to be able to approach
the subject in a new way. This is a challenge for policymakers, researchers, and
evaluators alike.
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