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This article discusses some of the ethical dilemmas that can
arise when evaluators utilize qualitative methodologies. The
dilemmas discussed are those not easily dealt with by referring
to one of the existing codes of research ethics. The author does
not offer solutions to these complex dilemmas, but suggests that
their identification and the ensuing discussion will assist evalu-
ators in designing an evaluation study.

Le présent article examine certains dilemmes éthiques qui
peuvent se présenter lorsque des évaluateurs utilisent des
méthodologies qualitatives. Les dilemmes en question sont ceux
qu’il est impossible de régler en se reportant simplement à un
des codes existants de l’éthique en matière de recherche. Bien
que ce document n’offre pas de solutions à ces dilemmes éthiques
fort complexes, il est espéré que leur repérage et le débat qui
s’ensuivra faciliteront le processus de planification que les
évaluateurs suivent lorsqu’ils élaborent une étude d’évaluation.

In comparison to the amount of published material on
how to conduct meaningful research and evaluations, the amount of
space allocated to the discussion of ethical behavior in these
endeavors is minute. Yet every researcher and evaluator makes
numerous ethical decisions on each project in which they are in-
volved. These ethical decisions are sometimes made consciously and
sometimes unconsciously. Unconscious decisions are made when an
evaluator chooses an option without realizing that it will have an
ethical impact on that evaluator, the participant, or the client.

Many of the ethical decisions to be made during the course of an
evaluation project are simple because they can be based directly on
easy-to-follow ethical guidelines established by one of the many
professional organizations. For example, since I am involved mainly
in educational research and evaluation, I adhere to the ethical
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standards published by the American Educational Research Asso-
ciation (AERA, 1992). There are, however, many ethical situations
that arise for which these guidelines are of little value.

When the issue of research ethics is raised, the initial response given
by the majority of my colleagues is that they are aware of all poten-
tial problem areas and can easily address them. However, after a
short discussion with these colleagues, I usually find that although
they know the basic guidelines (e.g., informed consent, no harm to
the subjects/participants, confidentiality of identity and scores/re-
sponses, honesty in reporting the data), few have thought about these
issues in any depth, and still fewer are clear on how to deal with
problems that fall in the “gray areas.” A further complication has
been the development and increasing use of methods that fall under
the general heading of qualitative research. These methods require
a much closer working relationship with the individuals under in-
vestigation. In the quantitative research models the “subjects” are
to be viewed from afar with uninvolved objectivity, whereas in the
qualitative models “informants” are to be observed up close and in-
teracted with (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992; Eisner, 1991; Lincoln & Guba,
1985). Therefore, the use of qualitative research methods requires a
different approach to the issue of ethical behavior.

Because qualitative methods are highly personal and in-
terpersonal, because naturalistic inquiry takes the re-
searcher into the real world where people live and work,
and because in-depth interviewing opens up what is in-
side people—qualitative inquiry may be more intrusive
and involves greater reactivity than surveys, tests, and
other quantitative approaches. (Patton, 1990, p. 365:
emphasis in original)

Michalos (1992) provided a philosophical foundation on which ethi-
cal thought and discussion can be based. However, his article was
very broad, and so it is difficult to apply its basic rules in all evalu-
ation situations. In some situations, the principles of “one’s actions
should impartially improve the quality of life” and “no harm to par-
ticipants” are oversimplifications and, therefore, they cannot always
be successfully applied. For example, what if an evaluator has prom-
ised to keep all interviews with program personnel confidential, but
during the course of the evaluation discovers that one staff member
has been avoiding doing any meaningful work owing to personal
problems? What should this evaluator do? Should she or he report
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the information to the program director, or should the information
be kept confidential? If confidentiality is maintained, the evaluator
could be hurting the program’s clients because they are not getting
the service they were promised. However, by breaking the promise
of confidentially, the evaluator might be jeopardizing the staff mem-
ber’s job. Furthermore, if confidentiality is broken, will the remain-
ing staff members be willing to continue their cooperation in the
evaluation process? The principles “no harm to participants” and
“improved quality of life” turn into the questions “whose life should
be improved?” and “to whom should no harm be done?”

The issue of ethics in evaluation is further complicated by the fact
that all evaluations are political in nature. Therefore, attempts to
deal with ethical decisions within an evaluation project can place
evaluators in situations that are extremely complex. In his article
on ethics and evaluation, Michalos (1992) stated that because “there
is no rule book to turn to in order to decide how people should write
their rule books” (p. 68), scientists write their rule books through
the art of negotiation. That is, a community of scientists, in our case
evaluators, come together as a group and negotiate a set of rules by
which we feel our profession should be guided. The basic assump-
tion here is that evaluators are the best individuals to develop these
rules because they are the most knowledgeable about evaluations.
Taking this process to its next logical step, Michalos stated that this
process of rule-making is a political one, or “at least it is fair to say
this if one thinks of politics as the art and practice of reaching agree-
ments through negotiation” (Michalos, 1992, p. 68). This implies that
the establishment of ethical guidelines for researchers and evalua-
tors is a political process that will change as the political winds
change or as new evaluation methods are developed. Therefore, what
might be considered ethically correct today may not be ethically cor-
rect tomorrow.

However, there is an added complication in evaluation research.
Unlike the pure research scientist who is basically working for him/
herself, evaluators are employed by individuals who have a “stake”
in the project’s outcome, and they therefore usually demand a say
in the decisions being made. In fact, in some cases “stakeholders”
have been known to demand that they make all of the decisions.
This leads to the problem that what might be judged ethically cor-
rect for one evaluation might not be judged ethically correct for an-
other.
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The purpose of this article is to extend the advice of Michalos (1992)
through the use of specific examples of ethical dilemmas that evalu-
ators may encounter when they employ qualitative methods in their
work. It is hoped that this article will stimulate further thought
and discussion related to the complex issues of ethical decision-mak-
ing.

INFORMED CONSENT

Ethical guidelines established by all professional organizations (e.g.,
AERA, 1992; APA, 1992; CGA, 1989; CPA, 1992) state that the re-
searcher is responsible for informing the potential participant of the
purposes of the research/evaluation study. The concept of informed
consent means that the individual(s) under study completely un-
derstand not only what is expected of them, but also the possible
consequences of having taken part in the study. For example, does
the individual who agrees to take part in a qualitative study under-
stand that the nature of qualitative studies is such that the evalua-
tor is always “on”? That is, does the individual realize that the
comments she or he makes while having coffee, or at lunch, are con-
sidered by the qualitative evaluator to be legitimate data and that
this information might be included in the final report? Further, was
it explained to the individual that in qualitative studies the evalua-
tor acts more like a friend than an evaluator, and that this “friend-
ship” type of relationship may result in the individual’s revealing
secrets that he or she never intended to reveal, let alone find them
included in an evaluation report for the employer to read? An evalu-
ator who has good interpersonal skills can develop a client-counsel-
lor type of trust relationship that can result in far more intimate
information being provided than the informant originally anticipated.

In short, researchers can take advantage of a quasi-therapeutic re-
lationship because of the attractiveness of one of our most treas-
ured gifts to others—the gift of lending serious attention and a
sympathetic ear to what someone has to tell us (Eisner, 1991, p. 218).

When evaluators request the involvement in a study of individuals
who are not trained in qualitative methodologies, we cannot assume
that these untrained individuals will understand all the subtleties
of their agreement to take part. An evaluator who is also a counsel-
lor has to be particularly cautious, as she or he has specialized skills
that could be used to take advantage of a trusting volunteer.
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A second issue regarding the concept of informed consent concerns
the fact that it is the evaluator’s responsibility to protect the iden-
tity of the individual participating in the evaluation project. This
protection allows the informant the freedom to provide information
that might place her or his employment in jeopardy if a supervisor
found out about the disclosures. However, in qualitative evaluations
the evaluator pays close attention to the context in which the infor-
mation was collected and therefore provides readers with a detailed
description of the environment under study. Because of this detailed
description, there is always the risk that someone will be able to
recognize and identify the informant(s). Furthermore, what if the
informant is in a unique position within the organization? In these
situations it may be impossible to protect the identity of the inform-
ant. However, most evaluators do not openly discuss these risk fac-
tors with their informants before signing them on as part of the study.

For example, a number of years ago I was evaluating an educational
program that involved only two program staff. In order to provide
safeguards for these two individuals, complex negotiations took place
between the two staff members, their immediate supervisor, the
school division’s representative, and the teachers’ union. The main
issue involved was: how do you conduct and write an evaluation re-
port that evaluated the program and not the program staff? This
was an important issue because, according to the collective agree-
ment between the school division and teachers’ union, only the prin-
cipal and superintendent have the authority to evaluate teacher
performance. Furthermore, the process for conducting teacher evalu-
ation was specifically defined. Therefore, an agreement had to be
worked out that satisfied all parties concerned while still allowing
the evaluator to provide a quality product. A compromise was reached
that did satisfy all parties concerned, but the negotiations involved
in this project were much more difficult than was designing and
conducting the evaluation itself.

A third issue concerns the interpretation of the events as recorded
by the evaluator. Dockrell (1988) and Eisner (1991) suggested that
participants in a study be given the opportunity to read the mate-
rial that has been written about them. The purpose of doing this is
twofold.

First, participants are given a chance to review the material for
misquotes and misinterpretations of the behavior under observa-
tion. However, the degree to which the evaluator is willing to make
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changes to the material, if it is objected to by a participant, is open
to debate. That is, if the evaluator feels that she or he really heard
or saw what was reported, then the text should not be altered just
to please the informant. Altering accurate information might change
the outcome of the study and thus lead the evaluator to inaccurate
conclusions. On the other hand, if a mistake has been made in re-
cording the raw data, then it is the responsibility of the evaluator to
make the requested changes in order not to draw inaccurate conclu-
sions. However, how does one tell the difference between these two
cases? There are no easy answers to this dilemma; it must be ad-
dressed by the individual evaluator based on the information and
contextual factors on hand.

A second point concerns allowing informants to be the first to read
material that may place them in an unfavorable light. It is much
better for informants to have at least a warning that unfavorable
information about them is about to be released. Lightfoot (1983)
suggested that respondents go through several stages when they
come face to face with written accounts of their actions. In the first
stage there is the terror associated with having been exposed for
the world to judge. The second stage is characterized by respond-
ents’ alternating between recognizing themselves in the description
and denying that the individual being described has any resemblance
to them. Finally, after a period of time, respondents are able to look
at the description more dispassionately and view it as a means of
reflection, self-criticism, and personal growth. Given the process
Lightfoot outlines, it seems much better to allow respondents to view
material before it becomes public information.

The fourth and final issue to be discussed concerning informed con-
sent deals with “innocent bystanders,” individuals in a qualitative
evaluation who come into contact with the individuals under study
but who are themselves not the focus of the evaluation. These indi-
viduals could be the relatives or friends of the clients in the pro-
gram undergoing the evaluation process. Here the question becomes,
how far should informed consent be taken? If you are observing a
particular informant, do you also need the consent of the individu-
als who might interact with your informant? Some of my colleagues
have argued that obtaining the consent of these innocent bystand-
ers is unnecessary because they are not the direct objective of the
evaluation. Other colleagues have argued that the intrusive nature
of qualitative research means that informed consent applies to all
contacts. This type of issue points to the importance of the evalua-
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tor carefully weighing all the pros and cons of the situation before
making a judgment.

CONFIDENTIALITY

The concept of confidentiality assumes that the individuals under
study have a right to their privacy and thus the researcher has the
responsibility to protect their identity (e.g., Bogdan & Biklen, 1992;
McMillian & Schumacher, 1989; Palys, 1992; Shulman, 1990). The
information collected in studies on sexual abuse or divorce may be
information that respondents are willing to share with the evalua-
tor only on condition that their identity not be revealed to the gen-
eral public. In fact, in some cases identification of respondents may
be very costly to them; it can place them in physical danger (e.g., a
husband who physically abuses his wife may want to punish his
wife for disclosing) or cost them their jobs (e.g., a teacher who pro-
vides negative information about a principal/superintendent). In both
of these cases the disclosure of identity can result in harm being
done to the informant. If harm is done, then the number one ethical
rule of “no harm to the subjects” would be violated.

However, what if the respondent does not want to remain anony-
mous? For example, the Ethical Standards of the American Educa-
tional Research Association state, “All those, regardless of status,
who have made substantive creative contribution to the generation
of an intellectual product are entitled to be listed as authors of that
product” (AERA, 1992, sec. 3, B1a). Unlike quantitative methods,
where evaluation subjects simply respond to surveys, questionnaires,
standardized tests, or other procedures that require only a response,
individuals taking part in qualitative investigations contribute a
great deal of their time, energy, and personal thoughts to the evalu-
ator. They play an active role in the evaluation process. In fact, in a
qualitative design the individuals taking part in the investigation
often play an important role in the formation of the evaluation ques-
tions and interpretation of the data collected. These individuals are
beginning to express the desire to be publicly recognized and given
credit for their accomplishments and contributions to the evalua-
tion study.

Shulman (1990) was the first to point out that this desire for recog-
nition has implications for how researchers deal with the ethical
requirement of confidentiality. To simply identify all those who ask
to be identified avoids dealing with the rights of others. For example,
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if a counsellor in a sexual abuse program wishes to be identified,
what are the effects of such identification on the institution that
employs her or him? Furthermore, what are the possible effects on
the rights of that counsellor’s colleagues and clients? What if one of
the participants wants to be identified but the other participants do
not? These are serious questions that cannot be ignored, because
the identification of one individual may mean that the anonymity of
the institution (school or school district, public service organization,
etc.), other counsellors, and clients cannot be guaranteed. The prob-
lem arises in attempting to determine how the identification of one
informant will affect other informants and to what extent we are
obligated to protect those who are on the periphery of our study (e.g.,
the institution or those who make use of the institution’s services).

One possible method of handling these problems is to carry out
multilevel negotiations that include all the affected stakeholders.
This would ensure that all parties are given an opportunity for their
opinions to be heard, and if a compromise cannot be reached, then
those who feel threatened can be given the chance to withdraw from
the study.

A second issue concerns whether there are circumstances in which
an evaluator can ethically break the requirement of confidentially.
Clearly, there are such situations. For example, if a school-age stu-
dent discloses that she or he has been or is currently being sexually
or physically abused, the evaluator is required by law to file a re-
port with the proper child protection agency or the police. However,
should the evaluator file a report with the proper professional or-
ganization if he or she observes a counsellor who is inept or who is
using questionable counselling techniques? Or, in the interest of
gathering information on counselling that would be of benefit to the
larger community of counsellors, should the evaluator ignore the
behavior and protect the identity of the participant? (This dilemma
was raised earlier in this paper.) Eisner (1991) pointed out the other
side of the coin by asking, what if the evaluator discovers someone
who is doing great work that has gone unrecognized? “In other words,
is the obligation, if it is an obligation, to commend as important as
to give negative criticism?” (Eisner, 1991, p. 219). These are ques-
tion for which there are no easy answers, but that require the evalu-
ator’s careful attention.

Finally, Patton (1990) warned researchers and evaluators that they
do not have the same legal protection that clergy and lawyers have,
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and therefore they can be summoned to testify in court. Informa-
tion about activities such as the use and selling of illegal chemicals
may be requested or demanded by local law enforcement agencies.
In these situations, the evaluator is required to testify in court re-
gardless of a promise to keep such information confidential.

PARTICIPATION AS A POSITIVE EXPERIENCE

Taking part in an evaluation or research study should be a positive
experience for both the evaluator/researcher and the selected par-
ticipants, but there are many situations where this is not the case. I
have been involved in conducting evaluations of educational pro-
grams designed to prevent the occurrence of sexual abuse. In the
design stages of these evaluation projects, we had to be aware of the
likelihood that the process of interviewing male and female student
volunteers might touch on not only very personal and sensitive in-
formation, but also emotionally painful memories. Therefore, as part
of the overall evaluation designs, we had to plan for the possible
occurrence of disclosure of sexual abuse. This planning included
development of protocols and debriefing sessions to be activated if a
disclosure was made to any of our interviewers. We did this in col-
laboration with all of the stakeholders of the evaluation. (For one of
the evaluations the funder, at first, did not believe such protocols
and/or debriefing sessions were necessary, and did not agree to the
development of collaborative protocols and debriefing sessions until
we stated we would not undertake the evaluation without them. The
evaluator must be willing to walk away from a potential client un-
less she or he is satisfied that any ethical problems have been worked
out to everyone’s satisfaction.) These protocols established a proc-
ess for handling the reporting of sexual abuse disclosures, and the
debriefing sessions allowed the interviewers and informants to make
closure.

Further, a process was developed that allowed for termination of
any interview session that was becoming too stressful for the in-
formant, regardless of the reason. How much stress was reasonable?
This was a question that each of our interviewers had to ask and
answer during every interview session. We spent a great deal of
time talking about this issue amongst ourselves and with other col-
leagues, but the bottom line was that each interviewer had to make
this judgment for each informant. Interviewers stated that the pre-
data collection discussions helped them to make the necessary deci-
sions but did not make the decisions easier.
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Discussions were also held with the interviewers on how they would
deal with questions they received. That is, what if one of the re-
spondents asked for advice concerning reporting sexual abuse to the
police? Or what if a respondent was already in counselling for sexual
abuse (between 10 and 20 were) and asked for advice concerning
whether their current counsellor was providing them with quality
treatment? It is very easy for the respondent to turn the interview
around and make the evaluator the interviewee. The problem of how
to deal ethically with respondents’ questions needs to be worked out
carefully before the first interview takes place. Once in the field, it
is too late to say, “Time-out, while I go and get advice.”

The process of being taken through a directed, reflective
process affects the persons being interviewed and leaves
them knowing things about themselves that they didn’t
know—or at least were not aware of—before the inter-
views. Two hours or more of thoughtfully reflecting on
an experience, a program, or one’s life can be change-
inducing. (Patton, 1990, pp. 353–354)

This “change-inducing” process applies not only to the respondent,
but also to the evaluator who is collecting the information and play-
ing the role of empathic listener. In addition to the above procedure
developed for the respondents of the study, the design also included
debriefing and support for the interviewers. As was recommended
by Patton (1990), a process was needed that would enable inter-
viewers to deal with the things they heard. Given the potential for
information concerning abuse of the students they were interview-
ing, the interviewers in the above example needed to have a sup-
port network in place to deal with any pain and suffering they heard
about. Although neither the programs nor the evaluations were de-
signed to elicit disclosures, they established a opportunity for dis-
closures to occur. In fact, during one of the evaluation processes,
four disclosures were made.

In the example presented above, it is relatively easy to see the need
for debriefing sessions; there are other situations where the evalua-
tor may not have predicted a need for such sessions, but for which
there is a need. An example that comes to mind is an evaluation I
was conducting on a high school program that had absolutely noth-
ing to do with sexual abuse. However, in the course of the interview
and observation sessions, a female student disclosed that she had
been sexually assulted by another student. Although this disclosure
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was not part of the program, or the evaluation, we had to deal with
it. When you develop trusting relationships with individuals, you
have to plan for the unexpected.

MULTIPLE STAKEHOLDERS

Earlier it was pointed out that, unlike the pure research scientist
who works for him or herself, evaluators must deal with the indi-
vidual who employs them to conduct the evaluation. However, is
the individual who employs the evaluator the only valid stakeholder
in the evaluation process? For example, in an evaluation of an edu-
cational program designed to assist Grade 1 students having diffi-
culty learning to read and write, there are a number of individuals
who might be identified as having a stake in the outcome of the
program. In this case there was (a) the funder of the project, who
was the provincial department of education; (b) the school divisions
who applied for the funding; (c) the university staff members who
designed the project and trained the teachers; (d) the teachers who
delivered the program to the students; (e) the students who received
the program; and (f) the parents of the students in the program.
The question of concern is, if the school division employs the evalu-
ator, does the evaluator address only the concerns of the school divi-
sion? What if the evaluator learns something from the evaluation
process that is of interest to the teachers, but the school division
decides that the information should not be released to them? Should
the evaluator pass on the information anyway? What are the re-
sponsibilities of the evaluator in these situations?

Michael Patton (cited in Alkin, 1990, pp. 245–250) in a discussion of
evaluation ethics stated that the evaluator’s main focus should be
the concerns of the individual (the client) who employs that evalua-
tor. In the same discussion, Ernest House disagreed, stating that to
focus only on the individual paying the bills yields too narrow a fo-
cus and that the evaluator must concern herself or himself with the
broader societal issues. In fact, House viewed a focus exclusively on
the concerns of the client as immoral. In his opinion the evaluator
has a moral obligation to take on the concerns of the less powerful
stakeholders. Patton countered that the evaluator can address the
concerns of the additional stakeholders by developing a solid work-
ing relationship with the client and getting the client to act in a
responsible manner. He further argued that the evaluator cannot
take responsibility for the client’s misuse of evaluation data. The
evaluator can only provide guidance and hope that the client acts in
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a responsible manner. In Patton’s view, it would be improper for
the evaluator to place the concerns of other stakeholders ahead of
those of the client. The answer to this dilemma? It depends on your
point of view. There are no easy answers.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this article was to review some of the more common
ethical dilemmas associated with conducting qualitative evaluations.
Specifically, the purpose was to review some of the ethical dilem-
mas related to qualitative methodologies. It should be noted, how-
ever, that the ethical dilemmas discussed above are not meant to be
inclusive. It is hoped that the identification and discussion presented
above will assist in the planning process evaluators go through when
designing an evaluation with qualitative components. It is also hoped
that this article will stimulate further thought and discussion re-
lated to the complex issues of ethical decision-making.

The basic conclusion that can be reached from the material presented
is that it is extremely difficult to propose a general set of guidelines
or principles that would cover the full range of evaluation method-
ologies and field situations. Each ethical dilemma will be specific to
the informants under study (e.g., program staff, program clients,
program administrators) and to the context in which information is
collected (e.g., classroom, home, playground, counsellor’s office,
workplace). In the long run, it is the responsibility of each evaluator
to carefully review her or his procedures to ensure that participants/
subjects are not harmed either purposefully or accidentally (Eisner,
1991; McMillian & Schumacher, 1989; Palys, 1992; Patton, 1990;
Shulman, 1990). Although all evaluators agree that we should be
guided by ethical principles, deciding what those principles should
be for every situation can be a difficult if not an impossible task. In
order to help keep us honest, evaluators can seek the advice of col-
leagues, ethics committees (at the university, professional organi-
zation, school district, etc.), and the potential participants/subjects
themselves.
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THE AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT’S
EVALUATION STRATEGY: A PERSPECTIVE
FROM THE CENTER

Keith Mackay
Department of Finance
Canberra, Australia

In the six years since the Australian government’s evaluation
strategy was set in place there has developed a substantial and
growing emphasis on the conduct and use of evaluation. It is
notable that Cabinet places considerable priority on having
evaluation findings available to better inform its deliberations
and decision-making. The article focuses on the attitudinal
changes, institutional arrangements, and formal requirements
that have led to this emphasis on evaluation. The central role
of the Department of Finance as catalyst and coordinator is also
analyzed.

Depuis les six dernières années, la mise en place d’une stratégie
d’évaluation de programmes par le gouvernement australien a
aidé à promouvoir l’importance de la conduite et l’utilisation
des évaluations de programmes. Il est remarquable que le cabi-
net des ministres considère une priorité d’avoir les résultats de
ces évaluations de programmes disponibles en vue d’accroître
la qualité des débats et prises de decisions. Le présent article
se concentre sur les changements d’attitude, les arrangements
institutionnels et les prérequis qui ont mené à l’emphase mis
sur l’évaluation de programmes. Le rôle du ministère des Fi-
nances comme catalyste et coordinateur est aussi analysé.

When the Australian government initiated a process of
public-sector reform in 1983 it was with the intention of achieving
improved efficiency and effectiveness in government activity. A suite
of reforms has been progressively developed and implemented since
1983 and has included managing and budgeting on a program ba-
sis, the creation of mega-portfolios (each portfolio comprises a line
department and a number of related agencies), systems of published
forward estimates of budget outlays and of cash-limited running
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costs, commercialization and user-charging, a portfolio approach to
budgeting, improved reporting to Parliament, and a systematic ap-
proach to program evaluation (Keating & Holmes, 1990).

These reforms have been designed to achieve “value for money” in
government programs, with a considerably greater focus on program
outcomes as well as on access and equity. The reforms have also
been intended to help the government prioritize its activities, and
to help achieve a considerable overall reduction in government ex-
penditure when it seeks to do so and to increase expenditure in a
more targeted way when that is appropriate.

Underlying the reforms has been a concern to place much less em-
phasis on processes, compliance, and controls per se. The overall
philosophy is that a bottom-line focus on outcomes is best achieved
by providing considerable devolution and autonomy to program
managers. At the same time, there has to be commensurate account-
ability.

It was in this climate that the government’s evaluation strategy was
developed. The main elements of the strategy were agreed by Cabi-
net in 1988 and were designed to help achieve value for money by
both encouraging and requiring program evaluation to be conducted
(Mackay, 1992).

The evaluation strategy has three main objectives. It encourages
program managers within portfolios to use evaluation as a stand-
ard and commonplace management tool; the underlying idea is that
any competent manager who is concerned with achieving program
objectives and fulfilling the needs of his or her client groups will use
evaluation as a matter of course. Use of evaluation as a manage-
ment tool can also be promoted by creating a climate of expectation
that evaluation will be conducted and used.

The second objective is to provide fundamental information about
program performance to aid Cabinet’s decision-making and
prioritization, particularly during the annual budget process, when
there is a large number of competing proposals on the table.

Lastly, the strategy aims to strengthen accountability in a devolved
environment by providing formal evidence of program managers’
stewardship of program resources. The emphasis is on transparency.
This is of interest to Parliament, in particular in the Senate Esti-
mates Committees’ processes of budget scrutiny and approval.
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The first and third objectives aim to improve the efficiency and ef-
fectiveness of individual programs. The second objective focuses on
prioritization between programs. All three objectives are concerned
with achieving value for money.

EVALUATION STRATEGY: FORMAL REQUIREMENTS

The main components of the strategy agreed by Cabinet are the for-
mal requirements placed upon portfolios and the range of services
that the Department of Finance offers to portfolios. Some observers
have questioned the apparent contradiction between the existence
of formal requirements and the devolutionary philosophy of the re-
forms; this issue is discussed below.

The main formal requirement is the preparation of annual portfolio
evaluation plans (PEPs). Each portfolio minister is required to pre-
pare a PEP and submit it to the minister for finance. Each PEP has
a three-year coverage, relating to major evaluations—that is, those
with major resource and/or policy implications—and is intended to
focus mainly on outcomes and effectiveness issues. Other evalua-
tion activity is encouraged, and each program is required to be evalu-
ated every three to five years.

PEPs are strategic planning documents that have a number of ad-
vantages. They:

• encourage portfolios to plan and conduct their evaluation
activity systematically;

• encourage a strategic approach to program management,
planning, and prioritization;

• provide a forum for ministers’ involvement in strategic plan-
ning for programs;

• create an expectation that evaluations will be conducted;
• encourage the completion of evaluations in a timely man-

ner; and
• provide an opportunity for Finance to make suggestions

about evaluation priorities. In doing so, Finance focuses on
the likely information needs and priorities of Cabinet in
future budget rounds.

The second formal requirement is that ministers’ new policy pro-
posals include a plan of action for evaluation that will be followed if
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the proposal is accepted. This provides Cabinet with the opportu-
nity to determine the scope and timing of future evaluation.

The third and last formal requirement is that the completed reports
of evaluations listed in PEPs normally be published. This require-
ment is relatively recent (1990) and is mainly an accountability tool:
it leads to the wider dissemination of evidence on program manag-
ers’ stewardship of program resources. It also leads to scrutiny of
the quality, rigor, and objectivity of evaluations.

The devolutionary philosophy of many of the reforms can be summed
up in the phrase “letting the managers manage.” But program man-
agers within portfolios remain accountable for the performance of
their programs. Indeed, with the considerable relaxation of central
controls, there is an added premium on accountability for program
outcomes. Evaluation has a central role to play in these circum-
stances, and hence the emphasis on formal requirements for the plan-
ning and conduct of evaluations. (This is essentially an approach
that “makes the managers manage.”)

In addition, a key responsibility of Finance is to ensure that Cabi-
net gets the information it needs for its financial decision-making
and prioritization. Thus it is important for Finance to ensure that
the quantity, quality, and timeliness of evaluation is satisfactory.
The PEP process and the other formal requirements provide a win-
dow of opportunity for Finance to influence, and help determine,
the evaluation agenda of portfolios.

EVALUATION STRATEGY: ROLE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
FINANCE

Finance’s Activities

Finance plays a major role at both the strategic and operational lev-
els. It is the principal architect and overseer of the government’s
evaluation strategy, and it has had a major influence on the design
of the three formal requirements. At the operational level, Finance
is involved in two ways. The first is its provision of a range of serv-
ices to encourage the conduct, quality, and use of evaluation. In this
regard Cabinet has given Finance the mandate to:

• offer a limited consultancy service by assisting in the con-
duct of individual evaluations;
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• promote evaluation training. The one-day evaluation work-
shops conducted by Finance have had 1,500 participants
since the start of 1991;

• prepare guidance material and disseminate examples of best
practice;

• prepare a register of published evaluation reports. Over the
past two years, the registers have reported the methodol-
ogy and results of about 290 major evaluations. This infor-
mation is particularly useful to evaluators who are
investigating comparable issues or who might be able to use
comparable methodologies; and

• help develop informal networks of evaluators. The main
network is the Canberra Evaluation Forum, which meets
monthly.

Finance offers these services to departments and agencies, who are
free to choose to accept them or not. (This assistance “helps the
managers manage.”) Of course, the extent to which these services
are taken up gives an indicator of the “value added” that Finance is
perceived to provide. Many of these services are provided by Finance’s
specialist evaluation unit, which is part of the Evaluation and Sta-
tistical Services Branch and employs seven evaluators. This spe-
cialist unit also monitors the progress made by departments and
major agencies on the conduct, quality, and use of evaluation. It
provides detailed feedback on the quality of individual PEPs as plan-
ning documents, and identifies and disseminates examples of best
practice. It also monitors the role of high-level evaluation planning
committees and of central evaluation units within portfolios.

The second way in which Finance is involved at the operational level
relates to the role of Finance’s supply divisions. These constitute
the central part of Finance’s activities and comprise about 250 offic-
ers. They oversee the funding of each portfolio’s programs and pro-
vide policy advice on them to Cabinet. Supply divisions provide advice
on each new policy proposed by portfolio ministers, and also, when
asked, assist Cabinet and portfolios to develop savings options of
those programs that might be considered inefficient, ineffective, or
of low priority.

Supply divisions are often able to suggest which programs in each
portfolio might be considered to be performing inadequately. They
make suggestions to portfolios about the desirable content and pro-
gram coverage of PEPs, and seek to participate in major evaluations.
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To assist in this process, Cabinet has indicated its expectation that
Finance will participate with portfolios on selected evaluations; of
course, evaluation is clearly the responsibility of, and is “owned by,”
departmental managers. That said, it is notable that of the 155 evalu-
ations that had some influence on new policy proposals submitted
by portfolios in the 1992–93 budget, Finance officers had partici-
pated (at the invitation of portfolios) in around 60%; in most cases
this participation could be considered major (compared to, for ex-
ample, participation in a steering committee or working group) (De-
partment of Finance, 1993).

Synergies in Finance’s Activities

Finance plays an important role as a central coordinating agency
and adviser to Cabinet. The juxtaposition of this influential posi-
tion with its responsibility to encourage and facilitate evaluation
can have a positive impact on agencies’ responses. The central role
of Finance in spending and accountability issues ensures the atten-
tion of portfolios. Thus Finance’s advocacy of evaluation as a worth-
while activity is more likely to be influential with portfolios than if
evaluation had been the responsibility of a stand-alone, specialist
organization that was perceived as tangential to mainstream gov-
ernment activities; it could be argued that the Canadian govern-
ment’s Office of the Comptroller General falls into this latter
category.

This should not be taken to imply that evaluation activity would
have been minimal in the absence of Finance’s advocacy of it. Evalu-
ation and review activity has been emphasized in some portfolios—
and in particular has been conducted by a number of research
bureaus—for many years, particularly in the areas of industry regu-
lation and protection, employment, and social welfare. But the sub-
stantive involvement of Finance helps ensure a considerably greater
breadth and depth of evaluation activity for government programs
generally. Although the Audit Office has suggested that Finance
should be even more proactive in that regard, a balance has to be
struck between Finance’s involvement and portfolios’ ownership of
their evaluations (Auditor General, 1991a, 1991b).

Another advantage of the juxtaposition of activities within Finance
is that it ensures an immediate and direct influence on the central
supply division functions of Finance itself. Before the devolutionary
reforms of the past decade, Finance was heavily involved—some
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might even use the word mired—in the minutiae of departments’
and agencies’ spending activities. Thus if a department wished to
spend more on postage or lighting, for example, it had to mount a
detailed and persuasive case to Finance. With the reforms that have
been implemented in the areas of running costs and forward esti-
mates, this type of detailed involvement would now be regarded not
only as irrelevant but also as highly intrusive.

The focus of evaluation is largely on bottom-line outcomes and value
for money. Emphasizing this focus has been a key factor in
reorienting the activities and philosophy of Finance’s supply divi-
sions away from an overwhelming preoccupation with funding de-
tails and an emphasis on spending cuts. Nevertheless, government
budget priorities need to be met, and it might be hoped that less
effective programs would be the casualties in any cutback in gov-
ernment expenditure. It would be wrong to claim—and few would
believe—that the culture within Finance has fully changed; such a
change takes time. A substantial shift in attitudes has, however,
occurred, perhaps much more than is generally appreciated
(Sedgwick, 1993).

One enduring function of Finance is to act as devil’s advocate, by
seeking to identify whatever flaws might exist in the spending pro-
posals put forward by ministers and their portfolios. A concern that
Finance might use evaluation findings against the proposals advo-
cated by portfolios has led some portfolios to be reluctant to involve
Finance in either the planning of evaluation activity or the conduct
of individual evaluations. However, most portfolios are aware of the
potential benefits from Finance involvement, and this has led to a
reasonably high level of cooperation with Finance. No one is inter-
ested in financing ineffective programs.

Portfolios have come to appreciate that the conduct of rigorous evalu-
ations in which Finance has been involved is a useful way to enlist
our joint ownership of and commitment to the evaluation findings.
This commitment has often eased the passage of new policy propos-
als through the budget process.

Moreover, the greater emphasis on a portfolio approach to budget-
ing has meant that portfolios are often expected to prioritize their
activities and to fund their new policy proposals from their own sav-
ings options; this also puts a premium on evaluation results. Of
course, evaluation is not simply a means to identify savings options;
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it is in fact rarely the case that adverse evaluation findings lead to
the simple abolition of a program. (There have been few, if any, in-
stances in recent budgets, for example.) It is much more common
for program objectives or operations to be modified, to a greater or
lesser extent. The emphasis is on improving performance.

A final benefit from Finance involvement is that it can draw on a
wealth of evaluation experience, spanning the entire range of gov-
ernment activities. Thus by involving Finance, program managers
in portfolios can tap into this experience, and this can help them
conduct rigorous, well-focused and thus better evaluations. This as-
sistance is particularly valuable for those portfolios with a less well
established evaluation track record. We are prepared to provide
whatever assistance we can, within our modest resources and with
the cooperation of portfolios, in identifying and understanding best
practice.

PROGRESS WITH EVALUATION SO FAR:
CONDUCT, QUALITY, AND USE

Conduct

In encouraging evaluation in government departments and agen-
cies an initial emphasis was to increase the quantity of evaluation
activity. As already noted, there has been a long history of evalua-
tion and review activity in areas such as industry regulation, em-
ployment, and social welfare. This had been fostered by the existence
of a number of specialist economic research bureaus—such as the
Industry Commission, the Bureau of Industry Economics, the Bu-
reau of Labour Market Research, and the Bureau of Transport and
Communications Economics—and by the periodic undertaking of
major policy reviews, such as the Cass review of social security in
the mid-1980s. Parliamentary reviews and efficiency and other au-
dits conducted by the Audit Office have also contributed to the pool
of evaluation and review findings.

It could, however, be argued that the extent of evaluation in many
of these areas was uneven and tended to be neither systematic nor
regular. In addition, many portfolios did not have a history of evalu-
ating their programs, in part because of the difficulties in evaluat-
ing particular government activities such as the provision of policy
advice.
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The net result of these influences was, according to anecdotal evi-
dence, that when the government’s evaluation strategy commenced
in 1988 only a modest amount of evaluation activity was being con-
ducted, and that activity was very unevenly distributed across port-
folios. In subsequent years the volume of evaluations being conducted
has grown sharply. An analysis of PEPs reveals that the number of
major evaluations listed in PEPs as being either in progress or about
to commence has increased from 55 in 1989 to 250 in 1993.

Most evaluation activity is more narrowly focused than the PEP
evaluations, emphasizes narrower efficiency or process issues, and
is conducted by individual departments and agencies primarily for
their own program management purposes. Finance is usually not
directly involved in such evaluations, and so no count of their total
number is available. But anecdotal evidence suggests that the vol-
ume is significant and is increasing. This is also confirmed by re-
cent reports prepared by the Audit Office (Auditor General, l991a,
l991b).

It is hard to escape the conclusion that the formal requirement to
prepare PEPs and to evaluate each program every three to five years,
together with the emphasis in the reforms on outcomes/results and
on improving performance, have provided the main impetus for this
substantial growth in evaluation activity.

There has been only modest success with the formal requirement
that ministers’ new policy proposals include an evaluation plan of
action that will be undertaken if the proposal is accepted. Feedback
from portfolios indicates that this requirement is onerous for port-
folio managers during the busy budget period. Only about 30% of
proposals broadly met this requirement in the 1993–94 budget, al-
though an additional 50% of proposals included a clear undertaking
to evaluate the proposal if accepted (Department of Finance, 1994).

Quality

The quality and usefulness of PEPs as strategic planning documents
has clearly increased markedly since their inception in the late 1980s.
Now that evaluation has become more commonplace and widely ac-
cepted, attention is increasingly focusing on various dimensions of
evaluation quality and on ways to improve these.
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Three problematic dimensions of quality are:

1. The rigour of program evaluations. This is related to con-
siderations of expertise and objectivity. Expertise is depend-
ent on training and experience. It is probably the case—as
is believed in most portfolios—that the most useful experi-
ence is rapidly generated simply by conducting evaluations,
that is, learning by doing. More advanced evaluation skills,
such as survey design, sampling theory, cost-benefit analy-
sis, and econometrics, are acquired with much more diffi-
culty, although these can be brought in via consultants.
Objectivity in evaluation is in some ways more difficult to
attain, as it requires appropriate attitudes and perhaps,
even, the existence of an “evaluation culture” in an organi-
zation. From the perspective of Finance, a number of pro-
gram managers, as distinct from the more senior portfolio
managers, and the central evaluation coordination units in
portfolios have not been predisposed to ask the hard ques-
tions or reveal problem areas when conducting evaluations
of their programs. The Audit Office has argued that portfo-
lios should set up central oversight procedures to ensure
quality control of evaluations conducted (Auditor General,
1992).

2. The coverage of evaluation activity. This relates partly to
the systematic evaluation of all programs on a regular, sys-
tematic basis, consistent with the formal requirement that
all programs be evaluated every three to five years. Most
but not all portfolios meet this requirement. For those pro-
grams that are evaluated there has sometimes been a ten-
dency to steer the evaluation away from the difficult
questions or suspect areas of a program. This is related to
the issue of objectivity.

3. The timeliness of evaluations. Evaluations that have been
commissioned by Cabinet or that portfolios have scheduled
in the PEP planning context are often undertaken with a
particular deadline in mind, such as a particular budget
round. There have arisen cases where evaluations have not
been completed in sufficient time to feed in to Cabinet’s de-
liberations. On occasion this has resulted from a shortage of
skilled evaluators in the portfolio concerned, combined with
overambitious and unrealistic deadlines. But there have also
been one or two cases where a portfolio has claimed that an
evaluation has not been completed (and is therefore una-
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vailable to Finance), but the portfolio has nevertheless
quoted selectively from the evaluation “findings” in its sub-
mission to Cabinet. Fortunately, these are not extensive
problems, although they require careful monitoring.

There is no easy solution to such difficulties with the quality of evalu-
ation. However, they can be expected to diminish as evaluation skills
and experience become more widespread, as an evaluation culture
becomes more embedded in the public service, and as the reforms
change management. The involvement of Finance officers in par-
ticular evaluations provides portfolios with an additional source of
evaluation skills and an external, and hopefully objective, perspec-
tive that can help to overcome obstacles to quality evaluation.

Use

Portfolios’ use of evaluation findings in their internal program man-
agement is an activity in which Finance is not involved, consistent
with the philosophy of letting the managers manage. Anecdotal in-
formation from portfolios, together with the Audit Office’s findings
so far, suggest that portfolios’ internal use of evaluation findings is
reasonably good, but uneven; there is definite scope for further im-
provement. This conclusion is reinforced by a joint (unpublished)
review by Finance and the Department of Employment, Education
and Training of the latter’s evaluation activities.

The quantity and quality of performance information provided to
Parliament has increased considerably in recent years, especially
in the annual program performance statements that are tabled at
budget time. However, a number of commentators have emphasized
the scope for Parliament to use this information, including evalua-
tion findings, much more actively (e.g., Holmes, 1991).

From Finance’s perspective a major use of evaluation findings is in
the budget process—that is, in assessing priorities and reviewing
new policy proposals and savings options put forward to Cabinet for
consideration. The following discussion therefore focuses on the use
made of evaluation in the budget context.

Figure 1 reveals that the influence of evaluation on the new policy
proposals put forward by portfolio ministers has increased signifi-
cantly over the past four budgets. In the 1990–91 budget some $230
million of new policy proposals were directly or indirectly influenced
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by the findings of an evaluation; by 1992–93 this had risen to about
$860 million, although the figure declined to $530 million in the
following budget (Department of Finance, 1994). The proportion of
new policy proposals influenced by evaluation rose from 23% in 1990–
91 to a high of 47% in the following year, and 43% in 1993–94. Evalu-
ation influenced about 58% of savings options in the 1993–94 budget.

Of more concern is the finding that the “success rate” of new policy
proposals accepted by Cabinet in 1993–94 was the same for those
proposals influenced by evaluation as it was for proposals not so
influenced.

These results underscore the observation that evaluation findings
are only one of a number of sources of information on and influence
over Cabinet’s decision-making. Others include the government’s
evolving policy agenda, and urgent economic and other imperatives;
the relative importance of these will vary from year to year.

Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1
The Influence of Evaluation on New Policy ProposalsThe Influence of Evaluation on New Policy ProposalsThe Influence of Evaluation on New Policy ProposalsThe Influence of Evaluation on New Policy ProposalsThe Influence of Evaluation on New Policy Proposals
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Other findings from the detailed Finance survey of the 1992–93
budget (the corresponding figures for the 1991–92 budget appear in
parentheses) include:

• Finance officers, who attended the relevant Cabinet meet-
ings, judged that evaluation influenced about 30% of Cabi-
net’s decisions (60%) and that in almost half of these
decisions (three-quarters) its influence was significant.

• About 155 evaluations (160) had some influence on the  pro-
posals and options put to Cabinet.

• Cabinet commissioned specific evaluations, and determined
their scope and timing, in about 20% of its decisions (al-
most 40%) (Department of Finance 1992, 1993).

These findings indicate the importance that public servants—in their
preparation of the details of new policy proposals and savings op-
tions—and ministers attach to having evaluation findings available.
Overall, it has been very important to have had the active support
of key Cabinet and other ministers in encouraging portfolios to plan
and conduct high-quality evaluations.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

A unique feature of the 1993–94 budget was the commissioning of a
series of major program and policy reviews. The reviews were com-
missioned by Cabinet in the context of the government’s concern to
reduce the budget deficit to around 1% of GDP by 1996–97. Thus
the government stated:

Taking account of an analysis of outlays trends across
all portfolios together with Ministers’ own reviews of
portfolio priorities, the Government is putting in train a
program of reviews, extending the Government’s normal
program evaluation activity. The reviews will focus pri-
marily on areas which have been subject to rapid out-
lays growth in recent years or which for other reasons
are seen as offering scope for program improvements.
(Commonwealth of Australia, 1993b, p. 3.13)

The focus of the reviews is on delivering programs so as
to achieve their objectives more effectively rather than
eliminating programs. (Commonwealth of Australia,
1993a, p. 1.4)
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Some 46 reviews were commissioned by Cabinet and announced in
the budget, with most focusing on issues of effectiveness and appro-
priateness. The reviews relate to programs that collectively cover
50% ($58 billion) of total Australian government expenditure, and
are in the areas of health, community services, social security, vet-
erans’ affairs, employment, and education. A menu of review topics
and their terms of reference was initially proposed by Finance, with
the final choice made by Cabinet.

The reviews were commissioned at short notice, and will be invalu-
able in identifying new policy options and helping to prioritize among
them and existing policies. Almost all of the reviews are to be avail-
able for consideration in the 1994–95 or 1995–96 budgets.

The reviews illustrate the value Cabinet places on having evalua-
tive information available to assist its decision-making. Perhaps the
best way to regard the reviews is as being complementary to the
normal cycle of PEP evaluations, rather than being a substitute for
them or reflecting any deficiency in the system of PEP evaluations.
The former allow an urgent response to emerging budget pressures,
and the latter allow a measured and progressive coverage of pro-
grams and of important program issues.

It is unclear at this stage whether substantial numbers of reviews
will be commissioned in future budgets.

CONCLUSION

There is growing evidence of a dramatic increase in the quantity of
evaluation information available since the Australian government’s
evaluation strategy was set in place six years ago. The use of evalu-
ation to better inform Cabinet’s decision-making and prioritization
has also increased considerably, and this use can be expected to grow
as the existing “library” of available evaluation findings continues
to expand. Of course, evaluation remains only one of a number of
influences on Cabinet’s decision-making.

There appears to be scope for Parliament to use evaluation findings
and other performance information much more intensively. More
detailed scrutiny of portfolio and program performance by Parliament
would strengthen the accountability framework and send very posi-
tive signals to portfolios on what is hoped and expected of them. It
would reinforce substantially the government’s evaluation strategy.
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In terms of the conduct, quality, and use of evaluation, the progress
achieved by different portfolios remains uneven, although the gen-
eral trend is toward a definite increase in the quantity of evaluation
information available. There appears to be considerable scope for
further improvement in the quality and use of evaluation findings
within portfolios. Progress in the use of evaluation in the annual
budget process is encouraging. Clearly, there remains a need to per-
severe with the evaluation strategy and to build on the progress
already made. The major set of reviews of programs and policies,
commissioned in the 1993–94 budget, constitutes a significant reaf-
firmation and reinforcement of the priority that the Australian gov-
ernment attaches to evaluation to assist it in its deliberations.

Much of the progress achieved so far can be ascribed to:

• the implementation of a number of public-sector reforms
that emphasize bottom-line outcomes;

• the existence of the formal requirement for portfolio evalu-
ation plans; and

• Finance’s stewardship of the government’s evaluation strat-
egy, plus its strong advocacy of evaluation as a tool to help
achieve value for money.

Finance is well placed to continue its central role of catalyst and
adviser: it has the commitment to do so. But the strong support and
cooperation of departments and agencies is needed in developing
and disseminating best practice and ensuring that quality evalua-
tions are well understood and effective in decision-making gener-
ally, but in the budget preparation in particular.
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THE MUNICIPAL COMPREHENSIVE
AUDIT FUNCTION
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University of Calgary

Many Canadian municipalities have established comprehensive
audit systems with diverse structural characteristics. This ar-
ticle examines the comprehensive audit functions in Edmon-
ton, Calgary, and Regina, focusing on their evolution and their
strengths and weaknesses. The author proposes a model for a
comprehensive audit system that would achieve balance and
effectiveness.

Plusieurs municipalités canadiennes ont établi des systèmes de
vérification compréhensive avec divers caractéristiques
structurelles. Ce document discute comment marche-t-elle la
vérification compréhensive à Edmonton, à Calgary et à Regina.
Le développement, les avantages et les faiblesses des systèmes
sont analysés. Un modèle de vérification compréhensive pour
les municipalités est proposé qui pourrait être en équilibre et
en même temps efficace.

In 1978 Edmonton’s auditor general stated that munici-
pal governments require a position to provide “an impartial assess-
ment of the performance of its public service” (City of Edmonton,
1978, p. 3). A byproduct of this objective evaluation is increased ac-
countability of city staff to elected officials and potentially of politi-
cians to the public. The latter is a debatable issue among auditors,
and its practice usually results in controversy.

Many Canadian municipalities have established comprehensive
audit systems with diverse structural characteristics. This article
examines the comprehensive audit functions in Edmonton, Calgary,
and Regina. It focuses on their evolution and the strengths and weak-
nesses of the systems. A model for a comprehensive audit system is
proposed that would achieve balance and effectiveness.

Audit terms are defined differently both within the audit pro-
fession and between jurisdictions. According to the Canadian
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Comprehensive Auditing Foundation, comprehensive auditing is an
evaluation of “the extent to which financial, human and physical
resources are managed with due regard to economy, efficiency and
effectiveness; and accountability relationships are reasonably served”
(n.d., p. 8). Edmonton refers to this, or a subset of it, as operational
auditing, Calgary as value-for-money auditing, and Regina as com-
prehensive auditing. The comprehensive auditing function is dis-
tinct from that of an external auditor, who audits a city’s financial
statements and comments on their accuracy and reliability.

EVOLUTION OF THE AUDIT FUNCTION

Edmonton

Edmonton was the first municipality in Canada to establish the po-
sition of auditor general, approved in principle by city council on
April 27, 1976. Prior to this, council members were having “difficul-
ties” with existing reporting relationships (City of Edmonton, 1976a,
p. 3). They wanted independent advice, “without fear of reprisal,”
about whether the administration was carrying out council’s poli-
cies (City of Edmonton, 1976b, p. 2). They were seeking a way to
review each department and each commissioner (senior executive)
in a systematic and impartial manner. At the time, the audit func-
tion was internal and reported to city council through the commis-
sioner of finance.

Edmonton’s external auditor assessed the advantages and disad-
vantages of having an auditor general. He indicated that the differ-
ence between an auditor general and an internal audit group related
to the concept of “value for money” and the ability to comment on
whether money was being spent wisely. He stated that an auditor
general was needed to assess program effectiveness, but warned that
this would generate conflict between the auditor general and man-
agement. Nonetheless, he advised that an independent position was
needed to prevent the “screening” of information (City of Edmon-
ton, 1976c, p. 2). An audit committee would be responsible for re-
solving differences between the auditor general and the
administration.

Bylaw 4873 to appoint an auditor general was passed by city coun-
cil on January 11, 1977 (City of Edmonton, 1977). The bylaw gave
the auditor general the mandate to examine the “financial, admin-
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istrative, and organizational affairs of the City” (sec. 1). The auditor
general was “completely independent of the authority of the Admin-
istration,” with a reporting relationship to council and the audit com-
mittee as a liaison (sec. 2). Access to information was guaranteed in
carrying out the function.

The majority of the Internal Audit Department staff were trans-
ferred to the Office of the Auditor General, but an internal audit
function continued. Internal Audit Services was maintained in the
Finance Department and has increased its staff from two to about
eight employees. These are cash auditors who are limited to a spe-
cific mandate and report through the administrative structure. Their
reports are never made public. Edmonton Telephones, a city Crown
corporation, also has its own internal audit function.

Ten years after the creation of the position, Edmonton’s city council
commissioned a value-for-money audit of the Auditor General’s Of-
fice. The review concluded that the auditor general had been “a posi-
tive force for improving the effectiveness and efficiency of City
Administration” (Stevenson Kellogg Ernst & Whinney, 1988, p. 10).
By 1988 operational audits had been completed on most city depart-
ments, boards, and authorities.

One significant area for change revealed by the audit was the need
to strengthen the auditor general’s independence from the political
level. During the consultant’s investigations, several council mem-
bers complained that the auditor general revised reports under pres-
sure from elected officials. In addition, the Auditor General’s Office
was perceived to be too political, lobbying council members to sup-
port or oppose certain undertakings (Stevenson Kellogg Ernst &
Whinney, 1988).

The consultants recommended that city council formalize its rela-
tionship to the auditor general by establishing an audit committee
or delegating the audit responsibility to the utilities and finance
committee. They believed that this would “protect the Auditor Gen-
eral from political pressure,” or from having to seek political sup-
port “in the absence of a committee with the time to provide it”
(Stevenson Kellogg Ernst & Whinney, 1988, p. 16). The executive
committee had assumed the role of an audit committee, and the au-
ditor general liaised with it even though its mandate was much
broader in scope.
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The consultants also expressed concern that the Auditor General’s
Office develop “more constructive and less confrontational” relations
with the administration (Stevenson Kellogg Ernst & Whinney, 1988,
p. 2). They stated that the office could reduce existing tension through
greater administrative involvement in the operational audit proc-
ess.

In response to the findings, the auditor general resisted change by
minimizing criticisms or asserting that many of the recommenda-
tions were already being accomplished (Edmonton Auditor General,
1989a). He argued against the need for an audit committee sepa-
rate from the executive committee, believing the latter was “the most
appropriate Committee to deal with reports of this Office because of
the nature of matters reported and the direct line to Council” (Ed-
monton Auditor General, 1989b, p. 2).

This attitude came back to haunt the Office of the Auditor General
in 1991. Relations between the auditor general and city council—in
particular, the mayor—deteriorated when the office criticized coun-
cil’s propensity to grant tax exemptions to developers. An amend-
ment to bylaw 4873 was proposed that gave the city manager as
much authority as the auditor general to determine whether or not
audit reports would be made public or be dealt with in camera (City
of Edmonton, 1992a).

In July 1992 the new bylaw 10140, incorporating this change, was
approved (City of Edmonton, 1992b). This bylaw weakens the inde-
pendence of the auditor general because it allows the city manager
to recommend to the agenda review committee that a report be con-
sidered privately despite what the auditor general might think is
appropriate. It is too early to evaluate whether the authority given
to the city manager is real or symbolic or if the changes will make
the audit process secretive. Following the advice of the 1988 value-
for-money audit might have prevented this outcome. There was no
council committee ready to advocate on behalf of the auditor gen-
eral, only a competitive management and a few alienated politicians
motivated to place controls on the position.

Until recently, the structure and mandate of the comprehensive audit
function in Edmonton remained relatively unchanged. In 1991 re-
ports of the Auditor General’s Office could be sent to the standing
committees or the executive committee, except for the annual re-
port, which is presented to the executive committee. The 1992 audi-
tor general’s bylaw made provision for a special audit committee,
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which operates as an ad hoc committee focusing on sensitive inves-
tigations that are dealt with in private.

By the new bylaw, management is given four weeks to respond to
the operational audit findings. Implementation plans are forwarded
to the appropriate standing committee and the auditor general. De-
pending on the significance of the recommendations, updates from
the administration may also be required. Annual monitoring pro-
grams scrutinize management’s progress in implementing council’s
recommendations. If no action is undertaken, the auditor general
advises council in a follow-up report.

A significant change occurred in 1991–92 when the Auditor Gener-
al’s Office began involving the public more in the comprehensive
audit process. Prior to that time the work was undertaken inter-
nally, but now audit steering committees, comprised of volunteer
experts, provide a sounding board for the auditors, who still main-
tain control over the scoping, findings, and recommendations of the
operational audits (City of Edmonton, 1992c). On occasion, focus
group sessions have been employed to solicit input from special-
interest groups and citizens at large. City staff and elected officials
continue to be excluded from participation in the management of
the process.

When first introduced, Edmonton’s comprehensive audit system was
very innovative. At the time, no other Canadian municipality had
an auditor general. The ease with which the auditor general’s by-
law was changed demonstrates the vulnerability of a position rely-
ing on the support of volatile municipal politicians. In addition, the
position’s gradual politicization and the auditor general’s antago-
nistic relationship with the civic administration may have under-
mined the office’s credibility and effectiveness. The management
style of the former auditor general undoubtedly contributed to this
outcome. It is unclear whether the current auditor general’s approach
will foster support rather than conflict. A rebuilding process will
definitely have to occur after a history of confrontation.

Calgary

The comprehensive audit function developed quite differently in
Calgary than in Edmonton. Calgary’s city council studied the possi-
bility of creating an auditor general in the early eighties, but was
advised against it. The board of commissioners resisted the idea and
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urged council to maintain the existing system and address specific
audit concerns through the Management Audit Division, the exter-
nal auditors, or consultants. The commissioners were very concerned
about losing control over the internal audit function, which they
believed would be undermined by the presence of an auditor gen-
eral. They argued that an auditor general was not appropriate to a
municipal government and would be costly and time consuming. In
their opinion, the position was needed when management problems
existed or there was a lack of trust between the administration and
the politicians (City of Calgary, 1980).

The finance and budget committee hired consultants to study the
issue, who recommended against appointing an auditor general,
mostly because it was a new concept at the municipal government
level (Coopers & Lybrand, 1980). Three years later a mayor’s task
force composed of independent specialists and observers also advised
against it. Their concerns echoed the administration’s about weak-
ening the internal audit function. They also believed that an audi-
tor general would be too costly; that justifying expenditures would
lead to an emphasis on the number of recommendations imple-
mented; that it would be essential to maintain political support for
the work; and that there was potential for adversarial relationships
between the auditor general and management (Mayor’s Task Force,
1983).

The two consultants recommended that council concentrate on hav-
ing an active audit committee involved with the task force work.
They studied alternatives as if an auditor general could not co-exist
with elected officials participating in the value-for-money audits.
Somehow they overlooked the fact that having both was possible
and would strengthen the comprehensive audit function (Coopers &
Lybrand, 1980).

The consultants proposed the system that was implemented and still
exists. The internal audit function, the Management Audit Division,
became a department with a primary reporting relationship to the
administration and a secondary one to council via the audit com-
mittee. It concerns itself mostly with financial, compliance, and op-
erational (management controls) auditing. City council also
established a two-person resource group to give advice on audit is-
sues, independent of the administration.

The structure of Calgary’s audit system has undergone a few changes
over the years. The finance and budget standing policy committee
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served as the audit committee until 1985, when a separate commit-
tee was established. In the late eighties, citizen members were ap-
pointed to the committee. The resource group expanded its function
to provide research, analysis, and advice on any policy and opera-
tional issues pertinent to decisions taken by city council. In 1989
city council confirmed that the group was entitled to any informa-
tion necessary to perform its mandate (City of Calgary, 1989). Re-
cently, the resource group was reduced to a single research officer
owing to budget constraints.

The audit committee focuses primarily on value-for-money audits.
It hires outside consultants for these projects rather than relying
on permanent staff. The research officer is responsible for facilitat-
ing and monitoring these audits, including advertising and short-
listing consultants, reviewing interim reports, and consolidating the
final report of the audit findings and management responses
(Aldermanic Office Resource Group, 1989).

The expectation was that Management Audit Department staff
would learn value-for-money auditing skills, resulting in lessened
reliance on consultants. This hope never materialized, although in-
ternal auditors work with the consultants on each project. A task
force is appointed by city council to conduct the audits. It functions
as the project manager, providing direction to the consultants. It is
the task force’s, and not the consultant’s, report that appears before
council and becomes a public document. In practice, the consultant’s
report is usually included in its entirety.

Normally, a task force is made up of a minimum of two council mem-
bers, a research officer, a commissioner for the area being exam-
ined, the director of the management audit department, and one or
two expert citizens (volunteers).

Management’s response to the audit findings (agreement or objec-
tions) is incorporated into the final report. If there is disagreement
between the auditors and management, the task force decides which
recommendations are forwarded to council. It also presents the fi-
nal report to the audit committee. At least two follow-up reports
prepared by the commissioner are reviewed by the audit committee
and council. Monitoring of results is undertaken by the internal audit
staff (Calgary Resource Group, 1989).

The mandate of the audit committee expanded in 1988 when a leg-
islative financial planning task force (1988) recommended that in
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addition to the budgetary review process, council undertake two
yearly program reviews in order to “assess the need for a program,
its guiding principles and assumptions and the resources assigned
to carry out the goals” (p. 134). The objectives of the program re-
views now include a review of council policies and standards of serv-
ice. Program review committees consist of a minimum of three
members of council and one citizen. The research officer coordinates
these projects. Senior management of the program under review and
Management Audit Department staff act as resources to the com-
mittee (Calgary Legislative Resource Group, 1991).

Calgary has not revisited the issue of creating an auditor general
since 1983. By other cities’ standards, its system seems antiquated,
relying on policy and practice. Its internal audit function is domi-
nated by administrators. To maintain its effectiveness, it relies on
an audit committee with a fluid membership, a single research of-
ficer, task forces that are effective but lack continuity, limited input
from the public, and a small consulting base in Calgary.

Regina

Since the late eighties, Regina has been refining its comprehensive
audit function, combining components of Edmonton’s and Calgary’s
systems. In 1987 city council endorsed a comprehensive audit pro-
gram. Under this policy initiative, all city operations were to be re-
viewed in a five-year cycle, with priorities drawn up by the internal
auditors for consideration by the audit committee and the city man-
ager. This program was to be conducted by the internal auditors,
outside consultants, or a combination of both (City of Regina, 1987a,
1987b). Subsequently, Regina’s internal audit function achieved a
distinct department status but still reported to the city manager.

In 1988 the reporting relationship of the audit function was reas-
sessed. The only alternative discussed was the auditor general sys-
tem. The city manager advised council that the creation of an auditor
general would enhance the independence of the audit function, give
it a higher profile within the administration and community, and
increase council’s influence on the audit process (City of Regina,
1988a, 1989a). However, he expressed reservations about an autono-
mous Auditor General’s Office being perceived as “a watch-dog
agency, rather than . . . being an integral part of the Administra-
tion that performs a supportive review function” (City of Regina,
1989a, p. 2). He recommended that the Internal Audit Department
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continue to report to the city manager and that council approve a
bylaw ensuring that the department’s reports were sent “unedited”
to the audit committee (p. 3).

Despite this advice, city council approved the creation of an inde-
pendent audit function. Bylaw 8926 to appoint an auditor general
was passed on October 19, 1989 (City of Regina, 1989b). The bylaw
incorporates many elements of Edmonton’s original bylaw. The au-
ditor general is “responsible and answerable only to Council” and
reports through the audit committee and the executive committee
(sec. 8.1). Access to information is guaranteed for any reports or docu-
ments needed to perform the duties of the office. The Internal Audit
Department was transferred to the Office of the Auditor General,
and no other internal audit function was maintained.

From their initiation, Regina’s comprehensive audits utilized steer-
ing committees, which are advisory groups with some influence but
no control over the process. They make suggestions to the auditors,
who are not obligated to follow their advice. On rare occasions, steer-
ing committees have written minority reports to Council on audit
findings and recommendations. Their membership has evolved over
time to include one city councillor from the standing committee re-
sponsible for the audited program or department; one city council-
lor from the audit committee (optional); one person representing each
union with membership within the audited program/department;
one expert citizen (volunteer); one program/department employee,
randomly selected; the director; the city manager (ex officio); and
the city auditor general, acting as the committee’s secretary (City of
Regina, n.d.).

According to the bylaw, the city manager’s comments on the com-
prehensive audit are incorporated into the final report. Departments
submit implementation plans to the relevant standing committee
for approval and to the audit committee for information purposes.
Occasionally, updates from the administration are submitted to the
audit committee for approval and to the standing committee for in-
formation. There is no formal monitoring process undertaken by the
Auditor General’s Office.

Even before the appointment of an auditor general, Regina had re-
duced its reliance on outside consultants. The original intention was
to use consultants to “add credibility to a sensitive program, pro-
vide expert technical advice to our internal auditors and perform
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audits on programs that were of a high technical and complex na-
ture” (City of Regina, 1988b, p. 8). Part of the consultants’ respon-
sibilities was to train staff auditors in comprehensive auditing
techniques. As well, there was a perception that the objectivity of the
process would be protected (City of Regina, 1987b, p. 2; 1988b, p. 9).

By 1990 the practice of hiring consultants as project leaders had
been discontinued, although consultants were used for specialized
work (City of Regina, 1990). The results of consultants’ first com-
prehensive audits showed disappointing cost savings (City of
Regina, 1988b). In addition, Regina has a small consultant base to
undertake the work, so only a few firms were used. Hence a deci-
sion was made to have these audits carried out by the Auditor Gen-
eral’s Office.

Regina’s audit system is relatively new and combines some aspects
of Edmonton’s and Calgary’s systems. It has a bylawed auditor gen-
eral and uses advisory committees with political, management, and
employee representation for its comprehensive audits. No evalua-
tion of the system has been undertaken, although a peer review is
scheduled for 1993–1994. The auditor general’s bylaw (City of
Regina, 1989b) requires an audit of the office every five years.

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

The comprehensive audit approaches discussed above have their rela-
tive strengths and weaknesses, summarized in Table 1. By tradi-
tional performance standards, the three systems have achieved some
success: city staff have become more publicly accountable; cost sav-
ings have been substantial; civic operations are running in a more
economic, efficient, and cost-effective manner. However, each sys-
tem has its limitations in terms of achieving the most effective mu-
nicipal comprehensive audit system.

Status and Reporting Relationships

The status of the audit function and the nature of the reporting re-
lationships affect the credibility of the comprehensive audit system.
Having legal rather than policy status is preferable because it guar-
antees greater auditor independence and therefore objectivity. Ed-
monton and Regina give bylaw status to the auditor general’s role,
mandate, reporting relationships, and right to information. How-
ever, as Edmonton’s experience proved, bylaws can be amended eas-
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ily when politicians decide to put controls on the function or limit
its independence.

Calgary has a weaker system because it does not have an auditor
general. Its audit system relies on council policy and does not even
have bylaw stature. As a result, that system is more susceptible to
pressure from management and overly dependent on supportive
members of council, who change from election to election and, more-
over, may lack sufficient knowledge of the function to appreciate its
worth.

To facilitate and enhance accountability, reporting relationships
should be streamlined. None of the cities has achieved this: in each,
reporting relationships lack concentration and are fragmented. One
of the greatest assets of Calgary’s system is the pivotal position
played by the audit committee, but this is subject to the whims of
politicians, who can overpoliticize the process or fail to understand
it. The city also maintains an internal audit function that reports to
the administration, thus undermining its own integrity.

Regina’s audit function has reporting relationships to the audit com-
mittee, the standing committees, and, in exceptional circumstances,
to the executive committee. Edmonton’s Auditor General’s Office has
a primary reporting relationship to the executive committee, where
auditors do not make presentations but simply answer questions. It
also relates to the agenda review committee, the standing commit-
tees, and occasionally to a special audit committee. Consequently,
all of the cities have diffuse reporting relationships.

Objectivity

The objectivity of the comprehensive audit function is crucial to its
effectiveness. Indeed, the audit function is only as strong as its ob-
jectivity. Two different approaches have been used to achieve objec-
tivity: protecting the independence of the audit function and
encouraging the participation of a balance of interests. In theory,
combining these approaches should provide a greater degree of ob-
jectivity and a broader safeguard than either on its own.

Auditors have to be free to comment without fear of negative
repercussions or interference from either elected officials or
administrators. Ideally, they should be objective and unbiased in
their observations and findings. In reality, complete impartiality is
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difficult to achieve in the highly politicized atmosphere of a munici-
pal government. Most auditors perceive the politicians to be their
superiors. In addition, opinions are generally value laden.

Independence

Protecting the independence of auditors is one way of attempting to
ensure greater objectivity. With varying degrees of success, the cit-
ies have used two mechanisms to achieve an independent audit func-
tion: guaranteeing it by bylaw, and using external consultants and
independent advisers.

Regina has the strongest system, with a bylaw that technically guar-
antees the auditor general’s independence from the influence of poli-
ticians and administrators. No one is allowed to interfere with the
auditor general’s reports. But bylaws can be changed with relative
ease. Edmonton’s auditor general had originally been extended the
same independence, but when its incumbent had the courage to hold
the political body publicly accountable for inappropriate tax conces-
sions, he created powerful enemies.

In similar circumstances in Calgary, a program review committee
criticized some council members for interfering with the develop-
ment permit process and recommended ethical guidelines be estab-
lished for members (Development Permit Review Commitee, 1991).
The findings were controversial but no retaliatory measures re-
sulted, possibly because political colleagues were members of the
committee.

Auditors often question their role in ensuring political accountabil-
ity because they do not work in a structure that facilitates or en-
courages it. They do not perceive themselves to be independent of
their political bosses. Issues may arise that auditors are profession-
ally bound to investigate and comment on. Most often they will seek
to avoid rather than confront situations where sensitive political,
ethical, and quasi-legal issues may be anticipated. This ultimately
weakens the audit function.

Calgary’s audit system is the weakest with regard to the independ-
ence of its auditors. The city maintains an internal audit function,
which has a primary reporting relationship to the commissioner of
finance and administration and a secondary one to the audit com-
mittee. The audit committee has never had either the time or the
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inclination to become involved in the ongoing operations of the de-
partment and satisfies itself with occasional reports on its opera-
tions. As a result, the Management Audit Department is an internal
city department dominated by the administration and vulnerable
to criticism about its objectivity.

External consultants have been used by Calgary and Regina to
achieve some independence and enhance the credibility of audit find-
ings. From the public’s point of view, consultants are perceived to
be independent outsiders, and therefore the most objective auditors.
The disadvantage of using consultants is the small market in the
three cities for comprehensive auditors: choices are limited. Some
consultants are also not familiar with civic operations and have to
learn from staff, which can cause resentment during a review and
raise questions about their expertise. The strongest system is
Regina’s, where the Auditor General’s Office has comprehensive au-
diting expertise augmented by consultants.

Calgary’s audit system has another independent dimension, the re-
search officer. This individual is removed from both the internal
auditors and the administration. The research officer’s primary role
is to provide assistance and support to council, but he or she can
also be called on to address the sensitivities that arise between dif-
ferent political interests. The research officer provides a significant
interface at the political level between auditors, consultants, public
interests, and auditees. In addition, he or she explains the process
to staff and alleviates some of the inherent tension in that process,
which an auditor general might not be able to do. Finally, the re-
search officer provides the continuity that the politicians and task
forces lack. The weakness of this function is its severely restricted
size.

Balance of Interests

Another way to achieve objectivity in the comprehensive audit func-
tion is to ensure the involvement of a balance of interests in the
process. The three cities have encouraged the participation of dif-
ferent stakeholders, but none has achieved notable success.

On its task forces Calgary includes politicians, administrators, citi-
zens, and experts but excludes labor. Regina’s steering committees
are unwieldy in size and comprised of too many vested interests, of
people who are being audited. The inclusion of union staff, one
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randomly chosen employee, the director, and the city manager (ex
officio) creates an imbalance among the stakeholders. This under-
mines the objectivity of the committees. However, it is not as prob-
lematic as it could be, because the committees play an advisory role
and do not have the same responsibility and authority over the au-
dit project as Calgary’s task forces. Thus, in Regina the responsibil-
ity to maintain objectivity lies with the auditor general, unlike in
Calgary, where it lies with the audit task forces.

Edmonton’s use of focus groups to solicit public input enhances the
credibility of the audit scope, ensuring the right issues will be ad-
dressed. However, its advisory steering committees include volun-
teer experts and exclude city staff and politicians to the detriment
of the process. Representatives from management and labor should
be included, if only in a resource capacity. The participation of poli-
ticians helps to educate them and gives them a greater understand-
ing of civic operations, of audit results, and of the rationale behind
audit recommendations.

Hence, of the two approaches to achieving objectivity of the compre-
hensive audit function—preserving independence and involving a
balance of interests.—neither has been entirely successful.

Public Disclosure

There is a tension between the public’s right to know and the need
for confidentiality in the audit field. Confidentiality should not be
confused with secrecy, as full public disclosure is essential to the
comprehensive audit function. Yet occasionally exposure is not in
the best interests of the municipality. Another aspect of the confi-
dentiality issue is the requirement to build trust during the audit
process and avoid the premature release of audit findings. The pres-
ence of politicians and their constant interaction with the news me-
dia make this a much more difficult problem to address. None of the
cities has resolved these issues satisfactorily.

In Edmonton, the auditor general bylaw (1992b) gives discretionary
power to the auditor general, the city manager, and the chair of a
standing committee to request of the agenda review committee that
a report be discussed in camera. The bylaw also identifies reports
on legal matters, negotiations, civic contracts, and personnel issues
as requiring private consideration. In Calgary, the audit committee
has a policy that all reports are dealt with in public except for those
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involving security, personnel, or legal matters (City of Calgary, 1993).
In Regina, no bylaw or policy guidelines exist, but the practice has
been public disclosure except when determined by the auditor gen-
eral, usually in consultation with the Law Department.

None of the cities has developed an ideal approach. It is in the pub-
lic interest to ensure that the comprehensive audit process is as open
as possible. It is too important an issue to leave to policy, as in
Calgary, or common practice, as in Regina. A legal commitment to
full public disclosure is preferable. Criteria for exceptions, which
should be few, need to be identified. The decision about public ver-
sus confidential reports would then be an easy one to make. It should
be determined by the auditor general without interference from
elected officials or the administration. Edmonton undermined its
pledge to public disclosure by allowing a number of people to have a
voice in deciding the issue.

None of the cities has addressed the responsibility of politicians not
to divulge confidential information. Auditors are subject to profes-
sional reprisal, but politicians are not. Legal controls could be placed
on elected officials by incorporating the principle of confidentiality
into a code of conduct bylaw, ethical guidelines, or other relevant
legislation. Ultimately, though, the system has to rely on the integ-
rity of the politicians involved and the hope that they appreciate
the process enough not to compromise it.

Auditor and Staff Interactions

Conflict between auditors and the civic administration is inherent
in the comprehensive audit process. Some tension is healthy, as it
acts as a surrogate for competition, which is lacking in the public
sector. In addition, auditors are supposed to critically evaluate city
operations. However, excluding management and employees from
the process can generate apprehension. Involvement and under-
standing may not lead to agreement, but will lessen the fear of the
unknown. The participation of city staff need not weaken audit in-
dependence or contaminate the results. It may even strengthen staff’s
commitment to the process and to the implementation of suggested
changes.

Calgary has adopted a task force approach in its comprehensive
audits that involves management but not labor in a consensus-build-
ing process from the initial planning phases to the recommendation



THE CANADIAN JOURNAL OF PROGRAM EVALUATION48

phases. Management is also an integral part of the implementation
phase. In Regina advisory groups involving management and em-
ployees are used. This seems to have alleviated some of the antago-
nism and minimized the confrontation between city staff and auditors
that is more pronounced in Edmonton’s experience. Edmonton ex-
cludes management and labor in even an advisory capacity from
management of the process. This fosters more distrust of the proc-
ess than occurs in the other two cities.

Implementation

One of the most important elements of the comprehensive audit proc-
ess is the implementation phase, which ensures recommendations
are accepted and improvements occur. Successful outcomes are en-
sured if this process involves clearly defined responsibilities and re-
porting relationships, as well as established timelines. Action plans
for implementation should be the responsibility of management, with
the auditors undertaking the monitoring function together with the
politicians. Elected officials need to be involved because this pro-
vides the political support necessary to ensure staff is achieving posi-
tive changes, as well as enhancing accountability.

In Edmonton implementation plans prepared by the administration
are sent to the appropriate standing committee and to the auditor
general. Updates by management occur occasionally if the recom-
mendations entail significant change. The auditor general has been
criticized for emphasizing deficiencies and minimizing positive
change. This tendency has probably been accentuated by the fact
that detailed reports to the standing committees occur only when
there is no progress being made in implementation. Edmonton’s
standing committees do not play a proactive monitoring role, which
is the sole responsibility of the auditor general. Follow-up reports
from the auditor general on the number and percentage of recom-
mendations implemented are usually recorded only in the annual
report.

In Regina management’s implementation plans are forwarded to the
appropriate standing committee for approval and to the audit com-
mittee for information only. Additional updates by the administra-
tion are rare, and they are sent to the audit committee for approval
and the standing committee for information. The Auditor General’s
Office adopts an informal monitoring role and intends to use reaudits
as its approach to follow-up.
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Calgary has the strongest implementation process. Generally, the
audit committee is responsible for monitoring implementation, but
has occasionally, in more complicated audits, delegated this to task
forces. Three reports are supposed to go to the audit committee within
a specified time after council’s approval of the audit recommenda-
tions: six months to one year later, the commissioner for the au-
dited area reports on the improvements achieved to date; one to one
and a half years later, the Management Audit Department writes a
follow-up on the issues and actions taken; and one and a half to two
years after, the commissioner prepares a final report on the recom-
mendations implemented, completion dates for those outstanding,
and the cost savings achieved (Aldermanic Office Resource Group,
1989). This is the approved policy but, in practice, many follow-up
reports occur in addition to those required, making implementation
a very long and time-consuming process.

Calgary’s emphasis on the implementation phase is undermined by
having the internal auditors undertake one of the follow-up reports,
so that there is never an independent verification that all recom-
mendations are implemented. This weakness could be remedied by
the presence of an auditor general. Edmonton and Regina do not
stress implementation, and monitoring is either annually or infor-
mally done. The fragmented reporting relationships also weaken
accountability and implementation in the latter two cities. While
Calgary’s is the strongest approach, all three cities need to improve
their means of verifying implementation.

A MODEL COMPREHENSIVE AUDIT SYSTEM

Combining elements of the audit approaches in the three cities and
making additional improvements to all three should produce the
most effective comprehensive audit system. Combining the strengths
of the three systems and addressing the weaknesses common to all
three would be ideal. Every large municipality should have an in-
dependent auditor general. An internal audit function reporting to
the administration cannot achieve the desired degree of objectivity.
To be truly independent of city council and safe in holding politi-
cians accountable, the municipal auditor general should be provin-
cially legislated. The auditor general’s role, mandate, reporting
relationships, and guaranteed access to information should be given
legal status.
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In order to respect the public’s right to know, the legislation should
include a commitment to full public disclosure and should identify
the exceptions. The auditor general should have the final decision-
making power over the public or private nature of reports. The prin-
ciple of confidentiality during the audit process should be
incorporated into council members’ code of conduct bylaw, ethical
guidelines, or relevant legislation.

Reporting relationships and accountability responsibilities should
be direct and clear. The reporting relationship should be through
one committee, an audit committee, to city council. The audit com-
mittee and ultimately council should accept some responsibility for
establishing priority areas for review, scheduling, and monitoring
implementation. The audit committee should also function as a con-
flict resolution body.

Having an audit committee reduces the need for an auditor general
to seek political support because that support is implicitly given by
committee members who are committed to the audit function. The
committee provides a sounding board for the auditor general while
offering protection from the perception of political interference. In
addition, it ensures that elected officials have greater awareness of
the audit function and facilitates their “buy-in” to the process. The
presence of an auditor general would overcome some of an audit
committee’s weaknesses, such as lack of continuity and excessive
politicization of the audit function.

Outside consultants should be used occasionally to provide the nec-
essary expertise in specialized areas and increase the credibility of
audit findings. Including the general public in focus group sessions
and advisory committees facilitates valuable input. It is also impor-
tant to have management and labor participate to alleviate tension
and strengthen their commitment to the process and to implemen-
tation. Advisory groups should have a balance of stakeholders rep-
resented. Using advisory groups to augment the work of the task
force, which should be limited in size, would enhance the plausibil-
ity and profile of the process.

Task forces should function as project managers because they allow
council members to own the process. From the initial scoping phase,
politicians gain insight into why issues are raised, why recommen-
dations are being made, and why staff is agreeing or objecting. Task
forces also give auditors an opportunity for political input, particu-
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larly at the planning and recommendations phases. The task force
can comment on political problems and can make it easier to gain
council approval of the audit findings and recommendations. Be-
cause politicians are interested in policy decisions, a task force usu-
ally blends policy and audit issues, with resultant policy changes
accomplishing more fundamental innovations than typical audit im-
provements.

The dichotomy between an auditor general and task forces relates
to accountability and public policy. If the mandate of an auditor gen-
eral is legislated, a task force cannot supersede it on audit matters.
An auditor general’s role would be protected, and its incumbent
would certify the task force’s audit results. The Auditor General’s
Office would undertake the audit, augmented by consultants if
needed. However, the auditor general would not have any control
over the broad policy perspective adopted by a task force. The task
force could potentially serve as a vehicle for municipal policy re-
form. Accountability and public policy would be enhanced. At the
same time, the task force would accommodate a balance of interests
in the process, with representation from elected officials, manage-
ment, labor, and the public.

The addition of an advisory resource group, independent of both the
auditor general and the administration and responsible only to coun-
cil, provides additional independence. The resource group is in a
better position to diplomatically address politically sensitive issues
and to mediate between the political and auditor/consultant levels,
as well as between the political and staff levels. In a sense, the group
manages the politics of the situation.

Effective implementation is essential and depends upon a strong
action plan with definite timelines prepared by the administration.
Only one follow-up report by management should be needed, at the
time when all the recommendations are implemented. This should
be sent to the audit committee. The auditor general could then verify
its accuracy in a report to the audit committee.

The most effective municipal comprehensive audit system would ac-
commodate many checks and balances. These include an auditor
general mandated by provincial legislation, task forces, outside
consultants, independent advisers, management, employee and citi-
zen involvement, a commitment to full public disclosure, strong im-
plementation, and a supportive audit committee. The structure of
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such a system is outlined in Figure 1. Combining these elements
would protect the status and objectivity of the audit function; en-
sure that city staff are accountable to elected officials and politi-
cians to the public; streamline reporting relationships; minimize

Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1
A Model Comprehensive Audit SystemA Model Comprehensive Audit SystemA Model Comprehensive Audit SystemA Model Comprehensive Audit SystemA Model Comprehensive Audit System



LA REVUE CANADIENNE D'ÉVALUATION DE PROGRAMME 53

tension between staff and auditors; ensure implementation; and fa-
cilitate an open process. In order to guarantee the system’s ongoing
effectiveness, an independent evaluation of it, responsible to the
provincial authority, should be undertaken every five years.

CONCLUSION

This article examines the evolution of the audit systems in Edmon-
ton, Calgary, and Regina. Edmonton has an auditor general who
worked predominantly in isolation until recently, when the public
began to participate in an advisory capacity in its operational au-
dits, although council members and city staff are excluded. Calgary’s
system is policy based and relies on a fluid audit committee, an in-
ternal audit department, and an independent advisory research of-
ficer. Its value-for-money audits are managed by task forces and
conducted by outside consultants, with political, citizen, and man-
agement participation but no labor representation. Regina combines
both an auditor general and comprehensive audits with manage-
ment, employees, citizens, and elected officials as advisers.

The systems outlined are probably very successful by traditional
audit standards. However, they have relative strengths and weak-
nesses with regard to the protection of objectivity, the clarity of ac-
countability and reporting relationships, public disclosure
procedures, and constructive auditor and staff interaction. They also
have common weaknesses: a lack of a provincially legislated audi-
tor general, fragmented reporting relationships, poor verification of
implementation, and an inability to allow auditors to hold munici-
pal politicians accountable.

An ideal audit system would combine a provincially legislated audi-
tor general position to ensure the accountability of city staff to elected
officials and, in particular, of politicians to the public; a commit-
ment to full public disclosure; task forces to emphasize the public
policy perspective; the use of outside consultants and independent
advisers to add credibility and independence to the process; staff
and citizen involvement to create a balance of interests; and an ac-
tive audit committee to give political support and address policy is-
sues. This approach would achieve a system of checks and balances.

The three cities, together with seven other civic and regional gov-
ernments, are members of the Canadian Municipal Comprehensive
Auditors Association. This is an organization that addresses many
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of the issues discussed in this article. Currently, the CMCAA is de-
veloping peer reviews guidelines. Hopefully, this article will assist
the association in the process.
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MEASURING PROGRAM EFFECTS IN
THE PRESENCE OF SELECTION BIAS:
THE EVOLUTION OF PRACTICE
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Ottawa, Ontario

The author applies a variety of methods for estimating the ef-
fects of employment and training programs on labor market
behavior. This article traces how these methods have evolved
over the past 10 years, focusing on the problem of selection bias.
It discusses the context of measuring effects related to labor
market activity, and then presents the essential elements of
selection bias modeling and the specific changes that led to
methods currently in use. It also provides an assessment of the
benefits and potential weaknesses of these techniques.

L’auteur a utilisé plusieurs méthodes afin d’estimer les effets
des programmes d’emploi et de formation sur l’expérience des
participants dans le marché du travail. Cet article décrit
l’évolution de ces méthodes au cours des dix années passées et
traite plus particulièrement du problème du biais de sélection.
Il aborde le contexte d’estimation des effets au marché du tra-
vail, puis il présente les éléments de l’analyse du biais de
sélection et l’acheminement vers les méthodes utilisées
actuellement. Il présente aussi une évaluation des avantages
et des faiblesses potentielles de ces méthodes.

This article focuses on estimating the effect of a govern-
ment program on the labor market experience of its participants,
where the process of selecting the participants could bias the esti-
mates. Some training and job creation programs strive to directly
affect participants’ wages, employability, and earnings; for others,
such effects are secondary but still important. This article exam-
ines the author’s experience in evaluations of a series of employ-
ment programs administered by Employment and Immigration
Canada. It focuses specifically on the problem of dealing with selec-
tion bias in the context just described.

Debate on the optimal method for measuring effects within the labor
market has continued for many years. Robert LaLonde and James
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Heckman have figured prominently in the debate (Heckman, 1979;
Heckman, Hotz, & Dabos, 1987; Heckman & Robb, 1985; Heckman
& Singer, 1985; Lalonde & Maynard, 1987), but many others have
contributed as well. A prominent issue in the debate concerns the
choice between randomized experiments and nonexperimental or
quasi-experimental methods. Contention over this issue is strong-
est with respect to social experiments or pilot tests of programs,
where randomized experiments seem intuitively appropriate. In the
context of training under a continuing program such as the Cana-
dian Jobs Strategy, however, random rejection of qualified partici-
pants is politically, if not morally, inappropriate. For this reason,
where analysts have tried this approach they have experienced a
good deal of “leakage,” which is to say that individuals who should
not have participated in the program did so anyway. They might,
for example, have participated after finding out about the program
when, by design, they should not have; or they might have partici-
pated because some program administrators were unwilling to deny
the program to these individuals. The focus of this article, there-
fore, is on nonexperimental methods.

The methods described here apply mainly to data on individuals.
Without exception, the evaluations of programs at Employment and
Immigration, as described above, have enjoyed the availability of
data observed for individuals. Although some of the methods could
work with grouped data, this article does not deal with that form of
analysis.

DEFINITION AND STRUCTURE OF THE PROBLEM

Before considering how to measure effects, let us define the infor-
mation required and examine the data typically available in such a
context. Then we can begin looking at ways of using the data to
determine the effect that a program might have.

Definition of Effect

We generally interpret program effect as indicating something that
happened to participants in the program that would not have hap-
pened in the absence of the program. (Analysts often describe this
technique as a comparison with a counterfactual.) Training programs
usually strive to improve the earnings of their participants. There-
fore, as an example of program effect, let us consider how annual
earnings of trainees differ from what they would have been had the
trainees not participated in the program.
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Pre-Post Comparison

Some early efforts at measuring this kind of effect compared par-
ticipants’ earnings at some point after they stopped training with
their earnings before training began. Differences in these values,
adjusted for inflation, represented an effect of the training program.
But we must consider how well pre-program earnings represent what
would have happened to trainees in the absence of the program.

Comparison of Measures at Two Points in Time

Let us start by looking at a relatively simple measure of pre-pro-
gram earnings, such as earnings in the year before training. This
measure reflects an arbitrary and not necessarily representative
period in the participant’s pre-training history. For example, it is
quite plausible that an individual’s motive for participating in gov-
ernment training is to overcome a recent reversal of employment
fortune, sometimes called the “dip” phenomenon. Earnings meas-
ured during such a period may provide a distorted indication of likely
behavior in the absence of the program. Also, other factors, such as
marital status, number of dependent children, or conditions in the
local labor market, might influence the labor force behavior of indi-
viduals between the pre-program and post-program periods, inde-
pendently of the effect of the training program. Therefore, it is
difficult to justify simple comparisons of this kind.

Longitudinal Multivariate Regression Models

Regression analysis provides one way of overcoming, at least to some
extent, the problems associated with simple comparison across time.
Multivariate regression models can control for the influence of the
factors mentioned above by including them as independent variables
in the model. This approach thus eliminates the effect of known and
measured influences, helping to isolate the effect of participation in
the program. Furthermore, if we also include, as independent vari-
ables, measures of pre-program earnings taken over several differ-
ent periods (hence “longitudinal”), our approach uses a much broader,
and likely more stable, base of information to predict hypothetical
behavior in the absence of the program.

Appealing as this method seems, it suffers from three significant
problems. The first concerns limitations in the available data. We
never know the extent to which the factors that we include in the
model capture all the relevant influences we seek to eliminate from
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the analysis. For example, an individual’s employment experience
may be affected by that of his or her spouse, especially where the
spouse’s job entails relocating to another community. In some cases,
data on factors that we believe have a strong influence on employ-
ment might not be available or measured reliably. Weaknesses in
the data limit the usefulness of this approach, especially with re-
gard to pre-program histories. Typically, data concerning pre-pro-
gram earnings come from data files associated with the
administration of the training program, and include only simple
measures such as earnings in the year before training, as described
earlier. Experience suggests it is rare to have more information than
this available. Furthermore, capturing such information during a
post-program survey would undermine its credibility because of prob-
lems of recall over a period that often covers several years.

A second problem is more technical in nature and leads to biased
estimates of the program’s effect. Economic theory suggests that the
unexplained portion of an individual’s earnings during a particular
period may depend more on the unexplained portion of his or her
earnings in the previous period than on measured factors.
Econometricians call this phenomenon “serial correlation of errors.”
If it occurs, it indirectly affects the resulting estimates of the pro-
gram’s effect on earnings by inflating their standard errors, thereby
obscuring the proper inferences with respect to statistical significance.

Finally, although this kind of model can detect the “dip” phenomenon,
the third problem associated with it concerns its ability to extrapo-
late or to project pre-program data into the post-program period. Is
the dip the beginning of a new trend that would have continued in
the absence of the training program, or would the individuals who
experienced it have rebounded to some extent even without the pro-
gram? This model does not clearly answer this question.

Comparison Group

Another approach to representing the likely behavior of participants
in the absence of the program involves using a comparison group.
Assuming that an experiment involving random assignment is not
an acceptable method for measuring the effect of this kind of pro-
gram, a comparison group probably offers the next best alternative
to a randomly selected control group. The comparison group serves
a similar function, in that it should provide an estimate of what
would have happened to the participants had the program not been
available.
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In forming a useful comparison group, then, we seek to include peo-
ple who resemble participants but who, for some unknown reason,
did not participate. Program administrators strive to provide train-
ing to all who qualify to receive it. One might expect, therefore, that
finding such a comparison group could prove difficult. However,
budgetary constraints often impose limits on the numbers who can
participate. Also, despite the best efforts of administrators, some
candidates for training simply never hear about the program or have
a chance to apply for it. The Longitudinal Labour Force Data Base
at Employment and Immigration Canada has repeatedly proved to
be a valuable source of comparison groups. However, such data are
not always available and constructing the comparison group often
requires considerable computer processing. It is nonetheless impor-
tant that this task receive adequate attention and resources.

Balance

The comparison group should be roughly the same size as the group
of participants being studied. In deciding how large to make the
comparison group, we consider the efficiency of the analysis. In sta-
tistical language, this term refers to the ability of the analysis, given
that a true program effect exists, to conclude that the effect meas-
ured from sampled data is statistically significant. Efficiency de-
pends on the number of observations used in the analysis. A more
efficient analytical method will produce statistically significant con-
clusions with fewer observations. One can prove mathematically that
this kind of analysis will achieve maximum efficiency when the com-
parison group has as many members as there are participants in
the analysis.

Matching

Early studies, to emulate the structure of a randomized experiment,
created the comparison group as several subgroups, whose mem-
bers matched program participants exactly with respect to some at-
tributes. Age and gender are the two most basic attributes used for
this purpose. For example, a subgroup might consist of males or
females in one of five age categories, for a total of ten subgroups
altogether. When constructing matched comparison groups, I have
often created further subgroups using province and pre-program
earnings or employment.

A second approach makes greater use of available information by
retaining the original scale of measurement for the variables, rather
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than collapsing their values into categories. Among the variables
just discussed, this comment applies to age and earnings. The ap-
proach uses a measure of distance between pairs of participants and
candidates for the comparison groups. We use the term distance in
the context of the variable space defined by the matching character-
istics. Researchers often call this approach “nearest-neighbor” match-
ing. Various algorithms exist for selecting the members of the
comparison group from the available candidates. All seek to mini-
mize the distance between pairs of selected points using different
criteria.

Disadvantages of nearest-neighbor matching are that it might fail
to select the number of candidates needed and that it often requires
intensive computer processing. If the criteria for selection are too
limiting, this approach will not yield as many matches as needed.
Relaxing the criteria will increase the numbers selected but reduce
the overall closeness of match. If the comparison group candidates
do not match the participants well to begin with, this method offers
no advantage over the first one. Also, depending on the specific al-
gorithm used in constructing the comparison group, the processes
of calculating all the pairwise distances involved and of selecting
candidates to minimize a given distance-based criterion can consume
a significantly large amount of computing resources.

Having looked at approaches to matching, let us consider to what
extent the comparison group should match the participants, a sub-
ject of some debate in the past decade. A comparison group that
matches the participants with respect to pre-program levels of a vari-
able we will use in estimating the effect of the program helps to en-
hance the credibility of the analysis. At the same time, if the variables
used for matching will also appear in the analysis, in a regression
model, for example, the matching process will be redundant. Note
that regression analysis offers much more efficiency than comparing
mean earnings between pairs of several subgroups. On the other hand,
if the comparison group differs too much from the participants, it
can hardly represent the conditions we might expect the participants
to have experienced had the training program not been available. As
a rule, one should select members of the comparison group who ap-
pear to have been eligible to participate but who did not.

Overlap

Let us consider the above reasons for matching in more practical
terms. We seek data from the comparison group to model the likely



LA REVUE CANADIENNE D'ÉVALUATION DE PROGRAMME 63

behavior of participants in the absence of the training program.
Therefore, certainly in the context of regression models, we should
ensure that the ranges covered by the comparison group’s variables
coincide as much as possible with the corresponding ranges for the
participants. Any model that we use to estimate an outcome based
on a certain set of conditions will provide much better estimates if
the data used to determine the structure of the model reflect the
same conditions as much as possible. Therefore, although it might
seem redundant to match the comparison groups exactly, with re-
spect to variables used in regression models, the distributions of
the matching variables for the comparison group should roughly
resemble those for the participants.

Form of the Outcome Measure

One outcome measure is the level of earnings following participa-
tion in the program. This measure could represent a figure that a
participant or a member of the comparison group reports as his or
her current-level earnings at the time of a follow-up survey. If more
detailed information was available, one could calculate, for exam-
ple, average earnings since leaving the training program.

The simplest analysis would entail comparing average values of such
a measure for participants and for the comparison group. As I indi-
cated earlier, regarding a similar simple comparison of averages,
the analysis would be much more efficient if it controlled for other
influences on earnings, thus isolating, to the extent possible, the
effect of the program on earnings. Also, for this approach to appear
credible, the comparison group must resemble the participants very
closely with respect to average pre-program earnings. If construc-
tion of the comparison group used the “subgroup” approach we de-
scribed above, as opposed to the nearest-neighbor method, then this
average should match closely for each pair of subgroups.

To some extent, we can overcome the effects of a poor match of this
kind by differencing the outcome variable. In other words, rather
than comparing post-program levels of earnings, we construct the
change in earnings from before training to the post-program period.
The nature of this measure will depend on the quality of data
available for both periods. Its definition could be subject to the arbi-
trariness described earlier. However, these deficiencies pose less of
a problem in this context, if one is willing to assume they affect the
comparison group in roughly the same way as they do the parti-
cipants.
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Measurable Influential Factors

A further enhancement to the analysis, using either form of the de-
pendent variable, employs regression models to control for measur-
able factors that affect earnings. We can thus isolate and measure
more precisely the effect of the training program, by including it as
a binary or dummy variable in the regression model. It serves a
useful purpose in distinguishing between such factors that remain
constant over time and those that vary.

Constant Factors

Factors that do not change over time typically include gender, mem-
bership in a visible minority, location where the training occurred,
and level of education at the time training began. This group could
also include factors for which measurements would normally change
over time but that are available for only one point in time (such as
at the time of a postprogram follow-up survey) or at two points of
time so close together that few observations exhibit any change (such
as marital status). It could also include age, if we define age at a
specific point in time (such as when training began or when a fol-
low-up survey took place).

Changing Factors

Factors that change over time include marital status, number of
dependent children, number of contributors to household income,
and indicators of local labor market activity, such as the unemploy-
ment rate or the ratio of employed to total population. The variation
in these factors over time raises the question of how we ought to
measure them and use them in the analysis. If the period of time
covered by the data is relatively short, in practice many of these
variables will change very little, if at all. Models I have developed
in several studies, owing to limitations on the data available, incor-
porate such variables measured at a single point in time, usually at
the time of a survey.

One time-varying factor that we have often included in our analysis
is the duration of the posttraining period. The value of including
such a variable is that it permits some inference about whether the
estimated program effect changes over time. In some cases, the main
interest in such studies lies in the extent to which the program con-
tinues to have an effect or in its pattern of growth or attenuation
following training. Including in the analysis one or more variables
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that represent the duration of the posttraining period provides some
insight into this pattern. The analytical model may accommodate
more elaborate patterns through the use of higher powers of this
variable, such as its square or cube.

Unmeasurable Influential Factors

The advantage of the above kind of regression model applies only to
the extent that available data reflect all factors that have a signifi-
cant influence on earnings. Measuring and recording all possible
attributes that might affect an individual’s earnings is practically
impossible. Despite the best efforts of people who maintain admin-
istrative databases or design survey instruments, one can always
find some characteristic that, for whatever reasons, the data do not
address. We refer to such characteristics as “unmeasurable.” Re-
searchers in this field often associate them with individual traits
such as motivation or other latent aspects of a person’s background
or personality that affect the progress of his or her career.

Some researchers in this field have attempted to develop scales to
measure motivational factors explicitly. However, I treat them here
as unmeasurable factors because experience suggests that artificial
measures of motivation do not adequately explain differences in labor
market behavior between program participants and the comparison
group. As will be seen below when we discuss using such informa-
tion to deal with selection bias, it suffers a major weakness because
it usually pertains to the period following participation in the train-
ing program, whereas the critical interest lies in the measurement
of motivation before training, as a potential determinant of partici-
pation in the program.

Let us consider unmeasurable characteristics that would most plau-
sibly affect earnings. As with the measured factors, we categorize
the unmeasurable influences according to whether they change over
time. We will see in a moment the influence that these kinds of vari-
ables have on our efforts to estimate program effects.

Constant Factors

Most individuals who might take government-sponsored training
will likely have already developed most of the personality traits that
might influence their careers. Therefore, we tend to think of these
as latent traits, constant over the period of time under study, espe-
cially if constraints dictate that this period is relatively short. Some
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changes in attitudes and behaviors with respect to work and career
may occur. To the extent that they occur as a result of participation
in the program, we consider them part of the program’s effect. Any
other changes of this kind we can reasonably assume to have equal
influence for participants and comparison group members alike.

Changing Factors

Unmeasurable factors that change over time consist mainly of con-
ditions in the functioning of the labor market. To some extent, our
analysis takes gross labor market trends into account by incorpo-
rating measures such as the local rate of unemployment, which is
measurable. The very specific labor market conditions facing each
individual should be approximately the same for participants and
comparison group members. However, because of the latent motiva-
tional traits we have assumed above to be constant, some individu-
als may gain access to information about the labor market and about
career opportunities that others will not.

DEALING WITH SELECTION BIAS

Before presenting methods to deal with the problem of selection bias,
let us define that bias precisely in terms of the concepts and vari-
ables discussed so far. Simply put, the problem arises when
unmeasured factors that affect a person’s earnings also affect
whether that person participates in the training program. For ex-
ample, a person who is intrinsically more highly motivated toward
career progress is more likely to participate in training, but would
also be more likely to achieve higher earnings without the training.
As will be seen below, the unmeasured factors of greatest concern
are those that change over time, especially those involving informa-
tion that could contribute to a person’s decision to take training.
The bias arising in this situation manifests itself in the estimates of
the program’s effects on earnings, and may be upward or downward.
In other words, we cannot say beforehand whether the selection bias
will cause estimates of the program’s effect to be higher or lower
than the actual effects we seek to estimate.

Although we cannot always directly determine the influence of se-
lection bias on earnings, several methods permit us to adjust the
estimates of program effect for selection bias, given some accept-
able assumptions.
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Inverse of Mill’s Ratio

This method, initially developed by James Heckman (1979), has a
somewhat complex mathematical derivation. It consists of two re-
gression models applied in sequence. The first model (probit) uses
data known for both the participants and the comparison group to
estimate the probability of participation for each individual in the
analysis. The inclusion of a certain function (called the inverse of
Mill’s ratio) of these estimated probabilities in the earnings model
corrects the estimate of program effect for selection bias, as Heckman
showed mathematically. However, this approach requires a special-
ized method of fitting the regression model of earnings that is not
available in most statistical software packages. (William Green has
implemented it, including the correct method of asymptotic
covariance estimation given by Lee, Maddala, and Trost [1980], in a
software product called Limdep.) Also, it has a reputation for being
relatively inefficient, in the sense discussed above.

This approach offers the advantage of a simple test for the presence
of selection bias. The test enables us to determine the effect of the
correction, and whether a correction is even necessary.

Instrumental Variables

A more widely known method of econometric analysis offers an al-
ternative approach to dealing with selection bias. The method of
instrumental variables provides a solution to an even broader class
of problems of which selection bias is but one example. Without go-
ing into technical details, available to the interested reader in any
standard econometrics textbook, the method requires a variable that
is correlated with participation in the program but not with the er-
ror term (what remains of earnings after adjusting for all other
known factors) in the regression model.

Compared to Heckman’s original method, this approach is much more
widely available in software and usually achieves more efficient
estimation of program effects. On two occasions when Professor
Heckman has worked with us on evaluations of training studies, he
has stated a preference for using the method of instrumental vari-
ables. He suggests using, as an instrument for the participation
dummy variable, the probability of participating in the program as
estimated by a probit model for each participant and member of the
comparison group. Where this estimated probability fails to func-
tion properly as an instrument, Professor Heckman has suggested
using a higher power of it, such as its square or cube.



THE CANADIAN JOURNAL OF PROGRAM EVALUATION68

Although theory suggests that this method might be generally pref-
erable, it can generate problems when the instrument is correlated
with other explanatory variables in the model. We have tried using
transformations of the probability as instruments, including the in-
verse of Mill’s ratio, to improve on matters, with mixed results. The
problem becomes particularly acute when the probit model does a
poor job of estimating probability of participation, that is, when it
does not accurately predict membership in the two groups.

Controlling for Preprogram Levels

A third method of overcoming the problem of selection bias involves
incorporating preprogram earnings in the analysis, in a manner
parallel to that used earlier. This method offers a very practical ad-
vantage. People who have difficulty grasping the technical aspects
of selection bias find this approach convincing because it intuitively
makes the comparison group appear similar to a randomly selected
control group. I outline two ways of using this information in the
context of the methods discussed above.

Difference Model

First, let us consider the simple difference in earnings: posttraining
earnings less pretraining earnings. One likely effect of selection bias
is that pretraining earnings for participants will be quite different
from those for the comparison group. If we apply the above analysis
to the difference in earnings, however, we may remove this effect.
Under certain specifications of the model, one can show that selec-
tion bias will arise from unmeasured characteristics only if they are
of the kind that varies over time.

Lagged-Dependent Model

This model presents a slightly more general form of the difference
model just discussed. Instead of working with a dependent variable
formed as a difference, we add pretraining earnings as an independ-
ent variable on the right side of the regression model. In this formu-
lation, the model accommodates a broader range of relationships
between posttraining earnings and pretraining earnings.

Serial Correlation

Both of the above methods present a risk of further bias in the esti-
mates of program impact, arising from serial correlation. This is a
technical, statistical problem that arises when there is a strong re-
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lationship between a measure of earnings at one time and a compa-
rable measure taken a specific interval before. My experience sug-
gests, however, that such problems have a slight enough impact to
justify using this kind of analysis.

Separate Models

Another extension of the above method involves specifying separate
regression models for the participants and for the comparison group.
With this arrangement, we estimate the effect of the program on
earnings as the average difference in earnings that the models pre-
dict if we apply the estimated regression coefficients from each model
to the data for the participants only. This method offers two advan-
tages. First, the model for the participants can include variables
related specifically to the training, such as duration of training or
whether the participant completed the training as planned. Second,
this method allows for differences, between participants and
nonparticipants, in the relationships between earnings and the ex-
planatory variables. The extent to which the two groups will require
different models for this reason could depend on how closely they
match each other.

EVALUATION OF THE METHODS

Summary of Discussion

The foregoing discussion, and the experience that generated it, sug-
gests regression analysis of data from both participants and a
comparison group as the preferred method for measuring the effects
of training in the face of selection bias. The regression model should
include information pertaining to earnings in the pretraining pe-
riod, and as many measured variables as are available. If one is
willing to assume that no selection bias arises from unmeasured
factors that change over time, then an ordinary least squares re-
gression model that controls for pretraining earnings will remove
all selection bias from the analysis. Otherwise, one must use either
Heckman’s two-step model or instrumental variables. Using sepa-
rate models for the participant and comparison groups will provide
a more general approach, but may not be necessary.

Recommendation

I recommend performing three parallel regression analyses of the
kind just described. Although theory and experience may suggest
that certain specific regression techniques should work better than



THE CANADIAN JOURNAL OF PROGRAM EVALUATION70

others, I have unhappily found somewhat inconsistent behavior
among these models. Using ordinary least squares, Heckman two-
step, and instrumental variables models provides a choice of mod-
els from which to select estimates of program effect. You can make
the choice on the basis of both the consistency of the estimates and
the standard diagnostics of the regression models. Heckman’s two-
step method, though it may suffer from relative inefficiency, pro-
vides a convenient test for the presence of selection bias. If it shows
insignificant selection bias, one may feel justified in using the esti-
mate of program effect from the ordinary least squares regression
model, which should generally be the most efficient.
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THE HOLISTIC PERSPECTIVE IN THE
EVALUATION OF PUBLIC PROGRAMS:
A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Hamid Jorjani
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Ottawa, Ontario

Public programs should be considered as components of the over-
all societal welfare system in which social, economic, political,
and biophysical factors interact. Evaluation of the effectiveness
of public programs should recognize that they are an integral
part of the overall societal welfare system. Evaluating programs
as individual entities with specific objectives is not likely to yield
information of critical importance to public decision-makers.
With the continuing fiscal restraints, there is a need for strate-
gic information on the overall performance of public programs.
Existing techniques for broadening the focus of evaluations are
not sufficient. This article discusses a holistic approach for evalu-
ating public programs and examines a national performance
databank for managing the results of such evaluations.

Les programmes publics devraient être considérés comme une
partie intégral du système global de bien-être sociétal dans
lequel les aspects sociaux, économiques, politiques et bio-
physiques inter-agissent. L’évaluation de l’efficience des pro-
grammes publics devrait reconnaître la part que jouent ceux-ci
dans ce système global de bien-être sociétal. Évaluer les pro-
grammes comme des entités individuelles ayant des objectifs
spécifiques ne fournit probablement pas les informations qui
sont essentielles aux décideurs politiques. Avec l’augmentation
des contraintes fiscales, il y a un besoin d’informations straté-
giques sur la performance d’ensemble des programmes publics.
À cause de la relative étroitesse des présentes perspectives
d’évaluation, les évaluations de programmes publics n’ont que
peu d’impacts sur les décideurs politiques. Les techniques
existantes pour élargir les cadres d’évaluation ne sont pas
suffisantes. Cet article discute d’une approache plus holistique
de l’évaluation des programmes publics et de la gestion des
résultats d’évaluation à l’aide d’une banque de données nationale
de performance.

Abstract:

Résumé:
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Public planners and decision-makers often face the dif-
ficult challenge of designing programs and policies that promote eco-
nomic welfare within a specific sector of the economy. For example,
consider many programs that are designed to enhance the vitality
of industries such as forestry, fisheries, agrifood, and transporta-
tion. Each of these programs is targeted to the needs of a specific
interest group; collectively these programs are expected to maxi-
mize societal welfare. By analogy, public programs are expected to
function as components of systems in which social, economic, politi-
cal, and physical factors interact. As Figure 1 illustrates within this
system, public planners have to identify a number of interrelated
factors, such as:

• priorities that reflect the specific demands of political con-
stituencies and interest groups, as well as other exogenous
socioeconomic and enviropolitical determinants, such as
trade agreements, environmental regulations, and interna-
tional obligations;

• availability of resources, such as technical knowledge of the
issues and capital or material infrastructures; and

• constraints and risks associated with design and implemen-
tation, such as changing demographics, rising public expec-
tations, and ethical issues.

All of these factors may involve trade-offs between several compet-
ing objectives at times (e.g., tobacco and alcohol tax revenue and
societal cost of the public health programs).

To ensure effectiveness of various public programs, it is imperative
that policy decision-makers be provided with credible information
on the performance of the program. With newly emerging issues such
as the current fiscal restraints, the promise of greater trade liber-
alization, new market opportunities, and the growing emphasis on
environmental sustainability, new frontiers are being explored across
sciences. At the same time, within the context of the decision-mak-
ing process, new meanings are being sought for terms like opera-
tion, effectiveness, and accountability. This implies that public
program evaluators are faced with the challenge of identifying and
selecting the most effective means to measure the effectiveness of
public programs.

In the pursuit of efficiency, evaluators of public programs continu-
ally seek to improve their approaches and methods of evaluation.
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This ongoing “feedback” process enables evaluators to assess the
effectiveness and efficiency of approaches and tools used in their
evaluations. This in turn enables evaluators to provide the most ef-
fective approach to measuring performance in the public sector.

This article presents a new conceptual perspective on the evalua-
tion of public programs. The article provides neither an assessment
of theoretical positions on public programs nor a detailed historical
analysis of public program evaluation. Most of these issues and other
related discussions on governance have been attempted elsewhere
(e.g., Corbeil, 1989; Mayne, 1986; Osborne, 1993; Osborne & Gaebler,
1992; Segsworth, 1990; Shadish, Jr., Cook, & Leriton, 1991; Stowe,
1992). This article provides a holistic perspective on the evaluation
of public programs. In discussing this perspective I will provide an
overview of program evaluation, the public perception of program
evaluation, and the holistic approach to program evaluation. Here
the terms effectiveness measurement and program evaluation are
used interchangeably.

PROGRAM EVALUATION

In a broad sense, evaluation is a systematic process of expert en-
quiry to evaluate the performance and effectiveness of various ac-
tivities within an organization. In other words, evaluation is a
“feedback” process through which information is generated. This
information is considered an important management tool that deci-
sion-makers can use to continually improve the operation of the or-
ganization. For example, as a control mechanism, evaluation can be
viewed as a strategic instrument used to inform with the purpose of
amending, refuting, or validating terms of reference of an organiza-
tion (e.g., Caron, 1993). Evaluation is also considered an important
tool within the context of political activities and organizational tasks
(e.g., Boyce, 1993; House, 1991; Osbaldeston, 1992). For example,
as part of a broader management system, it can be an effective tool
for organizational tasks such as reducing or augmenting services
within any public environment. Regardless of the realm of applica-
tion, the main purpose of evaluation is to provide credible informa-
tion so that well-informed executive and policy decisions can be made
(e.g., Caron, 1993; Haveman, 1987).

Program evaluation (PE) is a concept that has come to be widely
accepted in a number of countries, including Canada. Within the
Canadian public service, PE has become associated with a process
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designed to assess the relevance, cost-effectiveness, performance,
and results of public programs under a specific set of guidelines pro-
vided by the Treasury Board (Office of the Comptroller General,
1991) as well as directives of deputy heads. Generally speaking, find-
ings and recommendations of evaluations are provided to deputy
heads; however, a wider audience can use the results of public pro-
gram evaluations. According to McQueen (1992), the information
generated by public evaluations can be used by a broader audience
that includes policy stakeholders, and even parliamentary commit-
tee members.

Factors Affecting the Evaluation of Public Programs

Regardless of the multiple definitions provided for effectiveness
evaluation, the success of the evaluation process within the public
sector will depend on a number of factors, some of which are:

• The concerns and needs of the evaluation user (i.e., the cli-
ent), program management, and policy stakeholders

• Technical demands of the evaluation
• Analyst’s orientation and background
• Background material and availability of resources
• Appropriateness of the methods used, in terms of both ro-

bustness and applicability
• The rigor whereby all the information collected is analyzed

and interpreted
• The political and technical subtleties considered in present-

ing the final recommendations

COMMON PERCEPTIONS OF PROGRAM EVALUATION

As evaluators of public programs and policies, we are often confronted
with the argument that program evaluation is not very effective (e.g.,
Corbeil, 1989), it is irrelevant (mainly because it is process oriented),
and it is after the fact (program evaluation takes place after a strat-
egy has been put into practice). Often it is also argued that public
evaluations are underutilized. For example, it is said that public
program evaluations are infrequently used as a benchmark to im-
prove policy outcomes, and in some cases are not even read (e.g.,
Corbeil, 1989; Goldstein, Marcus, & Rausch, 1987; Mitchel, 1990).
Some of the end users believe that most evaluations are of poor qual-
ity. According to Osborne and Gaebler (1992), many people in gov-
ernment resist the idea of performance measurement because they
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have seen it done badly. The perceived poor quality of evaluations
could have several bases, such as inappropriateness of the methods
applied, unreliability of data used, and irrelevance: perhaps evalu-
ations do not look at issues that concern the public.

Critical views on public program evaluation have also been expressed
by some of Canada’s prominent civil servants. For example, Johnson
(1992) found that on a number of occasions senior government offi-
cials expressed dissatisfaction with public program evaluations.
According to Johnson, effectiveness evaluation has not yet been per-
fected, and there are real technical difficulties that must be over-
come. Some of these concerns have been echoed in the 1992 and,
particularly, the 1993 reports of the Auditor General of Canada to
the House of Commons.

Analysis of Public Perceptions

In order to better understand the constraints and overcome some of
the limitations enforced by public perceptions of program evalua-
tion, we should examine those perceptions from different perspec-
tives. Some of these perspectives are discussed below.

Resistance to Change

One of the reasons why evaluations are underutilized may be that
people and organizations in general resist change and tend to avoid
any report that recommends new and innovative actions (Dibella,
1990). But this reaction may no longer be defensible, for the follow-
ing reasons:

1. Global pressure for change: From an international perspective,
we have entered an era of profound transition in the socioeconomic
and enviropolitical order, technology, climate, and the scale of ef-
fects. Rising public expectations and the need for reform of central
and local governments are confronting governments worldwide (Brit-
ish Council 1991; National Performance Review, 1993; Osborne,
1993; Stowe, 1992). Therefore, there are compelling reasons for
reorientation and adaption to the new socioeconomic and
enviropolitical order.

2. National pressures for change: Given current global conditions,
the public sector is experiencing relentless pressure to respond to
some of the above changes. According to Wood (1992), the need for
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change has been stimulated by the challenge to government of pro-
viding the high-quality services demanded by Canadians in the cur-
rent economic climate of scarce resources.

Poor Presentation of Results

Some have argued that one of the reasons why we cannot push the
issue of utilization is that our recommendations are not robust
enough. According to Patton (1988), we have made little progress in
learning how to construct useful recommendations.

Management Perception

It is said that some managers do not consider evaluation a neces-
sary part of the ongoing decision-making process, a means of main-
taining a productive and efficient program (e.g., Love, 1991). On the
contrary, the conventional wisdom is that if they are to cope with
newly emerging pressures, governments must increasingly begin to
build demands for monitoring, control, and evaluation of perform-
ance into their programs (Osborne & Gaebler, 1992).

The Approach Used in PE

The approach adopted by public evaluators has a direct bearing on
the outcome of the evaluation. There is a general consensus among
stakeholders that most evaluations have been from a very limited
perspective. The Auditor General of Canada (1993) observes that,
generally, program evaluations have focused on micromanagement
issues rather than on broader issues. Using this limited perspec-
tive, evaluations could only measure effectiveness within the imme-
diate boundaries of a specific program, ignoring potential overlaps.
For example, consider the ramifications of overlooking the inter- and
intra-institutional competitive nature of some programs and the
widening gap between their sectoral goals and the resources avail-
able to achieve them.

It is likely that this narrow perspective was a partial reflection of
the overall myopic approach to growth and development at the time.
For example, until recently most agricultural policies in industrial-
ized countries targeted a single perspective (i.e., increased capacity
to produce), ignoring societal costs of some practices, such as soil-
water management. In evaluating benefits of such programs, a
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number of studies have highlighted the shortcomings of that single
perspective (e.g., Jorjani, 1990; Jorjani & Duinker, 1989).

A NEW APPROACH FOR THE EVALUATION OF PUBLIC
PROGRAMS

The new approaches to governance that are changing the basic think-
ing of modern politics are inspired, in part, by a new wave of inno-
vations. These innovations are primarily in response to some of the
changes discussed in preceding sections, such as fiscal restraints
and rising public concerns. The rapidly changing global situation
that dominates today’s socioeconomic and enviropolitical agenda
clearly points out that management must adopt a broader perspec-
tive that sees and understands the intricate interactions among the
key factors (e.g., socioeconomic, political, environmental, interna-
tional obligations) involved in public programs. This is particularly
true in the case of effectiveness measurement of public programs.

Given the multifarious nature of public programs, the public sector
could be defined as a complex system where each department or
government agency functions as a subsystem to maintain or maxi-
mize the integrity of the system. Obviously, the integrity of such a
system could be associated with its ability to function effectively. In
order to be able to function effectively, the system will require a
constant flow of inputs: resources, information, and know-how. Such
a system cannot maintain integrity and effective functioning in the
absence of credible information. The continuous flow of credible in-
formation will allow the system to identify alternative options in
the face of changing conditions, internally and externally.

Relating this to the effective function of the public sector and the
evaluation of public programs, it is obviously imperative that we
adopt a new approach for measuring effectiveness. Recognizing the
complex nature of public programs and the common thread (i.e.,
maximizing societal welfare) that connects all public programs, I
propose a holistic approach for the evaluation of public programs.
This new conceptual approach is premised on three principles:
(1) evaluation of public programs should ultimately focus on enu-
merating effectiveness in terms of the program’s contribution to
societal well-being; (2) given the intrinsic interconnectedness of pub-
lic programs and their components, an integrated approach should
be adopted for enumerating effectiveness; and (3) a central databank
will be required to provide a record of government-wide programs
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that have been evaluated and credible benchmarks for the design
and delivery of future programs. The following section will examine
these issues in more detail.

THE HOLISTIC APPROACH

The concept of the interconnectedness of matter and universe is not
new, but the modern reference to it as holism (from the Greek holos)
dates from the 1920s (Savory, 1988). The more recent application of
this concept and the notion of the interconnectedness of subsystems
within the ecosystem are more commonplace in the environmental
sustainability literature. For example, the holistic approach has been
described as a method that integrates all factors, including environ-
mental, economic, and social, on the basis of systems rather than
individual elements (Agriculture Canada, 1990; Price, 1989, 1990a,
1990b).

Within the context of public programs and social relations, a sys-
tem may be defined as a composite entity that embodies an organ-
ized collection of interrelated elements. This complex entity is
characterized by a boundary (e.g., the scope of individual programs
and the targeted constituencies and interest groups) and functional
unity (e.g., maximizing societal welfare). In this context, the notion
of systems emphasizes the embodied cause-effect relationship that
allows the analysis of mutual processes involving large numbers of
entities (Dechert, 1966). The premise of this view of public programs
is the idea that the relationship among these several entities is in-
terlocking and not necessarily additive. The cause-effect is often
multiplicative rather than merely additive. For example, a decision
concerning one program could affect other related programs and
activities.

As illustrated in Figure 1, evaluation of public programs should re-
spond to the nexus between various components of the entire sys-
tem, which embodies a wide spectrum of activities and performance
levels that would arguably require a specific type of feedback and
performance indicators. This feedback is a process through which
the performance (i.e., at different stages of the wide spectrum) of
the program is linked to its decision-making apparatus (or, in sys-
tems terminology, linked to the “input”). This linkage is designed to
allow decision-makers to make timely adjustments, in order to main-
tain or enhance performance at a desirable level. In other words,
the complex interrelationship that is involved in program design
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and implementation requires several types of feedback information
to facilitate planning, monitoring, controlling, replanning, and ulti-
mately measuring the outcome of the program.

Using a systems concept, the wide spectrum of program perform-
ance can be summarized in three components: process feedback, di-
rection feedback, and outcome feedback. These components are
discussed below.

Process Feedback

The main purpose of this feedback process is to provide manage-
ment with the early operational information that would enable a
better understanding of programs. The so-called quick and dirty
approaches to evaluation might be more appropriate for process feed-
back types of evaluations where clients are provided with a quick
assessment of issues pertaining to program rationale and some as-
pects of program design and delivery.

Direction Feedback

This feedback process could be considered an interim or mid-term
evaluation whereby program managers determine whether the pro-
gram is proceeding as planned and how it responds to its changing
environment. These evaluations enable management to make judge-
ments on causality earlier on in order to ensure the desired out-
come, if particular control and direction decisions are made.

Outcome Feedback

The most complex of these feedback processes is the outcome feed-
back, whereby decision-makers can obtain credible information on
the program’s effectiveness within a broad perspective that deals
with its overall outcome in terms of societal welfare.

In the past, most of the effectiveness measurements in the public
sector were primarily based on a process that was obsessively fo-
cused on the objective function of a group of individuals in a sector.
At the time, conventional wisdom assumed that the summation of
those individual objective functions would be equivalent to the overall
welfare of the entire system. Based on this principle, policy plan-
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ners devised a multitude of public programs that were designed to
provide different types of incentives for a number of economic ac-
tivities. The major shortcoming of this approach was that most fac-
tors outside the immediate boundary of the individual perspective
were considered externalities (e.g., Jorjani, 1990); as a result, societal
perspectives were rarely if ever considered. In other words, the ef-
fectiveness of a program was measured via a narrow focus on its
objectives, ignoring impacts on other programs (within a unit or sec-
tions in other public organizations) or on the ultimate objective of
the government, which is maximizing societal welfare. As a conse-
quence, effectiveness measurements became irrelevant, lacking ob-
jective information that would enable policy decision-makers to
resolve the underlying problem: maximizing the ultimate outcome
of public programs in terms of societal welfare.

As we realize that society is more than the sum of individual objec-
tive functions and become aware of the scale of effects and impacts,
which transcend the boundaries of a specific public program, it be-
comes imperative that performances be measured from the societal
perspective. Today, modern approaches to governance increasingly
demand an effectiveness measurement that endogenizes all the in-
tricate linkages and enumerates performance in terms of outcomes.
According to the Auditor General of Canada’s report (1993, p. 261),
there is a shift toward a more result-oriented public service and a
growing public interest in holding the government accountable for
its performance. In today’s political terms, the significance of this
approach has become so well entrenched in the public’s mind that if
the public sector can demonstrate results to taxpayers, it can win
public support from even the most tax-fatigued citizens (Osborne &
Gaebler, 1992).

The complexity of the outcome feedback increases when programs
with broad-reaching mandates (e.g., Canada’s Action Plan on Envi-
ronmental Sustainability, the Green Plan) require interdepartmen-
tal evaluations.

Regardless of the type of feedback process used, the evaluations re-
quire an orderly technique for identifying the problem, priorizing
issues, and analyzing and aggregating elements of an outcome
brought about by implementation of a public program. In address-
ing these issues, the next section will examine an integrated ap-
proach for measuring effectiveness.
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Integrated Performance Measurement

As described in the preceding sections, a single-minded approach in
program evaluation may well prove counterproductive to govern-
ment pursuit of societal welfare. Program evaluation can be ad-
dressed more effectively when most critical cause-effect linkages are
identified through close collaboration between evaluators, technical
staff, and other stakeholders. Therefore, measuring the effective-
ness of public programs on the basis of their outcome rather than
output requires an integrated approach. An integrated approach is
premised on systems analysis. It has been suggested that systems
analysis transcends individual disciplines with their constrained
perspectives (Keyfitz, 1991). The basic supposition of this integrated
approach is to identify all the key cause-effect linkages and impacts
that involve a public program. In the past this approach was con-
sidered cumbersome and expensive, but today, with the speedy dif-
fusion of information made possible by supercomputers, fiber optics,
satellites, and other information technologies, we can generate,
analyze, and communicate much faster for a fraction of the cost.
Relying on these advances, the holistic process forms the basis for
generating, integrating, and providing a new interpretation of the
best information on program performance, which will finally enable
public decision-makers to tie resources to desired outcomes.

In devising the holistic approach, the most important aspect is to
map out the entire system with all the key components. The ap-
proach would enable evaluation analysts to develop a detailed por-
trayal of the program and its jurisdictional as well as operational
boundaries. This detailed sketch would assist program evaluators
to determine:

1. the critical components and subcomponents involved in the
program environment, particularly within the context of
design and delivery of the program (e.g., organizational
charts, description of the broad and specific objectives of
the program). In other words, all the key organizational and
process-oriented aspects of the program and the possible
duplications and overlaps can be identified;

2. the likely positive and negative (i.e., both intended and un-
intended) impacts from sectoral as well as societal perspec-
tives;

3. a set of appropriate performance indicators. Indicators are
an empirical expression (both qualitative and quantitative)
of the cause-effect structure and impacts (Jorjani, 1993);
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4. how these indicators can be quantified. For example, by look-
ing at the whole picture and the key cause-effect structures,
analysts can determine how to measure socioeconomic or
ecological impacts and effects using the actual and/or proxy
values;

5. what type of input data will be required (e.g., time series or
cross-section);

6. how much of the information is available and what addi-
tional data needs to be collected. At this stage, the analyst
could also determine the cost and time involved in obtain-
ing the additional information;

7. the appropriate methods and options to conduct the evalu-
ation;

8. constraints; and
9. the overall resources required to carry out the evaluation

in the face of possible constraints.

Initially, this procedure may seem unwieldy and time consuming.
However, as indicated in the section entitled “Program Evaluation,”
the timeliness and the overall success of this procedure will depend
on the analyst’s orientation and background, among other things.
Today, with the help of modern information and communication tech-
nologies (e.g., supercomputers, GIS, and more integrated software
and networks), an evaluation analyst with cross-disciplinary expe-
rience will be able to accomplish this task within a reasonable
amount of time. If organized systematically, all the above informa-
tion could be presented in a multicriteria matrix format (e.g., Paquin
& Paquin, 1991).

In order to better visualize this approach and the steps involved in
it, let us focus on the agrifood sector. The system depicted in Figure
2 focuses on the three major resources of soil, water, and air as pre-
dominant factors that influence societal well-being at local, regional,
and national levels. The influence of these factors can also be exam-
ined at the international level. Analysis of this system can provide
an understanding of the complex cause-effect structures that are
involved in the sector. For example, this cause-effect structure em-
bodies the linkages between socioeconomic, political, and biophysi-
cal factors and their impacts at various levels. The central component
of this system depicts the interactions between the major factors,
such as socioeconomic pressures, farming practices, natural endow-
ments, and agroclimatic changes (e.g., historical trends and
transboundary effects). All these interactions are part of a dynamic
process with temporal and spatial dimensions.
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The integrity or balance of this system is maintained by the har-
mony between the four policy pillars of the sector, which are self-
reliance, market responsiveness, regional diversity, and environ-
mental sustainability (Agriculture Canada, 1990). These four pillars
provide direction and focus to the interactions between the central
components of the system. In other words, the pillars will be instru-
mental in determining the function and the integrity (or
sustainability) of the central component of the system. For exam-
ple, the extent and intensity of land use practices can directly influ-
ence the interaction between natural conditions and soil productiv-
ity. Similarly, the extent and the nature of changes in agroclimatic
conditions can have a positive or negative impact on the entire sys-
tem. Hence, when the system operates in harmony, both the vitality
of the sector and overall societal welfare are maximized.

Steps Involved in Integrated Performance Measurement

Integrated performance measurement of public programs encom-
passes all the key cause-effects and linkages across several compo-
nents of a public program and within their processes. One of the
most important elements of this approach is to establish a set of
common standards in measuring the performance of a public pro-
gram. As discussed earlier, the fundamental objective of this proc-
ess is to measure outcomes in terms of societal welfare rather than
outputs of a program, which do not necessarily have a positive ef-
fect on societal welfare. Some components may not lend themselves
to a quantitative analysis, in which case the outcome could be ex-
pressed in quasi-economic terms, such as willingness to pay
(Hufschmidt, James, Meister, Bower, & Dixon, 1983). Other tech-
niques suggested in the literature include the “decision-making”
approach (Wall, 1991), which compares costs and consequences from
multiple perspectives, including that of program clients and other
stakeholders as well as society, and other decision-making viewpoints
relevant to the particular evaluation. Regardless of the measure-
ment techniques used, the holistic approach to evaluation is based
on an elaborate pyramid of objectives with the broadest societal goals
at its apex and more specific objectives associated with programs
and activities at its wider base (Figure 3). This pyramidal concep-
tion implies that despite wide differences in the specific objectives
of each initiative and project at different jurisdictional and opera-
tional levels, ultimately their utility must be measured in terms of
contributions to societal goals.



THE CANADIAN JOURNAL OF PROGRAM EVALUATION86

To address these issues systematically, a specific procedure should
be established that includes the following steps:

1. Identify the national, regional, and local priorities.
2. Map out the entire system as described in the section enti-

tled “Integrated Performance Measurement.”
3. Identify linkages (e.g., identify the common thread of the

program that would allow aggregation of impacts and ef-
fects in a systematic manner).

4. Identify evaluation issues and validate assessment crite-
ria.

5. Identify a set of performance indicators.
6. Identify appropriate evaluation methods (ones that provide

a balance between scientific rigor, practicality, and cost-ef-
fectiveness).

7. Conduct analysis to measure effectiveness.
8. Present results, outcome scenarios, and options.

Figure 3Figure 3Figure 3Figure 3Figure 3
A Schematic of Objectives PyramidA Schematic of Objectives PyramidA Schematic of Objectives PyramidA Schematic of Objectives PyramidA Schematic of Objectives Pyramid
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This procedure is presented schematically in Figure 4. As illustrated,
a holistic approach includes all the key parameters, looks at the
issue globally, and consequently is a more reliable and outcome-
driven evaluation process. On this approach, the parameters of evalu-
ation become sufficiently broad to cover each dimension of
government and sectoral priorities. Furthermore, the approach rec-
ognizes the critical nexus between societal goals, government pri-
orities, jurisdiction, and the carrying capacity of natural assets.
Hence an evaluation, by adopting the proposed holistic approach,
would respond to a combination of societal, political, ecological, and
economic subsystems that are mutually supporting. In addition, the
evaluation would reflect a multiplicity of spatial, temporal, and or-
ganizational scales.

This approach enables senior managers to pursue operational per-
formance goals based on reliable information. Analysis through a
holistic approach enables evaluators to draw broader meaning from
data to support evaluation and decision-making at various levels by
focusing not only on trends but also on cause-effect linkages. Conse-
quently, it enables evaluators and senior management to identify
the linkages between various components of public programs.

The National Performance Databank

Public programs have a common denominator, which is providing
services that maximize societal well-being within the framework of
national and international norms. Because of this common thread,
the new approach to the evaluation of public programs necessitates
access to a systematic, comprehensive, and reliable information base
on how different public programs have performed or are perform-
ing. Such a reliable corporate memory will assist central agencies
and line departments to identify societal priorities and avoid dupli-
cation. Collectively, these would allow government agencies to de-
sign efficient programs that provide more at less cost. The
information stored in the central databank or clearing house can be
used as baseline data to set objectives that can be operationalized
as input data in the design of new programs. The baseline data can
also be used as an indication of constraints, risks, and uncertainty.
The databank would not lead only to better overall assessment of
performance, but would also provide a basis for better operational
design of ongoing and future programs.

Hence, this central databank or clearing house should provide both
a record of government-wide programs that have been evaluated
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and credible benchmarks for the design and delivery of future pro-
grams. Simply put, this central databank not only would enable pro-
gram analysts and decision-makers to build on past experiences and
achievements, but would also provide them with a comprehensive
outlook on the cause-and-effect structure and impacts of the newly
emerging issues, with their diverse and complex manifestations.
Some of the logistic and management aspects of the proposed cen-
tral databank would be similar to those currently performed by fed-
eral agencies such as the Treasury Board or Statistics Canada.

CONCLUSION

The discussion advanced here addresses problems implicit in the
rapidly changing public-sector environment. Although some of the
related literature attempts to examine the theoretical aspects of pub-
lic program evaluation and new ways of governance, little attention
has focused on incorporating new methods of measuring perform-
ance.

The rapidly changing global situation, such as fiscal pressures and
the highly competitive and information-rich markets that dominate
today’s political agenda, clearly indicates the shortcomings of a
single-perspective approach to performance measurement of public
programs.

As a result of the newly emerging political realities of our time, gov-
ernment circles and the public at large are realizing that our activi-
ties are increasingly becoming more intertwined. This
interconnectedness of all activities calls for a new approach that is
capable of identifying all the key cause-effects and impacts from a
broader perspective primarily concerned with the overall well-be-
ing of society.

Collectively, the ideas presented in this article and the principles
that highlight them constitute a new holistic approach for the evalu-
ation of public programs. The framework presented here is prem-
ised on the systems approach and allows assessment of performance
in a holistic manner. This approach underlines the fact that by iden-
tifying all the key linkages involved in public programs, planners
can better design programs that maximize societal welfare. If pro-
gram design is approached in this way, the value of the benefits
realized by society will exceed the sum of all the specific sectoral
benefits.
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Finally, it is hoped that the conceptual framework and the discus-
sions set forth in this article will provide the basis for further dis-
cussion and research on new approaches to the evaluation of public
programs.
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LE CONTEXTE FRANÇAIS DE L’ÉVALUATION:
APPROCHE COMPARATIVE

Bernard Perret
Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation
Paris, France

En 1990, le gouvernement français a créé un dispositif institu-
tionnel visant à promouvoir l’évaluation des politiques publiques
interministérielles et à favoriser le développement d’une exper-
tise en la matière. Trois ans après le début de cette expérience,
l’auteur tente de caractériser les spécificités du modèle fran-
çais d’évaluation par opposition à ce qu’il nomme le «modèle
anglo-saxon» d’évaluation de programme, dominant au niveau
international. Outil prometteur de régulation du fonctionnement
des appareils publics, l’évaluation de politique s’inscrit moins
facilement dans un processus instrumental et contribue moins
directement à la préparation des décisions budgétaires.

In 1990, the French government created an institutional tool
aimed at promoting interdepartmental policy evaluation, and
favouring development of expertise in this field. Three years
after the start of this experiment, the author attempts to iden-
tify the features of the French model of evaluation compared to
an Anglo-Saxon model. A promising tool to regulate complex
public systems, policy evaluation fits less easily into decision-
making processes concerning public resources allocation.

Pour analyser le modèle français d’évaluation des poli-
tiques publiques, on peut tenter de l’opposer à un modèle anglo-
saxon, caractéristique des pays de langue anglaise et dominant au
niveau international. Le lecteur voudra bien considérer cette oppo-
sition comme une facilité d’exposition destinée à faire ressortir un
certain nombre de contrastes entre l’univers de référence implicite
de la littérature internationale consacrée à l’évaluation de pro-
gramme et la réalité des pratiques qui se développent actuellement
en France. On analysera successivement les objets de l’évaluation,
la logique de la demande d’évaluation, les modes d’institutionnali-
sation et de professionnalisation de l’évaluation en France et dans
quelques pays où l’évaluation a connu un développement plus
précoce. Cette étude comparative portera principalement sur les éva-
luations pratiquées au niveau central de l’administration d’État.

Résumé:

Abstract:
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PROGRAMMES ET POLITIQUES PUBLIQUES

Une simple question de terminologie?

Les textes officiels français relatifs à l’évaluation parlent toujours
d’évaluation des politiques publiques. Les textes de langue anglaise,
en revanche, parlent le plus souvent, d’évaluation de programme.
Le terme de programme désigne, en principe, un ensemble d’actions
plus limité et, surtout, défini plus précisément dans ses moyens et
ses objectifs opérationnels. Une autre manière d’appréhender la dif-
férence entre politiques et programmes est de remarquer que le pre-
mier concept se réfère davantage au caractère normatif de l’action
publique (affirmer des droits, afficher des intentions et des valeurs
face à un problème de société), tandis que le second renvoie essen-
tiellement à son moment instrumental (la définition précise des
moyens et conditions de l’action). En fait, la distinction entre poli-
tique et programme n’est pas toujours claire, et l’emploi de l’un ou
l’autre terme reflète imparfaitement la réalité: Il est fréquent que
l’on parle, en France, d’évaluation de politique publique alors que
l’on pratique, en fait, une évaluation de programme. De plus, au
niveau régional ou départemental, les évaluations de programme
sont plus fréquentes.

De même, l’évaluation de politiques publiques n’est pas absente dans
les pays où l’évaluation de programme est le concept dominant. Un
rapide tour d’horizon permet de se faire une idée sur le poids res-
pectif des deux notions.

Ainsi aux États-Unis, les deux termes sont employés. Cependant
dans de nombreux textes, on oppose « policy analysis » et « program
evaluation », suggérant que le niveau des politiques doit être l’objet
d’une réflexion plus globale à caractère souvent prospectif, tandis
que l’essentiel de l’analyse rétrospective devrait porter sur les pro-
grammes (Leonard, 1990, p.179). En revanche, un auteur comme
Ray C. Rist (1990, p.16) mentionne explicitement le fait que l’éva-
luation de programme peut être étendue aux politiques:

L’inclusion des politiques au même titre que les pro-
grammes vient du fait que beaucoup d’actions et initia-
tives gouvernementales ne donnent jamais naissance à
des programmes au sens conventionnel du terme, c’est à
dire, fournir des soins de santé, étendre l’éducation prés-
colaire, construire des usines de traitement pour les eaux
polluées, fournir des facilités pour le stockage des céré-



LA REVUE CANADIENNE D'ÉVALUATION DE PROGRAMME 95

ales excédentaires, et ainsi de suite. En fait, de nom-
breuses initiatives stratégiques du gouvernement impli-
quent des activités telles que la réécriture de la régle-
mentation des banques, le changement des lois fiscales,
ou la fixation de nouveaux standards pour la pollution
de l’air. Dans chacune de ces circonstances, il n’y a pas
fourniture de services publics, aucune extension ou res-
triction d’un programme existant, et création d’aucune
nouvelle bureaucratie. Chacune de ces mesures repré-
sente une procédure administrative gérée par une agence
gouvernementale existante. Et cependant, pour chacune
d’entre elles, il y a des conséquences que les décideurs
voudront connaître. Par exemple: savoir si les politiques
ont été correctement appliquées par l’administration et
si elles ont eu les effets attendus constituent deux élé-
ments stratégiques de l’information rétrospective.

Contrairement à ce que cette citation pourrait laisser croire, l’oppo-
sition programme-politique ne se résume pas à une opposition four-
niture d’un service public/réglementation. En France, le terme de
politique peut aussi bien désigner un ensemble complexe de pro-
grammes qu’une politique réglementaire. C’est dans ce sens que l’on
parle, par exemple, d’une « politique de la ville ».

En Grande-Bretagne, un document méthodologique rédigé en 1990
par le Trésor britannique s’intitule « policy evaluation » et vise ex-
plicitement à la fois les programmes et les politiques « bien que ce
guide utilise le terme d’évaluation de politique, les conseils donnés
valent également pour les évaluations de programme et de projets ».
Le type de démarche préconisé indique que la notion de politique
(« les moyens mis en oeuvre pour atteindre les objectifs du gouver-
nement ») est proche du sens qu’on lui donne en France. Ainsi, la
nécessité de reconstruire les objectifs et de s’interroger sur leurs
contradictions éventuelles est-elle largement prise en compte: «  un
objectif de sécurité du département de la santé (HSE) peut être en
tension avec le souci de ne pas augmenter les coûts de l’industrie et
la complexité des réglementations ». Il n’en reste pas moins que la
majeure partie des évaluations portent sur des programmes bien
délimités tels que les transferts au secteur économique ou les pro-
grammes sociaux. De plus, la majeure partie des textes académiques
sur l’évaluation traite de l’évaluation de programme.

Aux Pays bas, la « procédure de réexamen » (reconsideration proce-
dure), qui consiste en une remise à plat complète de blocs de dé-
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pense publique débouchant sur des décisions budgétaires, est cou-
ramment désignée comme une pratique d’évaluation de politiques,
le terme de politique désignant dans ce cas un ensemble de pro-
grammes concernant un domaine particulier de l’action gouverne-
mentale. En revanche, la charte du Centre d’évaluation des program-
mes, organisme créé pour développer la recherche et l’enseignement
des méthodes scientifiques d’évaluation, indique que le champ de
ses activités peut se définir par « la nature programmatique des po-
litiques, mesures, lois ou autres, qui doivent être évaluées: au mini-
mum, une reconstruction en terme d’objectifs et de moyens doit être
possible pour que l’évaluation de programme ait un sens ».

Au Canada, en Australie et en Allemagne, on parle presque exclusi-
vement d’évaluation de programme. Un document australien précise
que l’évaluation au sein du gouvernement « concerne principalement
l’évaluation de programme ou d’éléments de programme, bien qu’elle
puisse également inclure le passage en revue de fonctions, de systè-
mes et d’activités interministérielles » (Auditor General, 1992, p.15).

Conséquences pour les démarches et méthodes d’évaluation: l’évaluation
comme confrontation empirique des objectifs, moyens et résultats

Même si la dualité politiques/programmes n’est pas très nette dans
la réalité, l’accent différent mis sur l’une ou l’autre notion en France
et dans les autres pays où l’évaluation s’est développée révèle des
conceptions différentes du management de l’État et explique cer-
taines spécificités des pratiques françaises. La référence spontanée
aux politiques plutôt qu’aux programmes renvoie au fait que le dé-
bat public se préoccupe davantage de la mise en scène des problè-
mes, des acteurs et des valeurs qui les animent que des conditions
concrêtes de l’action.

On peut définir schématiquement un programme par le fait qu’il
spécifie un ensemble d’actions à mener par les pouvoirs publics dans
le but de produire un service ou d’obtenir une modification de l’état
de la société. Les résultats concrets attendus du programme sont
précisément définis au départ, de même que sa durée de vie, sou-
vent limitée à quelques années; les crédits budgétaires qui lui sont
affectés sont clairement identifiés. Une autre caractéristique impor-
tante du programme, surtout dans le contexte anglo-saxon, c’est qu’il
relève, normalement, de responsabilités politiques et opérationnelles
bien identifiées. En d’autres termes, le programme est fortement
structuré par le couple objectifs/moyens.
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Une citation illustrera le fait que la notion de programme structure
la conception dominante de l’évaluation:

En résumé, les conditions préalables pour évaluer l’effi-
cacité et l’efficience des programmes comprennent:
1. un programme clairement articulé;
2. les objectifs et les effets attendus clairement préci-

sés;
3. un lien logique entre le programme et les objectifs

attendus. (Rutman, 1992, p. 10)

C’est en fonction de cette vision de l’action des pouvoirs publics qu’ont
pris corps les premières idées concernant l’évaluation. La concep-
tion la plus naturelle de l’évaluation est celle d’un test scientifique
de la validité des théories qui sous-tendent un programme, c’est à
dire des hypothèses concernant les relations entre moyens mis en
oeuvre et les résultats obtenus. Considéré de ce point de vue, un
programme est analogue à un traitement médical: l’évaluer c’est se
prononcer empiriquement et, si possible, « scientifiquement » sur son
efficacité. On connaît les difficultés techniques qui limitent la por-
tée de cette ambition: en tout état de cause, les programmes aux-
quels sont réellement confrontés les évaluateurs présentent rarement
des caractéristiques adaptées à la mise en oeuvre d’une démarche
purement empirique.

Même appliquée aux programmes, l’évaluation s’inscrit dans le
fonctionnement des organisations et doit répondre à une pluralité de
contraintes et de finalités.

Comme on le sait, le développement de l’évaluation s’est quelque
peu éloigné de ce paradigme initial. La représentation du programme
comme traitement bien spécifié appliqué à la société n’est pas adé-
quate en pratique pour concevoir une évaluation socialement utile,
et cela pour plusieurs raisons:

• la plupart des programmes évalués portent la trace de com-
promis entre des logiques divergentes et supportent par-
fois l’héritage d’une succession de décisions contradictoires,
ce qui fait que l’on ne peut isoler des objectifs et une théorie
d’action univoques;

• le programme effectivement mis en oeuvre s’écarte parfois
notablement de l’intention du décideur central, et l’analyse
de cet écart constitue en pratique l’un des enjeux impor-
tants de l’évaluation;
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• les effets d’une intervention publique sur la société sont si
divers qu’il faut opérer des choix rarement évidents parmi
toutes les variables observables susceptibles d’être modi-
fiées par cette intervention;

• enfin et surtout, l’expérience prouve qu’une évaluation n’est
vraiment utile que si la méthodologie mise en oeuvre tient
compte des conditions d’appropriation de ses résultats par
le commanditaire (et, le cas échéant, les autres « porteurs
d’enjeux »).

L’impossibilité de concevoir les programmes comme des réalités
univoques (susceptibles d’une représentation unique, valable pour
tous les acteurs) et la diversité des objectifs qui peuvent être fixés à
leur évaluation expliquent qu’une pluralité de formes d’évaluation
de programme se soient développées, notamment aux États-Unis.
Les évaluateurs sont obligés de prendre en compte la variété des
contextes dans lesquels ils sont amenés à intervenir:

On peut entreprendre une évaluation pour plusieurs rai-
sons: à des fins de management et d’administration, pour
juger de l’opportunité d’une modification du programme,
pour identifier les moyens de l’améliorer, ou pour ré-
pondre aux exigences d’imputabilité des financeurs. À
des fins de politique ou de planification, pour tester des
idées innovantes sur les moyens à mettre en oeuvre dans
le traitement de certains problèmes sociaux, pour déci-
der d’étendre ou de restreindre un programme, ou pour
permettre d’argumenter en faveur d’un programme con-
tre un autre. Enfin, une évaluation peut avoir pour but
de tester une théorie scientifique particulière. (Freeman
et Rossi, 1993, p. 33)

En particulier, la dimension formative de l’évaluation est désormais
mieux reconnue. Dans bien des cas, la demande d’évaluation recouvre
un besoin d’apprentissage et une demande d’aide au pilotage (moni-
toring) du programme: « l’évaluation formative prend en compte les
mille et un métiers ayant trait à la fourniture d’informations aux
responsables du programme en vue d’assurer sa bonne marche »
(Herman et al., 1993, p. 16).

Cette diversité des finalités traduit la mise en doute au cours des
années 80 d’une conception trop étroitement instrumentale de l’éva-
luation, qui s’est opérée lorsqu’on a pris conscience du fait que les
évaluations étaient rarement suivies d’effet (Freeman et Solomon,
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1981). Ceci a conduit à mieux distinguer l’utilité d’une évaluation
de sa valeur scientifique:

L’attention s’est alors déplacée vers les conditions de
mise en vigueur des actions publiques et vers la con-
ception de programmes intégrant dès le départ les
moyens de construire une compréhension commune et,
si possible, d’atteindre un consensus sur les prérequis
de l’évaluation et sur les stratégies visant à maximiser
l’applicabilité des résultats et à accroître la probabilité
d’amélioration des programmes. (Leca, 1993, p. 4)

Le concept d’« évaluation de la quatrième génération » formulé par
Guba et Lincoln (1989, p. 50) représente l’aboutissement de cette
prise de conscience: « L’évaluation de la quatrième génération est
une forme d’évaluation dans laquelle les revendications, intérêts et
enjeux des différents protagonistes servent de principe régulateur
(de base pour déterminer quelle information est requise) ». Au total,
le paysage de l’évaluation s’est aujourd’hui considérablement diver-
sifié: la pluralité de finalités de l’évaluation a donné lieu à une plu-
ralité de démarches méthodologiques. Parmi les nombreuses
typologies qui ont été proposées, la distinction proposée par Chen
entre l’évaluation « normative » (centrée sur la confrontation entre
la « structure du programme » et ses propres normes « ce qu’il de-
vrait être ») et l’évaluation « causale » ou « descriptive » (centrée sur
l’identification et la mesure des « relations causales » impliquées par
le programme—« ce que le programme fait réellement » ) est parti-
culièrement riche, dans la mesure où elle met bien en évidence le
fait que, pour paraphraser une formule de Jean Leca, l’évaluation
d’une politique s’inscrit toujours peu ou prou dans cette politique.
En d’autres termes: faute de pouvoir toujours mesurer de manière
univoque et exhaustive les effets d’une politique (ou d’un pro-
gramme), son évaluation est tributaire de référentiels fournis par le
contexte politique ou par les protagonistes.

Une dominante plus étroitement instrumentale

Malgré cette remarquable sophistication conceptuelle et cette diver-
sification des pratiques, l’impression demeure pour le lecteur fran-
çais de textes en langue anglaise d’une vision de l’évaluation plus
étroitement instrumentale que celle qui prévaut dans son pays.
Freeman et Rossi (p.34), par exemple, identifient à titre principal
trois catégories d’évaluation de programme: « (1) l’analyse reliée à la
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conception et la planification d’une intervention; (2) le monitoring de
la mise en oeuvre d’un programme; (3) l’appréciation de l’efficacité et
de l’efficience d’un programme ». Dans tous les cas, on a une identi-
fication claire de la position de l’opération d’évaluation dans le cycle
de vie du programme et donc, implicitement, une vision univoque du
programme lui-même et du type d’usage qui sera fait de l’évaluation.
Cette stricte instrumentalisation de l’évaluation est particulièrement
nette en Grande-Bretagne. Pour Sylvie Trosa (1993), trois types d’éva-
luation sont actuellement pratiquées dans ce pays:

- des évaluations qui portent sur des objets circonscrits
et limités, notamment les programmes budgétaires (par
exemple les actions d’aide industrielle ou d’aide à l’em-
ploi) : les objectifs sont connus, ainsi que les cibles, les
hypothèses d’action et les modalités de mise en oeuvre.
(. . .)

- des évaluations qui portent sur des politiques plus com-
plexes mais sous la réserve expresse que l’évaluation
comporte une dimension prospective forte, conduisant à
des propositions sur des problèmes jugés sensibles. L’éva-
luation « bilan » faisant le compte des réussites et des
échecs passés, voire de leurs causes, est jugée peu utile,
l’hypothèse étant faite que les circonstances sociales et
politiques étant en évolution constante, une « situation »
de politique publique ne saurait se reproduire. (. . .)

- des évaluations dont les finalités d’action sont claires
et arrêtées à l’avance par les responsables dans leur prin-
cipe. Les évaluations ne devraient être lancées qu’après
une analyse suffisante des marges de manoeuvre per-
mettant d’infléchir les politiques publiques ainsi que de
la volonté des responsables politiques de ce faire.

Conception à laquelle on peut opposer frontalement celle qu’exprime
Jacques Donzelot (1993), représentatif d’un courant de la recherche
évaluative française: « Le propre de l’évaluation est de mettre en
relation les présuppositions de l’action avec l’analyse de ses résul-
tats afin d’argumenter sur le sens d’une politique ».

Les spécificités méthodologiques de l’évaluation de politique

En France, les textes officiels concernant l’évaluation font référence
à des politiques publiques et non à des programmes. Ce choix ter-
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minologique est cohérent avec la réalité: le niveau d’agrégation de
l’action publique perçu comme pertinent par les décideurs et l’opi-
nion conduit à ranger sous la même banière un ensemble d’activités
hétérogènes mises en oeuvre par des acteurs diversifiés, en réfé-
rence à des objectifs relativement généraux (la lutte contre le chô-
mage, contre la toxicomanie . . . ). Bien entendu, ces politiques sont
la plupart du temps constituées de segments qui peuvent être assi-
milés à des programmes, mais les questions relatives à l’orientation
et à la mise en oeuvre de l’action publique sont rarement posées et
discutées au niveau des programmes.

Par rapport à l’évaluation de programme, l’évaluation de politique
publique est fortement déportée du coté de l’évaluation normative:
il est en pratique assez difficile de se prononcer globalement sur les
effets d’une politique complexe. En revanche, il y a presque toujours
beaucoup de choses à dire sur la cohérence interne de cette poli-
tique, sur la clarté de ses objectifs, sur sa pertinence par rapport au
problème de société qu’elle est censé résoudre, et ainsi de suite. Ce
qui ne signifie pas que les tentatives faites pour connaître ses effets
soient inutiles, bien au contraire. L’effort d’identification des effets
et l’interrogation sur la possibilité de les mesurer a deux types de
retombées indirectes:

• il aide à reformuler en terme instrumental les objectifs de
la politique, ou à souligner le caractère flou et non opéra-
tionnel de ces objectifs;

• il produit des effets formatifs en amenant les décideurs et
acteurs de terrain à s’interroger plus concrètement sur les
résultats de leur action.

Cependant, à supposer même que des connaissances fiables puissent
être produites sur les effets propres de la politique, il faut pour qu’el-
les soient utilisables les compléter par des informations relatives
au processus lui-même (les moyens effectivement mobilisés, la ma-
nière dont les acteurs de terrain interprètent et mettent en oeuvre
les dispositifs prévus dans les textes, les mécanismes d’action effec-
tifs de ces dispositifs, etc.). De plus, pour qu’un jugement évaluatif
puisse être porté, il faut que les effets constatés soient confrontés
aux objectifs de la politique, ce qui suppose que ceux-ci, générale-
ment flous et partiellement contradictoires, fassent l’objet d’une lec-
ture normative et soient traduits en critères observables. Plus encore
que l’évaluation d’un programme, l’évaluation d’une politique né-
cessite un travail d’intégration et d’interprétation de connaissances
hétérogènes. Pour que ce travail aboutisse à des conclusions crédibles
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aux yeux du commanditaire politique de l’évaluation, il doit être
mené selon des règles qui lui confèrent une double légitimité, scien-
tifique et politique. Dans le contexte de l’évaluation de programme,
l’évaluateur professionnel assume souvent seul le poids de cette lé-
gitimation, à charge pour lui de mobiliser une information et de
mettre en oeuvre des méthodes crédibles aux yeux des utilisateurs
de l’évaluation. Dans le cas des évaluations de politique publique
telles qu’elles sont pratiquées en France, cette double légitimité est
assurée par une instance d’évaluation qui précise le questionnement
évaluatif, pilote les études, synthétise et interprète leurs résultats.

Par rapport au tableau esquissé du « modèle anglo-saxon », la prin-
cipale spécificité est une plus grande indétermination des finalités
de l’évaluation. Le mandat donné aux instances d’évaluation est en
général large, comme si les décideurs voulaient éviter de se pronon-
cer ex ante sur le type de conséquences qu’ils entendent tirer du
travail d’évaluation. L’usage de l’évaluation s’inscrit naturellement
dans une culture française de la décision qui valorise plus que toute
chose la liberté d’action des décideurs, souvent contradictoire avec
la transparence de leurs intentions. L’évaluation apparait ainsi
comme une ressource cognitive dont l’usage ne peut être prédéter-
miné.

Pour résumer cette discussion, on pourrait caractériser les démarches
d’évaluation de politiques qui se développent actuellement en France
par le fait qu’elles accordent une grande place à la régulation du jeu
des acteurs par la connaissance. Elles sont cohérentes avec l’idée
que le couple acteurs/problèmes joue un rôle plus décisif dans les
processus de réforme et de reformulation des politiques que le cou-
ple objectifs/moyens. Si cette hypothèse est exacte, elle dessine une
perspective originale pour le développement des pratiques éva-
luatives. L’analyse des logiques d’émergence de la demande d’éva-
luation permettront de préciser cette originalité et de souligner les
difficultés qu’elle comporte.

LES MÉCANISMES DE LA DEMANDE D’ÉVALUATION

L’évaluation au sein du gouvernement comme élément de la préparation
des décisions budgétaires et comme outil de responsabilisation des
gestionnaires

Dans les pays anglo-saxons et aux Pays-Bas, l’évaluation au sein du
gouvernement est, dans la majorité des cas, explicitement liée à la
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préparation des décisions budgétaires, et, plus généralement, à un
objectif d’amélioration de l’efficacité de la gestion publique. Selon
une récente étude comparative sur l’organisation institutionnelle de
l’évaluation, cette tendance serait caractéristique de la « seconde
vague » d’institutionnalisation de l’évaluation qui a débuté au cours
des années 80:

. . . dans les riches années 60, les pays de la première
vague étaient gouvernés par des partis réformistes fa-
vorables à l’emploi des méthodes de sciences sociales
requises par l’évaluation de politique. Au cours de la se-
conde vague, les gouvernements conservateurs dominent
et ils sont confrontés à une situation économique moins
favorable. Ils ont eu davantage tendance à utiliser l’éva-
luation pour remettre en cause, et souvent pour opérer
des coupes dans les programmes existants. (Bemelmans-
Videc, 1992)

Dans la logique de cette nouvelle orientation, les acteurs dominants
de l’évaluation deviennent les Ministres des finances, les Parlements
et les Institutions supérieures de contrôle (Cours des comptes).

Aux Etats-Unis, c’est l’Office of Management and Budget (OMB),
responsable de la préparation du budget fédéral, qui coordonne et
impulse l’évaluation de programme au sein du gouvernement. Le
rapport sur le Budget fédéral pour 1993 souligne le rôle de l’évalua-
tion de programme dans la préparation du budget:

Le budget reflète un ensemble de choix concernant la
priorité relative des programmes et les besoins de finan-
cement. Ces choix sont basés, en partie, sur une infor-
mation analytique et évaluative concernant les consé-
quences vraisemblables et les résultats des programmes
et des politiques. La loi de renforcement du budget (Bud-
get Enforcement Act) de 1990 insiste plus que jamais sur
la nécessité de planifier et conduire des évaluations de
programme rigoureuses pour aider à atteindre le plus
haut degré possible de retour sur investissement au ni-
veau fédéral. (Budget, 1993, p. 367)

En Grande-Bretagne, le Trésor, dont les attributions couvrent l’en-
semble de la politique budgétaire et financière, a un rôle moteur
dans le développement de l’évaluation de programme au sein de l’exé-
cutif. Il incite les administrations « dépensières » à évaluer leurs
programmes ou politiques, et il exige que toute proposition d’action
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nouvelle soit accompagnée de proposition sur la manière dont elle
pourrait être évaluée. Le Trésor diffuse des consignes méthodolo-
giques mais il laisse l’entière responsabilité du projet au ministère
concerné. En revanche, il se réserve le droit de critiquer les évalua-
tions insuffisantes.

Le modèle canadien est assez proche, à cet égard, du modèle britan-
nique: le Conseil du Trésor agit sous forme de directives pour inci-
ter les ministères à évaluer leurs programmes. Ces évaluations ne
sont cependant pas strictement orientées vers la décision budgétaire:
elles visent également à améliorer la gestion des programmes et
l’« imputabilité » de leurs responsables (l’obligation de rendre des
comptes en fonction d’objectifs précisément fixés). Un récent docu-
ment souligne également le rôle que peut jouer l’évaluation de pro-
gramme pour « établir un environnement propice au changement »
(Contrôleur général, 1991, p. 2). Le modèle australien n’est pas très
différent «  l’évaluation a plusieurs fonctions. Elle devrait aider les
responsables à tous les niveaux à atteindre leurs objectifs au meilleur
coût. Elle devrait aussi être un moyen de responsabilisation pour
les performances du programme, dans un contexte de plus grande
délégation d’autorité aux gestionnaires » (Auditor General, 1992).

En Allemagne, l’objectif de l’évaluation pratiquée au sein de l’admi-
nistration est d’apprécier l’efficacité et l’efficience des programmes.
La dimension « imputabilité » n’est en revanche pas mentionnée dans
les textes officiels.

Bien qu’elle diffère fondamentalement du PPBS (planning-program-
ming-budgeting system), par son caractère principalement rétrospec-
tif, l’évaluation de programme en constitue dans bien des cas une
descendance naturelle: la préoccupation de rendre plus rationnels
les critères d’allocation des fonds publics reste fondamentale. C’est
particulièrement vrai au Pays-Bas, où la « procédure de réexamen »,
comme le PPBS, articule très étroitement évaluation, prévision et
programmation budgétaire. Même si le critère de rentabilité n’est
pas le seul à être pris en compte (l’amélioration de la qualité des pres-
tations fournies à la clientèle des services publics est, par exemple,
une préoccupation de plus en plus fréquemment évoquée), le coût des
programmes n’est jamais absent de l’horizon des évaluateurs.

Le rôle du Parlement et de la Cour des comptes

La dimension budgétaire de l’évaluation est indissociable de son rôle
dans le jeu des pouvoirs, notamment entre l’exécutif et le législatif.
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Comme on le sait, démocratie parlementaire et contrôle de l’usage
des fonds publics sont historiquement liés. Plus généralement, une
évaluation fortement instrumentalisée se développe d’autant plus
naturellement que l’espace public est conçu comme un espace de
confrontation entre intérêts constitués.

La situation aux États-Unis est bien connue: « La richesse de l’éva-
luation américaine tient beaucoup aujourd’hui au rôle décisif qu’y joue
le congrès et au pluralisme des organismes publics ou privés (fonda-
tions, universités, cabinets d’audits, think tanks etc.) qui se sont
multipliés sur ce terrain » (Viveret, 1989, p. 47). Le General Account-
ing Office, organisme rattaché au congrès dont les missions de base
sont comparables à celles de la Cour des comptes, a une division spé-
cialisée dans l’évaluation qui emploie une centaine de personnes.

Dans les autres pays, le rôle direct du Parlement est moins net. En
revanche, le rôle de l’organisme de contrôle (l’équivalent de la Cour
des comptes française), qui est davantage au service du Parlement
que de l’exécutif, est souvent décisif dans le développement de l’éva-
luation.

En Grande Bretagne, le National Accounting Office effectue des
« audits d’efficience » qui sont une forme d’évaluation des program-
mes et des services. En outre, les constats du NAO servent de base
au rapport du « Comptroller » au parlement, qui comporte des re-
commandations relatives au développement de l’évaluation et, no-
tamment, aux programmes et politiques qui devraient être évaluées.

Aux Pays Bas, la Cour des comptes effectue elle-même certaines
évaluations de programmes, mais son action en matière d’évalua-
tion est surtout indirecte: elle effectue des audits des systèmes de
gestion des ministères et, à ce titre, réalise des « méta-évaluations »,
c’est-à-dire des revues critiques des évaluations réalisées dans l’ad-
ministration.

En Allemagne, la relance récente de l’évaluation est due à une ini-
tiative de la Cour des comptes: dans un rapport publié en 1989, celle-
ci a demandé au gouvernement que soit effectivement mis en oeuvre
l’article 7 du code budgétaire allemand rédigé en 1970, lequel sti-
pule que lors de la préparation et de l’exécution du budget, les prin-
cipes d’économie et d’efficience doivent être « observés ».

Il en est de même en Australie, où un rapport de la Cour des comptes
(National Audit Office) au Parlement (Auditor General, 1992) est
consacré à un « audit d’efficience de la mise en oeuvre de l’évaluation
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de programme » dans l’administration. Entre autres recommanda-
tions, ce rapport préconise une intensification de l’action du minis-
tère des Finances pour convaincre les ministères dépensiers à
procéder eux-mêmes à des évaluations.

Au Canada, le Vérificateur général a joué dès les années 60 un rôle
incitateur dans le développement de l’évaluation de programme. De
plus, les activités propres du vérificateur ont évolué pour se rappro-
cher de l’évaluation: « Au fil des ans, la notion de vérification inté-
grée s’est élargie. Elle comprend aujourd’hui des activités qui
étaient jadis du domaine (exclusif) des évaluateurs de programme»
(Turgeon, p. 3).

Le cas français

Les mécanismes d’émergence d’une demande d’évaluation qui vien-
nent d’être décrits jouent un moindre rôle en France.

Le Parlement ne joue pas un grand rôle dans la demande d’évaluation,
malgré le développement du suivi d’exécution des lois, des commis-
sions d’enquête, et la création en 1983 de l’Office parlementaire des
choix technologiques (Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation, 1992, p. 77).
En revanche, le rôle de la Cour des comptes va croissant: elle réalise
elle-même certaines évaluations (par exemple, récemment, l’éva-
luation de la gestion de la politique routière et autoroutière), et elle
est présente par l’intermédiaire de ses membres dans bon nombre
d’organismes ou d’instances d’évaluation. Elle peut en outre saisir le
CIME de demandes d’évaluation. Pourtant, au total, son rôle est
encore faible: contrairement à certaines de ses homologues étrangères,
elle n’a jamais pris d’initiative globale et cohérente pour inciter au
développement de l’évaluation à des fins budgétaires au sein de
l’administration.

Au sein de l’administration, l’évaluation n’est pas directement liée à
la procédure budgétaire. Il est significatif que le mouvement actuel
d’institutionnalisation de l’évaluation ne marque aucune continuité
avec la Rationalisation des Choix Budgétaires. Celle-ci a été com-
plètement abandonnée en 1983 (Champsaur, 1990), et l’administra-
tion qui était chargée de coordonner sa mise en oeuvre, la Direction
de la prévision, a été laissée totalement à l’écart de la récente re-
lance de l’évaluation. Celle-ci a été placée sous la responsabilité ad-
ministrative du Commissariat général du plan, c’est-à-dire hors de
l’orbite du ministère de l’Économie et des Finances. Ce constat doit
toutefois être nuancé par le fait que le ministère de l’Économie et le
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ministère de Budget sont membres permanents du Comité intermi-
nistériel de l’évaluation et que des services de ces ministères (Direc-
tion du budget, Inspection générale des finances) se sont fortement
impliqués dans certaines évaluations. Il n’en demeure pas moins que
la logique de la demande d’évaluation qui se manifeste dans les choix
du Comité interministériel est, au total, fort peu budgétaire.

Evaluation et modernisation

La relance de l’évaluation en France en 1989 devait s’inscrire dans
une stratégie de modernisation de l’État fort différente des politiques
libérales qui dominent dans les autres pays dont il est question ici.
Le souci de maîtriser la dépense publique et d’augmenter son effica-
cité n’en était évidemment pas absent, mais était contrebalancé par
une vision plus dynamique et plus politique du rôle de l’État et des
fonctionnaires. L’un des exposés les plus complets de cette politique
est la circulaire du 23 février 1989, qui formule quatre orientations
principales: « une politique de relations du travail rénovée; une po-
litique de développement des responsabilités; un devoir d’évalua-
tion des politiques publiques; une politique d’accueil et de service à
l’égard des usagers ». Dans ce texte, l’évaluation est mise en rap-
port d’une part avec la responsabilisation des fonctionnaires (de tous
les fonctionnaires et non pas simplement des « managers » publics)
et avec l’amélioration de la qualité du service public. Dans la même
logique, le rapport Viveret qui a précédé la mise en place du disposi-
tif interministériel mettait l’accent sur la dimension « démocrati-
que » de l’évaluation, à savoir sa contribution à l’enrichissement et
à la clarification du débat publique sur les grandes options de l’ac-
tion gouvernementale, avec la visée explicite de remédier à la perte
de légitimité de l’Etat. Dans la circulaire de 1989, la dimension
managériale de l’évaluation et son lien avec la gestion budgétaire
sont à peine évoqués par la nécessité d’évaluer « l’efficacité du ser-
vice ». Le contraste est saisissant avec les textes équivalents éma-
nant de l’administration britannique.

Pourtant, le développement récent de l’évaluation en Grande Bre-
tagne est également lié à un effort de modernisation de l’État. La
comparaison entre les deux démarches est instructive: la notion de
responsabilité, qui joue un grand rôle dans l’un et l’autre pays, n’y
revêt pas exactement la même signification.

Les Britanniques mettent l’accent sur la notion d’imputabilité
(accountability), qui signifie « capacité à rendre des comptes », et
qui renvoie aux obligations précises du responsable administratif
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vis-à-vis de sa hiérarchie, et à la responsabilité de l’administration
vis-à-vis du pouvoir politique et du Parlement. C’est avant tout une
responsabilité individuelle liée à une position hiérarchique.

Par opposition, la notion de responsabilité développée dans la circu-
laire de 1989 renvoie davantage à la mobilisation et à la participa-
tion de l’ensemble des fonctionnaires. De plus, il s’agit davantage
d’une responsabilité diffuse à l’égard de la société que d’une respon-
sabilité vis-à-vis de la hiérarchie liée à l’exercice d’une tâche précise:
«  C’est . . . en créant les conditions juridiques et matérielles d’une
prise de responsabilités effective par le plus grand nombre d’entre
eux, en matière de décision comme d’exécution, que l’on pourra mieux
répondre aux aspirations des fonctionnaires et mieux satisfaire les
usagers » (Circulaire du 22 février 1989). Les fonctionnaires sont
considérés comme des acteurs à part entière des progrès que doit
accomplir l’État pour mieux répondre aux besoins de la société.

Lors de l’installation du Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation le 13
juillet 1990, le Président de la république a clairement suggéré que
l’évaluation pourrait contribuer à cette pédagogie de la responsabi-
lité: « Mieux comprendre ce qu’on fait, à quoi cela sert, la perspec-
tive dans laquelle on travaille, dans laquelle on s’implique, participer
plus directement à un effort de réflexion, je ne pense pas qu’il y ait
meilleur moyen pour renforcer l’éthique et la pratique du service
public ».

Des principes à la logique réelle de la demande d’évaluation: l’évaluation
comme stratégie de légitimation et de contrôle politique sur une action
publique

Comme il a été dit plus haut, la nécessité d’une régulation du jeu
des acteurs publics par la connaissance semble être au coeur des
dynamiques organisationnelles qui génèrent la demande d’évalua-
tion en France. Cependant, cette logique est demeurée peu explicite
et peu organisée: le dispositif institutionnel mis en place pour déve-
lopper l’évaluation des politiques publiques a fait l’impasse sur les
mécanismes concrets d’émergence d’une demande d’évaluation au
sein de l’administration. En Grande Bretagne ou au Canada, par
exemple, la logique budgétaire de la demande d’évaluation est ex-
plicite, et le ministère des Finances est clairement désigné pour
prendre lui-même l’initiative ou pour orienter la demande d’évalua-
tion des ministères. Force est de reconnaître que le dispositif fran-
çais n’a pas permis jusqu’ici de faire émerger une « doctrine d’emploi »
de l’évaluation, une orientation claire quant au type de politiques
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ou d’actions qui doivent être évaluées. Du coup, le profil des poli-
tiques effectivement soumises à évaluation relève davantage du jeu
des forces à l’intérieur de l’appareil d’État que d’une orientation co-
hérente. Plusieurs évaluations (aménagement des rythmes scolaire,
insertion par l’économique, lutte contre la toxicomanie, sécurité
routière, protection des zones humides . . . ) ont clairement eu pour
finalité de légitimer et renforcer une administration de mission con-
trainte d’agir dans le cadre d’une coopération avec des administra-
tions plus puissantes. Dans d’autres cas, l’évaluation apparaît comme
un mécanisme d’apparition ou de reformulation d’une politique.
Prendre l’initiative d’évaluer ou de faire évaluer une politique auto-
rise en effet à réinterpréter ou à reformuler les objectifs de cette
politique, voire à mettre à jour des objectifs restés jusque-là flous,
contradictoire ou implicites. Enfin, l’évaluation peut être utilisée
comme levier d’une remise en cause de la répartition des compé-
tences entre services administratifs. Tel semble être le cas de l’éva-
luation des politiques en faveur des adolescents en difficulté. Rares
sont finalement les cas qui correspondent au schéma « canonique »
de l’évaluation: celui d’une administration responsable d’une poli-
tique qui se préoccupe de son efficacité.

Ce constat, sévère à certains égards, ne signifie pas que les évalua-
tions ainsi décidées soient de mauvaise qualité ou sans effets pra-
tiques, mais seulement qu’elles ne sont vraisemblablement pas
prioritaires du point de vue de leur utilité, budgétaire ou autre, par
rapport à d’autres évaluations envisageables. Le dispositif intermi-
nistériel, par défaut de mécanisme explicite de sélection des ques-
tions les plus judicieuses, suscite une demande d’évaluation sui
generis, qui reflète certains dysfonctionnements au sein de l’appa-
reil d’État.

LE MODE DE PROFESSIONNALISATION DE L’ÉVALUATION

L’évaluateur comme professionnel spécialisé

Dans la plupart des pays où l’évaluation s’est développée, et spéciale-
ment aux États-Unis et au Canada, la spécificité de la fonction et
du métier d’évaluateur sont reconnues. En témoigne, notamment,
l’existence d’associations professionnelles, de revues spécialisées, de
standards techniques et déontologiques, et ainsi de suite. Ce pro-
cessus de professionnalisation est cependant loin d’être parvenu à
son terme et se heurte à de nombreuses difficultés. La première étant
que, comme le notent Freeman et Rossi (p.33) dans le cas des États-
Unis, « les praticiens relèvent d’une grande variété de disciplines
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académiques et de professions ». Compte tenu des conceptions ac-
tuelles de l’évaluation, qui mettent de plus en plus l’accent sur ses
dimensions stratégiques et formatives, le métier d’évaluateur n’est
pas facile à définir: il doit à la fois maîtriser les outils techniques de
l’évaluation et la complexité du jeu des acteurs, être à la fois un
stratège et le garant d’une certaine déontologie. Selon J. Plante (1990,
p. 29), l’évaluateur de la «quatrième génération » pourrait se défi-
nir comme un « animateur-conseil », un « faciliteur » qui joue un rôle
central dans la conduite technique de l’évaluation, tout en laissant
au commanditaire et aux partenaires de l’évaluation l’entière res-
ponsabilité du questionnement et des conclusions finales. Les pro-
blèmes de compétence stratégique et de rigueur déontologique sont
fréquemment soulignés dans la littérature anglo-saxonne:

A cause de la nature politique du processus évaluatif et
du climat politique dans lequel il est conduit et utilisé,
il est impératif que vous, en tant qu’évaluateur, exami-
niez les circonstances de chaque situation évaluative et
décidiez si vous pouvez vous conformer aux attentes po-
litiques sans violer votre propre éthique. (Herman et al.,
1993, p. 24)

Le cas français: un pluralisme des légitimités et des paradigmes cognitifs

Dans le contexte français, l’émergence d’un métier spécifique de l’éva-
luation se heurte au fait que l’évaluation s’est développée de manière
pluricentrique, dans le prolongement de pratiques cognitives et ad-
ministratives fortement structurées et fortement implantées au coeur
de l’État. On peut identifier au moins quatre pôles de compétences
reconnues qui peuvent revendiquer une légitimité professionnelle
dans le champ de l’évaluation: les chercheurs en sciences sociales,
les services d’étude et de statistiques internes à l’administration, les
corps d’inspection et de contrôle, et les cabinets de conseil. D’une
certaine manière, l’existence d’une forte tradition de productions de
connaissances sur la société au sein de l’administration française (avec
l’INSEE, la Direction de la prévision, le Commissariat du plan), est
un obstacle à l’autonomisation de l’évaluation comme nouvelle forme
d’alliance entre le savoir et l’administration. La seule voie possible
semble donc être celle, plus complexe à mettre en oeuvre, d’un dé-
cloisonnement progressif de ces différents systèmes de compétence
et de leur mise en synergie au sein de processus fortement institu-
tionnalisés. De ce point de vue, le dispositif interministériel paraît
bien adapté aux spécificités de la situation française.
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L’instance d’évaluation comme évaluateur collectif

Quand on passe en revue les différentes tâches dévolues à l’éva-
luateur professionnel dans le contexte anglo-saxon, on s’aperçoit
qu’elles recouvrent en grande partie celles de l’instance d’évalua-
tion telle que définie par le Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation: c’est
en effet celle-ci qui a pour mission de piloter collectivement l’éva-
luation, de discuter des choix techniques, d’arbitrer entre les attentes
des différents partenaires, d’intégrer les résultats des différentes
études, de rédiger le rapport final. Bien entendu, il est souhaitable
qu’elle comprenne parmi ses membres une ou plusieurs personnes
connaissant bien les démarches et méthodes d’évaluation, mais elle
assume collectivement la dimension stratégique et déontologique de
l’évaluation. Dans d’autres pays, il est fréquent que soient mis en
place des comités de pilotage (steering committee) ou de conseil
(advisory group), mais leur rôle est davantage d’informer et de con-
seiller l’évaluateur que de prendre des décisions stratégiques sur la
conduite de l’évaluation.

Le rôle du Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation

Le Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation est une spécificité française,
du moins pour ce qui concerne son rôle de régulateur scientifique et
déontologique des évaluations financées par le Fonds national de
développement de l’évaluation. Il est à noter que le rôle de l’instance
d’évaluation décrit dans le paragraphe précédent est indissociable
de l’intervention du Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation: la contrainte
que fait peser le CSE en donnant un avis a posteriori sur la qualité
et l’objectivité de l’évaluation permet d’éviter que les discussions au
sein de l’instance n’évoluent vers une simple négociation entre les
divers intérêts en présence.

NOTE

Le décret du 22 janvier 1990 organise le développement de l’évalua-
tion au sein du gouvernement. Le dispositif interministériel créé
par le décret comprend trois nouvelles instances.

Le Comité interministériel de l’évaluation (CIME) est chargé, au
termes du décret, de « coordonner les initiatives gouvernementales
en matière d’évaluation des politiques publiques ». À ce titre, il a
notamment pour prérogative de choisir les projets d’évaluation qui
pourront bénéficier du Fonds national de développement de l’éva-
luation (FNDE), créé également par le décret. Une fois connu le
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résultat des évaluations, il délibère des suites qu’il convient de leur
donner. Le CIME est présidé par le Premier ministre, il comprend
comme membres permanents les ministres de l’économie, du bud-
get, de l’intérieur, de la fonction publique et du plan. En outre, le
Conseil économique et social peut faire appel au concours du FNDE
dans la limite du cinquième de sa dotation.

Le Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation (CSE) est le garant de l’objec-
tivité des méthodes et la valeur scientifique des résultats des éva-
luations. En toute indépendance vis-à-vis du gouvernement il émet
deux types d’avis sur chaque évaluation financée par le FNDE:

• le premier avis, préalable au choix définitif des projets par
le CIME, porte sur les méthodes et conditions de réalisa-
tion des évaluations;

• le second avis porte sur la « qualité des travaux effectués »
au moment de la remise des conclusions par l’évaluateur.
Cet avis est rendu public en même temps que ces conclu-
sions elles-mêmes.

Le CSE est composé de 11 membres, choisis par le Président de la
république pour leur compétence en matière d’évaluation ou dans le
domaine des sciences économiques, sociales ou administratives. Leur
indépendance est garantie par le fait que leur mandat de six ans
n’est pas renouvelable. Il est actuellement présidé par Jean Leca,
professeur à l’Institut d’études politiques de Paris.

Le Commissariat général du plan prépare les délibérations du Co-
mité interministériel de l’évaluation, veille à la mise en oeuvre des
décisions prises et à la publication des résultats des travaux d’éva-
luation. Il suscite l’offre d’évaluation par les administrations et en
informe le Comité interministériel de l’évaluation. En liaison avec
le Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation, il anime le développement de
l’évaluation dans l’administration.

Premier bilan de la procédure: Une quinzaine d’évaluations ont été
lancées selon cette procédure depuis 1990, six sont terminées et ont
fait l’objet d’un avis final du Conseil scientifique de l’évaluation:
Politique de réhabilitation du logement social, Politiques d’inser-
tion sociale des jeunes en difficulté, Accueil des populations défavo-
risées dans certains services publics, Aménagement des rythmes de
vie de l’enfant, Impact du développement de l’informatique sur l’ef-
ficacité de l’administration, Aides au logement.
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Les missions générales du Conseil scientifique: Le nouveau disposi-
tif ne se limite pas à l’organisation de la procédure de choix et de
réalisation des évaluations choisies par le CIME et financées par le
FNDE. L’article 9 du décret du 22 janvier 1990 fixe au Conseil scien-
tifique de l’évaluation une mission plus générale de rassemblement
et de diffusion de l’information relative à l’évaluation des politiques
publiques. Le décret précise en outre que le CSE peut contribuer « à
la formation de spécialistes et au développement de la recherche en
matière d’évaluation ».
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A STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
EVALUATION REPORT CHARACTERISTICS
AND MEASURES OF USE IN TWO COUNTRIES

Craig Russon
Palmer College of Chiropractic
Davenport, Iowa

This article reports the results of secondary analysis research
done in order to determine if there were differences in evalua-
tion utilization among major cultural groups. First, the evalua-
tion utilization literature is reviewed. Second, original research
and secondary analysis methods are discussed. Finally, the re-
sults of four cross-cultural canonical correlation analyses are
presented. The results show that, among the American subjects,
there was a strong correlation between evaluation utilization
and a high-order construct called evaluation implementation.
This relationship did not exist for the Mexico subjects. These
results are discussed in a cross-cultural context and conclusions
are drawn.

Le présent article rapporte les résultats d’une analyse de re-
cherche secondaire, qui a été produite dans le but de déterminer
les différences existant lorsqu’une méthode d’évaluation est
utilisée par différents groupes culturels. Premièrement, la
littérature de la méthode d’évaluation a été révisée. Deuxième-
ment, les méthodes originales de recherche et les méthodes
d’analyse secondaire sont discutées. Finalement, les résultats
de quatre analyses de corrélation canonicales inter-culturelles
sont présentés. Les résultats ont démontré que parmi les sujets
américains une forte corrélation existait entre l’utilisation
d’évaluation et un construit d’ordre supérieur appelé l’implanta-
tion d’évaluation. Ce lien n’existait pas en ce qui concerne les
sujets mexicains. Ces résultats sont discutés dans un contexte
inter-culturel, suivis d’une conclusion.

Evaluation utilization has been the subject of research
for the last two decades. A recent review of the literature that has
accumulated over that period of time was conducted by Cousins and
Leithwood (1986). At the conclusion of their review, the authors put
forward a research agenda containing, among other topics, the fol-
lowing suggestions for further research: Can the existence of the
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hypothetical, higher-order categories—evaluation implementation
and decision- or policy-setting characteristics —be verified? To what
extent do factors vary in their impact on decision-makers’ use of
evaluation results? Which factors have the greatest impact? How
do factors interact with one another to affect use? This article re-
ports the results of secondary analysis research that was done in an
effort to shed light on the above questions.

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A review of the literature on evaluation utilization should logically
begin with a paper presented by Carol Weiss at the 1966 meeting of
the American Sociological Association. In her paper, Weiss called
for the systematic study of evaluation utilization issues. She stated:

Better knowledge of what kinds of evaluation have an
impact on decision-making, and under what conditions,
should help to encourage more effective development of
evaluation practice. (1972, p. 326)

Sometime later, Patton et al. (1977) published a classic on the sub-
ject of evaluation utilization. They interviewed decision-makers and
evaluators from 20 federal health evaluation projects. Two major
findings emerged from the study: first, that political and interper-
sonal factors influenced evaluation use; and second, that evaluation
results were used by decision-makers but not always in the clear-
cut and organization-shaking ways that evaluators anticipated.

The latter finding stimulated a flurry of research activity designed
to identify the different types of evaluation utilization. Researchers
identified three broad categories of utilization (Leviton & Hughes,
1981). The first type was instrumental or allocative use (Weiner,
Rubin, & Sachse, 1977), the traditional type of use in which the au-
dience implemented the evaluation report recommendations imme-
diately to make programmatic changes. The second type was
conceptual use (Rich, 1977). In this type of use, the audience read
the evaluation report, stored the information, continued to gather
data from various sources, and at some point in the future may act
upon the evaluation information. The third type is symbolic or per-
suasive use (Braskamp & Brown, 1980; Pelz, 1978; Young &
Comptois, 1979), which involved drawing on evaluation evidence in
an attempt to convince others to support a political position, or to
defend such a position from attack (Leviton & Hughes, 1981).
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Many of the studies cited above were included in a comprehensive
review of the evaluation utilization literature conducted by Cousins
and Leithwood (1986). The review examined methodology, depend-
ent variables, and independent variables from 65 empirical studies
that took place from 1971 to 1985.

When these researchers examined the independent variables that
have been used in past research, they identified two categories: char-
acteristics of evaluation implementation and characteristics of de-
cision- or policy-setting. The evaluation implementation category has
associated with it six factors. These included:

Evaluation Quality: Characteristics of the evaluation
process including sophistication of methods, rigor, types
of evaluation model.
Credibility: Of the evaluator and/or the evaluation proc-
ess, defined in terms of objectivity, believability, appro-
priateness of evaluation criteria, and so forth.
Relevance: Of the evaluation to the information needs
of the decisionmaker(s) in terms of the purpose(s) of the
evaluation and the organizational location of the eval-
uator.
Communication Quality: Clarity of reporting results to
the evaluation audience(s) in terms of style, evaluator
advocacy of the results, and breadth of dissemination.
Findings: Positive, negative, consistent with evaluation
audience expectations, value for decisionmaking, and so
forth.
Timeliness: In the dissemination of evaluation results
to decisionmaker(s). (Cousins & Leithwood, 1986, p. 347)

Cousins and Leithwood incorporated the above factors and others
into a preliminary framework of evaluation utilization. The frame-
work was used for examining relationships among the factors and
measures of evaluation use. They found that the relative influence
of the factors varied as a function of the type of use.

METHODS

The methods used in the original research have been described in
detail elsewhere; therefore, only a brief description has been given
here. For further details, including a copy of the rating instrument,
see Russon (1993).
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In the original research, McGuire’s (1985) communication matrix
was the theoretical framework. This theory was used to prepare two
simulated evaluation reports—one qualitative in nature and the
other quantitative. A panel of evaluation and agricultural exten-
sion experts reviewed the reports using a subset of the Joint Com-
mittee standards (1981). Also, a rating instrument was prepared,
and its content validity was tested using a structured Q-sort. The
research materials were translated into Spanish and back-trans-
lated into English.

The research materials were pilot tested on a sample of 150 agricul-
ture graduate students from the U.S. and 42 graduate students/col-
lege seniors from Mexico. Response rates of 42% and 100%,
respectively, were obtained. Construct validity and reliability of the
instrument were tested using factor analysis and Cronbach’s alpha.
The factors identified in the factor analysis corresponded well to
the factors postulated in McGuire’s matrix. The alphas, in general,
were very high.

The fully developed research materials were administered to 100
mid- and high-level agricultural extension administrators from the
U.S. and 100 from Mexico. Each subject rated both the qualitative
and the quantitative report. Response rates of 89% and 85%, re-
spectively, were obtained. The independent variables were culture
of the subject and methodological approach. The dependent vari-
ables were a set of 32 items developed to measure eight dimensions
in McGuire’s theory. The data were analyzed using a doubly
multivariate repeated measures MANOVA (Norusis, 1988).

The Secondary Analysis

In this study, four canonical correlations were performed: the first
used U.S. subject ratings of a qualitative evaluation report; the sec-
ond used Mexico subject ratings of a qualitative report; the third
used U.S. subject ratings of a quantitative report; and the fourth
used Mexico subject ratings of a quantitative report.

In each analysis, three items developed to measure McGuire’s ac-
tion dimension served as the set of dependent variables. “All Now”
was an item developed to measure the respondent’s intention to
implement all of the simulated evaluation report recommendations
immediately or, in other words, to engage in instrumental evalua-
tion utilization. The items “Some Now and Some Later” and “All
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Later” had similar interpretations. The latter two items were devel-
oped to measure the respondent’s intention to engage in conceptual
evaluation utilization.

Twenty-eight items that were developed to measure the other seven
dimensions in McGuire’s matrix were used as the set of covariates.
It was found that many of these items could be grouped using the
evaluation implementation factors (see Table 1) identified by Cous-
ins and Leithwood (1986). All of the evaluation implementation fac-
tors identified by Cousins and Leithwood were represented except
timeliness.

The data were analyzed using SPSS/PC+ V2.0 and SAS V6.07. When
SPSS/PC+ 2.0 was used, alpha was set at .25 and the results were
rotated using a Varimax rotation.

Table 1Table 1Table 1Table 1Table 1
The Grouping of Covariate Variables Using the EvaluationThe Grouping of Covariate Variables Using the EvaluationThe Grouping of Covariate Variables Using the EvaluationThe Grouping of Covariate Variables Using the EvaluationThe Grouping of Covariate Variables Using the Evaluation
Implementation Factors of Cousins and Leithwood (1986)Implementation Factors of Cousins and Leithwood (1986)Implementation Factors of Cousins and Leithwood (1986)Implementation Factors of Cousins and Leithwood (1986)Implementation Factors of Cousins and Leithwood (1986)

Evaluation Implementation Factor Covariate Variable

Evaluation Quality Object Examination
Information Sources
Valid
Reliable
Appropriate Analysis
Objectively Reported

Credibility Relevant
Important Data
Scope

Relevance Help Improve Quality
Help Improve Suitability
Help Improve Efficiency

Communication Quality Presentation of Ideas
No Abrupt Shifts
No Redundancies
Succinct
Direct Approach

Findings Recommendation 1
Recommendation 2
Recommendation 3
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RESULTS

There are four subsections presented in this section. Each contains
the results of the canonical correlation analysis for one of the groups
named above.

U.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report

This analysis began by computing the canonical correlations and
the sample canonical variate coefficient vectors. This information is
presented in Table 2. The vectors contain the weights by which the
scores were multiplied in order to maximize the relationship between
the two sets of variables.

Table 2 shows that the canonical correlation between the two sets
of variables (.82) was high. Taking the square of the canonical cor-
relation gave the total variance explained by the function (.68). One
function was all that was necessary to explain about two-thirds of
the total variance.

In Table 3, the correlations between each sample canonical variate
and its component variables are presented. These “structure coeffi-
cients” served as the basis for later interpretations.

The measure of instrumental use (All Now) had a correlation of .85
with its sample canonical variate. “Interesting,” “Imaginative,”

Table 2Table 2Table 2Table 2Table 2
U.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample CanonicalU.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample CanonicalU.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample CanonicalU.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample CanonicalU.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample Canonical
Correlation and Canonical Variate Coefficient VectorsCorrelation and Canonical Variate Coefficient VectorsCorrelation and Canonical Variate Coefficient VectorsCorrelation and Canonical Variate Coefficient VectorsCorrelation and Canonical Variate Coefficient Vectors

Standardized Standardized
Dependent Covariate
Variables Pi* Variables

U1 U2 U3  V1 V2  V3  V4 V5 V6
a 1′ 1.02 -.28 .59 .82 b 1′ .08 -.41 -.09 .09 .31 .41

 V7 V8 V9 V10 V11 V12
-.22 -.14 .35 -.33 -.19 -.19
 V13  V14  V15  V16  V17  V18
 .01 -.24  .10  .25 -.41  .11

 V19  V20  V21  V22  V23  V24
-.22 -.15  .44  .05 -.05 -.19
 V25  V26  V27  V28
 .27  .11 -.08  .33
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“Valid,” “Reliable,” “Help Improve Quality,” “Help Improve Suitabil-
ity,” “Help Improve Effectiveness,” “Help Improve Efficiency,” and
“Rec’s 1-3" all had correlations of over .50 with their sample canoni-
cal variate.

The proportion of the total standardized sample variance explained
by the variables in the dependent variable sample canonical variate
was 34.28; that for the covariates was 20.29. From these statistics,
it was inferred that the first sample canonical variate was a slightly
“better” representative of its set than the second sample canonical
variate was of its set.

Table 3Table 3Table 3Table 3Table 3
U.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateU.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateU.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateU.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateU.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and Covariate
Variables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical Variables

U1 V1

All Now .85 Presentation of Ideas .13
Some Now & .41 No Abrupt Shifts .10
Some Later No Redundancies .21
All later .37 Succinct .41

Direct Approach .37
Interesting .60
Novel .57
Imaginative .51
Vivid .45
Amount of Information .27
Not Overly Complex  -.30
Not Overly Technical  -.13
Object Examination .36
Information Sources .36
Valid .53
Reliable .54
Appropriate Analysis .20
Objectively Reported .48
Help Improve Quality .53
Help Improve Suitability .53
Help Improve Effectiveness .59
Help Improve Efficiency .51
Relevant .48
Important Data .40
Scope .49
Recommendation 1 .58
Recommendation 2 .62
Recommendation 3 .61
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Lastly, multivariate and univariate tests of significance were con-
ducted. The multivariate test of significance tested the null hypoth-
esis that the covariance matrix equalled zero. If the null hypothesis
is rejected, then univariate tests of significance are conducted to
test the individual canonical correlations. Table 4 presents the re-
sults of a Hotelling’s multivariate test of significance and univariate
F-tests.

Table 4Table 4Table 4Table 4Table 4
Analysis of Variance for All Four Canonical Correlation AnalysesAnalysis of Variance for All Four Canonical Correlation AnalysesAnalysis of Variance for All Four Canonical Correlation AnalysesAnalysis of Variance for All Four Canonical Correlation AnalysesAnalysis of Variance for All Four Canonical Correlation Analyses

CANONICAL CORRELATION F

U.S. Subjects/Qualitative Report
Multivariate 1.77*
Univariate

1 1.68*
2 1.11
3  .10

Mexico Subjects/Qualitative Report
Multivariate 1.19

U.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report
Multivariate 1.20

Mexico Subjects/Quantitative Report
Multivariate 1.99

* p < .05

Table 5Table 5Table 5Table 5Table 5
Mexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalMexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalMexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalMexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalMexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and Canonical
Variate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient Vectors

Standardized Standardized
Dependent Covariate
Variables Pi* Variables

U1 U2 U3  V1 V2  V3  V4 V5 V6
a 1′ .73  -.78  -.07 .69 b 1′  -.34 .40 .44 .38 -.76 .38

 V7  V8  V9  V10  V11  V12
-.06 -.14 .06 -.67  .21 -.16
 V13  V14  V15  V16  V17  V18
 .07  .12 -.38 -.34 -.07  .08

 V19  V20  V21  V22  V23  V24
-.25  .17  .03  .41  .37  .21
 V25  V26  V27  V28
 .01  .01  .03  .27



LA REVUE CANADIENNE D'ÉVALUATION DE PROGRAMME 123

The results of the analysis of variance did indeed lead to rejection of
the null hypothesis. Therefore, the univariate F-tests were con-
ducted, the results of which suggest that only the first function was
nonzero.

Mexico Subjects/Qualitative Report

This analysis also began by computing the canonical correlation and
the sample canonical variate coefficient vectors. This information is
presented in Table 5.

Table 5 shows that the canonical correlation between the two sets
of variables (.69) was moderately high. The total amount of vari-
ance explained by the function was a little less than half (.48).

In Table 6, the correlations between each sample canonical variate
and its component variables are presented. These “structure coeffi-
cients” served as the basis for later interpretations.

The measure of instrumental use (All Now) and the measure of con-
ceptual use (All Later) had correlations of over .50 with their sam-
ple canonical variate. “Rec 2” and “Non-technical” had respective
correlations of .43 and -.40 with their sample canonical variate.

The proportion of the total standardized sample variance explained
by the variables in the dependent variable sample canonical variate
was 30.49; that for the covariates was 6.23. The first sample canoni-
cal variate explained a large proportion of the variance, whereas
the second sample canonical variate explained almost none.

Lastly, a Hotelling’s multivariate test of significance was conducted.
The results (see Table 4) showed that the multivariate test was not
significant. Therefore, univariate F-tests were not conducted.

U.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report

As before, the analysis began by computing the canonical correla-
tion and the sample canonical variate coefficient vectors. This infor-
mation is presented in Table 7.

Table 7 shows that the canonical correlation between the two sets
of variables (.75) was high. The total amount of variance explained
by the function was more than half (.57).
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Table 6Table 6Table 6Table 6Table 6
Mexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateMexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateMexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateMexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateMexico Subjects/Qualitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and Covariate
Variables and Their Respective Canonical VariatesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariatesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariatesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariatesVariables and Their Respective Canonical Variates

U1 V1

All Now .67 Presentation of Ideas .09
Some Now & .13 No Abrupt Shifts .11
Some Later No Redundancies .22
All Later .67 Succinct  -.01

Direct Approach  -.09
Interesting .31
Novel .21
Imaginative .13
Vivid .22
Amount of Information  -.21
Not Overly Complex  .06
Not Overly Technical  -.40
Object Examination .35
Information Sources  -.12
Valid  -.06
Reliable  -.09
Appropriate Analysis .35
Objectively Reported .22
Help Improve Quality .15
Help Improve Suitability .29
Help Improve Effectiveness .27
Help Improve Efficiency .38
Relevant .31
Important Data .39
Scope .34
Recommendation 1 .11
Recommendation 2 .43
Recommendation 3 .23

In Table 8, the correlations between each sample canonical variate
and its component variables are presented. These “structure coeffi-
cients” served as the basis for later interpretations.

The measure of instrumental use (All Now) had a correlation of -.85
with its sample canonical variate. “Interesting,” “Novel,” “Imagina-
tive,” “Sufficiently Examined,” “Valid,” “Reliable,” “Help Improve
Quality,” “Help Improve Suitability,” “Help Improve Effectiveness,”
“Help Improve Efficiency,” “Important Data,” “Scope,” and “Rec’s 1-
3" all had correlations of over -.50 with their sample canonical
variate. Note that the signs consistently flipped in this analysis.
This occurrence did not affect the interpretation.
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The proportion of the total standardized sample variance explained
by the variables in the dependent variable sample canonical variate
was 25.52; that for the covariates was 27.58. Both sample canonical
variates were good representatives of their respective sets.

Lastly, a Hotelling’s multivariate test of significance was conducted.
The results (see Table 4) showed that the multivariate test was not
significant, and therefore univariate F-tests were not conducted.

Mexico Subjects/Quantitative Report

Once again, the analysis began by computing the canonical correla-
tion and the sample canonical variate coefficient vectors. This infor-
mation is presented in Table 9.

Table 9 shows that the canonical correlation between the two sets
of variables (.67) was moderately high. The total amount of vari-
ance explained by the function was less than half (.45).

In Table 10, the correlations between each sample canonical variate
and its component variables were presented. These “structure coef-
ficients” served as the basis for later interpretations.

The measure of instrumental use (All Now) and the measure of con-
ceptual use (All Later) had respective correlations of .67 and -.53

Table 7Table 7Table 7Table 7Table 7
U.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalU.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalU.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalU.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalU.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and Canonical
Variate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient Vectors

Standardized Standardized
Dependent Covariate
Variables Pi* Variables

U1 U2 U3  V1  V2  V3  V4  V5  V6
a1′ -1.06  .23  -.60 .75 b1′  -.09 -.36  .07 .10 .15  -.22

 V7  V8  V9  V10  V11  V12
-.08 -.30 -.01  .11  .22  .24
 V13  V14  V15  V16  V17  V18
 .10  .02 -.01 -.12 -.24  .22
 V19  V20  V21  V22  V23  V24
 .09 -.12 -.19 -.06  .37 -.23
 V25  V26  V27  V28
-.37  .09 -.32 -.07
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with their sample canonical variate. Of all the component variables,
only “Rec 3” had a correlation of over .50 with its sample canonical
variate. “Rec 1,” “Rec 2," and “Defensible Sources” had correlations
in the mid-40s.

The proportion of the total standardized sample variance explained
by the variables in the dependent variable sample canonical variate
was 25.67; that for the covariates was 8.87. Once again, the first
sample canonical variate explained a large proportion of the vari-
ance and the second sample canonical variate explained almost none.

Table 8Table 8Table 8Table 8Table 8
U.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateU.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateU.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateU.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateU.S. Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and Covariate
Variables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical Variables

U1 V1

All Now  -.86 Presentation of Ideas  -.41
Some Now &  -.15 No Abrupt Shifts  -.38
Some Later No Redundancies  -.45
All Later  -.02 Succinct  -.32

Direct Approach  -.45
Interesting  -.66
Novel  -.56
Imaginative  -.60
Vivid  -.53
Amount of Information  -.34
Not Overly Complex  .03
Not Overly Technical  .08
Object Examination  -.60
Information Sources  -.46
Valid  -.64
Reliable  -.55
Appropriate Analysis  -.48
Objectively Reported  -.44
Help Improve Quality  -.64
Help Improve Suitability  -.55
Help Improve Effectiveness -.63
Help Improve Efficiency  -.66
Relevant  -.49
Important Data  -.59
Scope  -.65
Recommendation 1  -.61
Recommendation 2  -.72
Recommendation 3  -.52
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Lastly, a Hotelling’s multivariate test of significance was conducted.
The results (see Table 4) showed that the multivariate test was not
significant; therefore, univariate F-tests were not conducted.

DISCUSSION

The U.S. subjects/qualitative report was the only one of the four
analyses conducted that had statistically significant results. Exami-
nation of the structural coefficients from that analysis showed that
the item developed to measure instrumental evaluation utilization
and those developed to measure conceptual evaluation had mid- to
high-level correlations with their sample canonical variate. This led
the researcher to conclude that the set of dependent variables rep-
resented a general index of evaluation utilization.

Further examination of the structural coefficients showed that the
items associated with the evaluation implementation factors iden-
tified by Cousins and Leithwood (1986) had middle to high correla-
tions with their sample canonical variate. Therefore, the set of
covariate variables was interpreted as an index of evaluation im-
plementation. This finding verified the existence of the higher or-
der category of evaluation implementation hypothesized by Cousins
and Leithwood. The similarity in the magnitudes of structural coef-
ficients suggested that one factor did not have a larger role than
another in the makeup of the evaluation implementation construct.

Table 9Table 9Table 9Table 9Table 9
Mexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalMexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalMexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalMexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and CanonicalMexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Sample Canonical Correlation and Canonical
Variate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient VectorsVariate Coefficient Vectors

Standardized Standardized
Dependent Covariate
Variables Pi* Variables

U1 U2 U3  V1  V2  V3  V4  V5  V6
a 1′  .80  .77  -.53 .67 b 1′  -.13 .11 -.18 -.03 .48  -.45

 V7  V8  V9  V10  V11  V12
-.38 .28 .48 -.54  .15  .25
 V13  V14  V15  V16  V17  V18
 .02  .27 -.02  .08  .42 -.61
 V19  V20  V21  V22  V23  V24
 .08 -.03 -.24  .27 -.21  .12
 V25  V26  V27  V28
-.04  .22  .09 -.02
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The high canonical correlation between the index of evaluation uti-
lization and the index of evaluation implementation suggested that
American audiences are more likely to engage in instrumental and
conceptual utilization if the qualitative report meets a criterion for
evaluation implementation that includes evaluation quality, cred-
ibility, and the like.

The interpretation of the results from the U.S. subjects/quantita-
tive report analysis was similar to that put forward above. How-
ever, this interpretation should be viewed somewhat skeptically
because the multivariate test of significance was not significant.

Table 10Table 10Table 10Table 10Table 10
Mexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateMexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateMexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateMexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and CovariateMexico Subjects/Quantitative Report: Correlation between Dependent and Covariate
Variables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical VariablesVariables and Their Respective Canonical Variables

U1 V1

All Now .67 Presentation of Ideas .19
Some Now &  -.53 No Abrupt Shifts .18
Some Later No Redundancies .02
All Later .18 Succinct .26

Direct Approach .36
Interesting .23
Novel .01
Imaginative .34
Vivid .35
Amount of Information  -.21
Not Overly Complex  .17
Not Overly Technical  .24
Object Examination .20
Information Sources .46
Valid .25
Reliable .36
Appropriate Analysis .30
Objectively Reported  -.10
Help Improve Quality .30
Help Improve Suitability .24
Help Improve Effectiveness .27
Help Improve Efficiency .27
Relevant .14
Important Data .39
Scope .35
Recommendation 1 .46
Recommendation 2 .45
Recommendation 3 .52
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The results from the Mexico analyses did not yield any straightfor-
ward interpretations. Examination of the structural coefficients from
both analyses led the researcher to conclude that the sets of depend-
ent variables were both indices of evaluation utilization. However,
in both analyses, the proportion of total standardized sample vari-
ance explained by the sets of covariate variables was very low. This
suggested that, in both analyses, the second sample canonical variate
was not an adequate index of anything. This finding raises the ques-
tion: If evaluation utilization by the Mexico subjects did not corre-
late with evaluation implementation factors as it did for the
American subjects, with what would it correlate?

CONCLUSION

The following conclusions were drawn from this study: (1) It sup-
ports the high-order category of evaluation implementation hypoth-
esized by Cousins and Leithwood (1986); (2) one factor does not
appear to have a greater role than another in the makeup of the
evaluation implementation construct; (3) evaluation use in the U.S.
was highly correlated with the evaluation implementation construct;
and (4) there were cultural differences in the factors that influence
evaluation utilization. However, more research is required to de-
scribe these differences.
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ALL PULLING TOGETHER: WORKING
TOWARD A SUCCESSFUL EVALUATION

Alan G. Ryan
University of Saskatchewan
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan
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Regina, Saskatchewan

Utilization of results is an important aspect of program evalua-
tion. Naturalistic methods aim at increasing the utilization of
research findings by providing stakeholders with a rich under-
standing of the situation being studied. In this article, we re-
port on a study that caused us to examine the assumption of
the power of naturalistic methods. We found that one key to
utilization is to narrow the gap between the type of information
provided by the study and the expectations of the stakeholders.

L’utilisation des résultats est un aspect important de l’évalua-
tion de programmes. Les méthodes naturalistes visent à aug-
menter l’utilisation des résultats des recherches en donnant aux
clients une compréhension profonde de la situation étudiée. Dans
cet article il s’agit d’une étude qui met en question cette hypo-
thèse de la puissance des méthodes naturalistes. Nous avons
constaté que la clé de l’utilisation est de réduire la lacune entre
le genre d’information produite par l’étude et les attentes des
clients.

Amidst continued reports of worthwhile program evalu-
ations failing to bring about action, many suggestions have been
offered whereby clients can utilize more of their expensive and hard-
won program evaluation findings to improve their programs. Indeed,
it is no exaggeration to say that the issue of the utilization of evalu-
ation findings has been a preoccupation of program evaluators since
the beginning of the modern-day profession (Weiss, 1972). Whole
books have been written on the topic (Alkin, Daillak, & White, 1979;
Patton, 1986), and high-profile debates have taken place at gather-
ings of evaluators (Patton, 1988; Weiss, 1988a, 1988b). In this arti-
cle, we reflect on an evaluation study where the desire to en-
hance utilization of the findings caused us to examine anew our

Abstract:

Résumé:
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assumptions of how to conduct the evaluation. By way of introduc-
tion, some of the suggested approaches for enhancing utilization of
program evaluation findings are categorized and briefly reviewed.
The categories described below are inevitably broad, and many re-
searchers concerned with utilization straddle several categories.

HOW MIGHT PROGRAM EVALUATION UTILIZATION BE
ENHANCED?

Understand how decision-makers act on information. Theorists in
the field of knowledge utilization have applied their analyses to the
specific area of program evaluation utilization. Strong examples of
this work are Kennedy’s (1983, 1984) understanding of “working
knowledge” or Weiss and Bucuvalas’s (1980) examination of which
characteristics of reports are most likely to cause administrators to
act. Cousins and Leithwood (1986) have reviewed a wide selection
of studies that seek to understand how decision-makers first proc-
ess incoming information and then decide whether to act on it.

Actively cater to the decision-maker’s needs. Patton (1986) is per-
haps the best-known exponent of this school of thought. As part of
his philosophy of evaluation, he advocates that when program evalu-
ators communicate with decision-makers, they pay a great deal of
attention to the idiosyncratic needs and habits of those decision-
makers. The hope is that in so doing, the evaluator will better en-
sure that the findings of the evaluation study are acted upon. He
suggests that program evaluators should carefully target their ef-
forts to promote the use of their findings; in this way, he feels, deci-
sion-makers will come to “own” the evaluation findings. Although
many other program evaluators have endorsed this approach, some
(for example, House, in Alkin, 1990) have worried that it unbalances
the focus of the evaluation study in favor of the decision-maker and
at the expense of other stakeholders in the program being evalu-
ated.

Adopt naturalistic program evaluation strategies. The emergence of
naturalistic (“qualitative”) research methodologies in program evalu-
ation studies parallels their emergence in educational research in
general (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Ryan, 1988).
The rise of naturalistic evaluation strategies is due in part to the
zeitgeist of social science research in general (a widespread, although
not universal, sense of dissatisfaction with the positivist ideal of
research), but also in part to the desire of evaluators to see their
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work bring about greater program improvement. The emphasis on
mutualistic meaning-making that is the cornerstone of naturalistic
evaluation should, in the eyes of naturalistic evaluators, lead to all
stakeholders having an understanding of the manifold dimensions
of the program being evaluated and the corresponding views and
beliefs of all participants in it. Given this rich understanding, the
will to change the program so that it becomes even better should,
according to naturalistic evaluators, be a part of the reaction of the
stakeholders to the findings of the evaluation. Thus, the effect of
the naturalistic evaluation study is to encourage all parties to the
evaluation to share the meaning they attach to the program and, in
turn, to learn its meaning for other stakeholders, in the expectation
that this shared understanding will result in a more meaningful
resolution of differing perceptions and a shared understanding of
the way ahead.

This attitude is more than a shift in technique; naturalistic evalua-
tion also contains a moral dimension that is inherent in the view of
research from which it springs (Schwandt, 1989, 1991). Thus, in the
move to naturalistic evaluation, the power relationship between the
evaluator and the participants changes from being one of expert-
client to a much more mutualistic situation where the evaluator and
the participants are trying to understand each other’s reality (Ryan,
1987). This change of perspective is expected to cultivate a moral
dimension in participants’ attitudes toward each other; in essence,
naturalistic methods should promote mutual acceptance of the le-
gitimacy of differing perspectives among the different stakeholders
within an organization. This, at least, is the hope. Recently, we un-
dertook an evaluation study where these assumptions were tested.
Although we fully subscribe to the philosophical basis of naturalis-
tic research and believe in its potential for enhancing utilization,
we also had to come to accept that in this instance, at least, utiliza-
tion depends as much on a client’s expectations for an evaluation
study as it does on the methodological underpinnings of the study.

THE STUDY

Torrance is the name we give to the small prairie town where this
study was conducted. The director of education called for a project
that would reveal the perceptions that the members of the commu-
nity (the town itself and some of the surrounding area that is served
by the high school) held of the school system under his supervision.
In the system, there were several elementary schools, two middle-
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years schools, and one large comprehensive high school. The purpose
of the project was to provide a “community report card” to the direc-
tor, his school boards (there was a separate school board for the com-
prehensive high school), and the steering committee that had been
established to oversee the project. The school system had earlier
embarked on a long-term planning and renewal initiative and had
already conducted several studies to these ends; this project was to
provide a picture of the community’s views on the educational sys-
tem—a missing piece of the necessary data for renewal—so that the
reorganization could take these views into account.

This account sounds reasonably lucid now, but as evaluators we
found that initially we had to spend quite a bit of effort in establish-
ing the exact purpose of the study. In part this was due to the nor-
mal negotiation of understanding that accompanies the beginning
of any program evaluation study in which outsiders are involved,
but it was also due to the fact that the director and the committee
had not reached agreement on what exactly was desired from the
study or on the methodology that was to be used. This article will
explore some of the issues that arose at the negotiation phase and
also during and after the conduct of the study itself. We begin with
a description of how the study was carried out; during this section
we foreshadow some of the issues that arose, treating these in more
detail in a later section. We will not present any results of the study
except where doing so can illuminate a methodological point that
we are trying to make.

Design and Procedures of the Study

The six phases of data collection and analysis are described briefly
below. Phase 1, an open-ended survey of the community of Torrance,
was the cornerstone of the whole project; everything else either
flowed from it or was in reaction to it. Phases 2 and 3 represent our
attempt to satisfy the concerns of the committee members who were
more comfortable within the classical, experimental paradigm. In
Phases 4 and 5 we explored in more depth some specific issues aris-
ing from the first three phases. Phase 6 presents our compromise
between our belief that naturalistic studies need not present tradi-
tional recommendations (Ryan, 1993) and the expectation of some
committee members who felt that recommendations were an essen-
tial part of the study’s findings.
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Phase 1: Mail Survey of Torrance Households

In early December 1991, a blanket mailing to all residences in
Torrance (over 7,000) was undertaken. A further 158 surveys were
sent to homes of those current students of the comprehensive high
school who live outside the Torrance boundaries. Each mailing con-
sisted of a survey, a covering letter explaining the purpose of the
exercise, a business reply envelope, and a form to be filled in if the
respondent wished to take part in the subsequent group discussions
of the issues (phase 5). Participation in the project was encouraged
by an advertisement in the Torrance newspaper and through public
service announcements on the local radio stations.

Our efforts to determine the nature of the questions for the survey
began with a dialogue with the steering committee about the natu-
ralistic evaluation process. We opened our presentation by describ-
ing the beginning phase as an open-ended process designed to elicit
community perceptions of the school program in a way that would
capture these perceptions as faithfully as possible. Then, through
their participation in the refinement of the questions and the ac-
companying letter of invitation, committee members began to for-
mulate and share their views about the school program and the
evaluation process. It was clear that among the committee there
were differing perceptions of the program as well as uneven support
for the naturalistic approach to evaluation. Nevertheless, the open-
ended approach and survey questions received committee approval.

The resulting survey instrument was of an open-ended design, with
three very broad questions being posed and a space being provided
for the respondent to raise other issues. The three questions were:
“How relevant and up-to-date are the courses that students take?”,
“How well are the courses being delivered in the Torrance public
and comprehensive schools?”, and “How well prepared are school
leavers to enter the workforce or go on to higher education?” This
open-ended style is not a common format for wide-distribution sur-
veys; it was adopted, in preference to the usual rating scale response
to a list of supplied items, in order to elicit respondents’ true per-
ceptions, unchannelled by any prior framing by the survey design.
In addition, the open-ended format reduces the amount of interpre-
tation that needs to be assumed during the analysis; a paragraph
written to describe one’s feelings on, say, how well our students are
prepared for the workforce is much more revealing than a checkmark
against “well prepared.” In the latter situation, the evaluator has
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no way of knowing what was in the responder’s mind that made the
choice appropriate. We received 192 replies (2.3%), of which 160 pro-
vided usable information.

Analysis of Phase 1 Returns

Each return was given a number and then read. The written com-
ments were coded into categories, question by question (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985). Most answers tended to include a general statement
together with some elaborating specifics. For example, one respond-
ent replied to the question on how well the courses are being deliv-
ered by writing, “It appears to be adequate. There is always room
for more one to one between teacher and student. The teachers seem
to be rushed to complete all of the course in the given amount of
time.” The first sentence was categorized under the code “Adequate,”
the second under “Some learners need more personalized help,” and
the third under “Teachers are rushed to complete course in allotted
time.” Ultimately, between 50 and 70 categories were needed for
each of the three questions and the open-ended section. The first
author carried out this analysis; the second author duplicated the
coding for a randomly selected number of response sheets in order
to ensure that the categories were not merely artifacts of the cate-
gorizer’s imagination. After the coding had been carried out for all
responses, the categories were collected under issues, those topics
that seemed to be the most pervasive and of potential interest to
the committee. Each issue was then written up, with reference to
the original response sheets. Ten randomly selected responses were
kept back, unread, to serve as a check on the final description of the
issues. It was found that when these ten were analyzed, they could
be coded according to the previously derived system, and their con-
tents were indeed captured by the descriptions of the issues.

Phase 2: Likert-Type Questionnaire to Torrance Households

This data collection phase was included to serve as a check on the
completeness and validity of the data collected and analyzed in
phase 1. Every 20th residential mailing was of a five-point, 30-item
Likert-type questionnaire instead of the open-ended survey instru-
ment described above. The items were derived from discussions be-
tween ourselves and some committee members on the likely
responses that would be provided to the three open-ended questions
of phase 1. The director also asked for the inclusion of a couple of
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items of specific interest to him; for example, an item on reporting
procedures was added at his request. In addition, some opposites
were included in order to check for the absence of response patterns.
Finally, respondents were encouraged to write additional comments
on their returns. Of the 395 questionnaires delivered to households,
41 were returned, slightly over 10%, of which 37 contained analyzable
data.

Analysis of Phase 2 Data

The analysis of the written comments revealed similar patterns to
those found in phase 1. Because of the difficulties of making infer-
ences from data generated by people checking off their responses,
interpretation of the results was deliberately kept fairly tentative.
Our report concluded, “the Committee is probably justified in im-
puting the same overall feelings to the questionnaire respondents
as were revealed by the written responses of the survey respond-
ents.”

Comparison of Phase 1 and Phase 2 Results

The analysis of the phase 1 open-ended survey gave rise to some 20
issues. We felt that the phase 2 questionnaire did not produce any
additional issues to add to this list, with the “seeded” item on re-
porting procedures a possible exception. The responses suggested
that some respondents were at least mildly dissatisfied with report-
ing procedures. The issue of reporting procedures did not arise as
an issue in the open-ended survey (phase 1). It did arise, however,
as an issue in some of the community group meetings (phase 5, be-
low).

On the other hand, we were struck by how much richer were the
data from the open-ended survey. We wrote in the final report that
we felt the survey method had been vindicated as a way of gaining a
meaningful understanding of the perceptions of the residents of
Torrance.

Phase 3: Random Telephone Survey

A telephone survey was conducted in order to complement the cov-
erage provided by the main mail survey. The mail survey was de-
signed to serve as a forum for residents of Torrance who wished to
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give their views on the public and comprehensive school systems; it
was never intended to be a statistically generalizable survey. Even
so, it was felt that it would be reassuring to have a general feel for
how representative the responses to the mail survey were; the tel-
ephone survey was designed to shed some light on this.

The telephone survey was administered to 31 randomly selected
Torrance households. Because of the limitations of the telephone
medium, the questions had to be less open ended than those of the
mail survey. They were derived from the three basic questions of
the survey, and expanded upon with additional probes designed to
reflect some of the major issues that had emerged from the analysis
of the mail surveys. The responses were analyzed using the same
categories as had been established from the phase 1 mail survey.
The categories proved adequate to the task, as very few additional
points were raised.

Telephone interviews tend to elicit slightly more favorable responses
to questions than do written surveys (Sudman & Bradburn, 1982).
This is a result of social compliance that arises from the personal
interaction that takes place over the telephone between the inter-
viewer and the respondent. It is impossible to quantify this tendency.
Certainly, it held true for the responses to this survey; indeed, so
marked was the effect that we felt that the degree of approval was
truly higher among those we telephoned than among those who wrote
in. If so, then this is evidence that some residents who chose not to
answer the written survey did so because they were content with
the schools.

The telephone survey allowed us to gain some understanding into
why the response rate to the mail survey was not higher. We had
speculated that two reasons were likely: (a) people did not feel suffi-
ciently knowledgeable about or interested in the school systems to
make comments, and (b) people were satisfied with the systems as
they were and so did not feel driven to reply to the survey. Both of
these reasons received support through comments of participants
in the telephone survey.

Phase 4: Student Interviews

Data from the first three phases informed the next step in the evalu-
ation process. The second author suggested to the steering commit-
tee that students from all levels—elementary, middle years, and high
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school—be interviewed to ascertain their perceptions of the school
program. This suggestion was well received by the committee, and
members contributed approaches and questions they thought would
stimulate student response.

Elementary and middle years students. Twenty-one children in kin-
dergarten through Grade 5 and 18 children in Grades 6 through 8
were interviewed in an elementary and a middle years school, re-
spectively. At the elementary school, the students took part in a
discussion and then drew pictures illustrating their responses to
two unfinished statements: “At school I like . . .” and “At school I
wish . . .” The principal was briefed on the points raised by the chil-
dren.

Each of the groups of the six students per grade in the middle years
school was asked to jot down their responses to “Things I like about
school” and “Things I would like to change.” These were then re-
corded on chart paper and discussed in a group. After the interview
sessions, we shared the chart paper sheets with the principal so that
she could learn what the students had said.

High school students. In March 1992, 21 students from all four grades
of the comprehensive high school met to discuss aspects of their
school. We met in the library seminar room of the comprehensive,
enjoying a pizza lunch before an hour-long discussion. The princi-
pal had arranged for the selection of the students. Ahead of the meet-
ing time, the students were given a response sheet on which they
were asked to note their thoughts on two questions: “How can the
Comprehensive High School best prepare you for your future?” and
“How can the Comprehensive High School improve the quality of
your education?” Even though our meeting was held on the first day
back to school after the February break, most students remembered
to bring their sheets. We used a somewhat more sophisticated dis-
cussion format than the one designed for the elementary and middle
years students. We stressed that no individuals or specific incidents
should be mentioned, and assured the students that no information
would be attributed back to individuals.

To respond to the first question, students were asked to identify
ways in which the school helps prepare, or could help prepare, them
for the world after school. Every point offered was recorded on sheets
of chart paper; the version on paper was, thanks to the group dis-
cussion, often more focused than the original student statement.
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Students were then asked to identify barriers that prevent the school
from helping them prepare for the future. These were also recorded
on chart paper. All four grades were represented in the discussion
groups; we did not separate out the comments by grade. A similar
procedure was used to elicit student responses to the second ques-
tion, about improving the quality of education.

Phase 5: Community Group Meetings

In preparation for the community meetings, the second author de-
veloped a process to assist the steering committee in selecting pri-
ority issues for the discussion. By this time, the first author had
prepared a draft report that summarized the issues raised in the
mail (phase 1) and telephone (phase 3) surveys, and the question-
naire (phase 2). These issues formed the basis of a consensus-seek-
ing activity whereby committee members ranked and regrouped
issues in terms of which ones would most repay additional exami-
nation from community members.

Earlier, committee members had deliberated over an appropriate
discussion method for the community meetings. We were sensitive
to the need to encourage dialogue about the issues while at the same
time allowing all viewpoints a hearing. A force-field analysis ap-
proach was selected because it could accommodate insights about
the existing program and those forces that were encouraging or dis-
couraging change in Torrance’s school system (Curriculum Branch,
1985; Sanders, 1977).

Thirty-five community members met on two evenings in the com-
prehensive high school. Participants comprised those who had indi-
cated in their returned survey or questionnaire that they would like
to meet for discussions, and members of the citizens advisory com-
mittee who had accepted our invitation. During the two-hour ses-
sions, participants, divided into two groups, discussed two questions.
All groups spent the first half of each meeting considering what the
role of the school should be. For the second half of each meeting, one
group considered the problem statement “The school system needs
to improve teaching and learning” and the other considered “The
school system must balance change and constraint.”

Recording

For the question on the role of the school, participants noted their
points on paper and then shared them, one point per person at a
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time, with the group. These were recorded on chart paper. The ideas
on the chart paper were elaborated upon as the discussion proceeded.

For the second and third questions, participants were given a sheet
of paper divided down the middle. One column was headed with a
“Barrier” statement (“Barriers that prevent improvement in teach-
ing and learning”; “Barriers that prevent a balance”), and the other
column was headed with a “Forces” for statement (“Forces that en-
courage change in teaching and learning”; “Forces that encourage a
balance”). Once again, members of the group shared their ideas, and
these were recorded on chart paper. Each participant was then asked
to consider the list of barriers on the chart paper and select (a) the
barrier he or she most wanted to change, (b) the barrier that would
be easiest to change, and (c) the barrier that would be most difficult
to change.

Analysis

The information from all four groups was combined. The answers to
the first question were interpreted in light of the coding system and
the findings of the phase 1 Torrance survey. We chose this approach
rather than carry out a separate analysis because we felt (a) the
survey was the most representative presentation of Torrance com-
munity views on the schools and so should stand as the reference
marker for the project, and (b) most participants had already con-
tributed their views through their completion of the survey

Phase 6: Presentation of Pressure Points

The wealth of information obtained in the five phases of data collec-
tion was written up as a comprehensive case study. We had intended
to leave the case study to stand on its own, and to allow the commit-
tee members to derive their own meaning from it and chart their
next actions. This proposed course of action met with the approval
of those members who were comfortable with entering into a situa-
tion via the reading of a case study report. However, other members
of the committee very much wanted some recommendations from
the “experts.”

Accordingly, we compromised by identifying 23 of what we called
“pressure points” in the system. Pressure points differ from recom-
mendations in that they emphasized the data sources from which
they came and played down the “expert evaluator” role in their
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development. We grouped them into three main categories: teach-
ing, program, and administration. For each of the pressure points,
we summarized in a one-page format the following:

• what the pressure point was,
• from which of the data sources it had emerged,
• what its context was,
• what the core problem causing the pressure point was, and
• some suggestions about what might be done to alleviate it.

An example of the format is shown as an appendix to this paper.

Withdrawal

In a very traditional way, our involvement with the project ended
with the presentation of our report. As his next step, the director
intended to incorporate our findings into the previously completed
long-term planning and renewal exercises. He then anticipated em-
ploying a professional facilitator to guide the school system through
a comprehensive renewal process. Our withdrawal was less of a
wrench than is usual at this point in an evaluation study. We had
involved the committee at every stage of the study, and they had
had the report to study for some time before the final meeting. From
our conversations with committee members, we felt that their in-
volvement, together with the richness of the data presented in the
case study, had made them ready to proceed on their own. We were
not needed any more.

The school boards did subsequently employ a professional facilitator
to help resolve some problem areas in the school system (although
the large-scale exercise envisioned by the director never came to
pass). We have learned informally that our report, including the
pressure points, was an important resource in that process.

WHAT WE HAVE LEARNED ABOUT
USING NATURALISTIC EVALUATION

Our thoughts are collected under the headings of the stages of the
study that best illustrate our thinking. The stages refer to the times
during which we interacted with the committee.
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Stage A: Negotiation of Design Stage

Relationship of our project to other studies. We first had to under-
stand how this evaluation project related to other studies that had
been carried out in the system. The school system had recently com-
pleted a comprehensive internal review that had set out a plan of
action for the professionals within that system. At our initial meet-
ing, there was some confusion among the director, the committee,
and ourselves about why another study was needed so soon after-
ward and what status the results of our study would have vis-à-vis
those of the previous comprehensive review. As discussions went
along, we agreed that the community’s perceptions of the educa-
tional system constituted the “missing link” that had not yet been
addressed and that our study should therefore address.

Different agendas of committee members. The committee comprised
the director, another central office administrator, consultants, board
members, school administrators, two students (one from the high
school and one from a middle years school), and community mem-
bers. As the focus of the project became the perceptions of the com-
munity, the school administrators (in particular) became concerned
lest the study become a soapbox for any members of the community
who were upset with the school system or who had a narrow, spe-
cific point of view to foster. In particular, they were concerned that
the project might degenerate into a “teacher-bashing” exercise. Other
members of the committee felt that a project designed to uncover
community perceptions should do just that, and wanted to let the
chips fall where they may. In the end, we convinced committee mem-
bers that our study would be sensitive to the need to balance these
concerns—for example, we would not identify specific teachers who
came in for particular opprobrium, but we would report on the com-
munity’s perceptions of the quality of teaching, should that emerge
as an issue—and the project proceeded.

Stage B: Presentation of the Design

We decided that we wished to use a naturalistic, sense-making ap-
proach to the task of uncovering the meaning that the community
attached to its school system. Such an approach seemed to accom-
modate best the needs of the committee and the moral concerns of
those members who were determined to protect their colleagues
from personal attacks. Accordingly, we developed a virtually totally
open-ended survey design that simply asked Torrance community
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members to tell us what they thought of the school systems. When
we presented this plan to the committee, the reaction was bifur-
cated. Those members (and all of them were from the professional
membership of the committee) who felt comfortable with research
conducted within the naturalistic paradigm endorsed our proposal.
Other committee members (all of the lay members and some of the
professionals) were unconvinced by our suggestion for several rea-
sons:

1. Asking community members to write their views would not
result in a random sample of participants. Hence, we could
not generalize our results to the whole population, nor could
we apply statistical tests of significance.

2. Using an open-ended format would take control of the study
away from the committee and would result in information
that would not necessarily be of use to the committee.

3. If naturalistic methods result simply in a portrayal of the
meaning the Torrance educational system has for commu-
nity members and not a list of recommendations, what is
the point of hiring evaluators? Surely the job of the evalua-
tor is to tell the committee what to do to improve things.

Our reaction. First, the methodological issues proved amenable to
discussion. We showed that randomization and tests of significance
were not essential to the construction of a meaningful portrayal.
We explained that inviting participants to contribute freely would
result in the fullest disclosure of the community’s concerns and that
that information would be of most use to the committee, regardless
of their preconceptions of the state of community satisfaction.

Second, to reassure the traditionally minded committee members,
we added two further phases of data collection: the Likert-type 30-
item questionnaire (phase 2) and the random telephone survey of
nonrespondents (phase 3).

Third, we found that the role of the evaluator in naturalistic studies
was more difficult to convey. The idea that our expertise should be
used in the collection and synthesis of data but that the committee
should take ownership by entering into the process as they inter-
preted that data and thus planned for the next steps was alien to
many committee members. Most members agreed to suspend their
skepticism and go along with the process that we had outlined and
that the rest of the committee had accepted.
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Stage C: Reporting the Results of the Survey and Questionnaires

The case study report from phase 1 was ready first. This was met
with great enthusiasm by all committee members. They found that
by reading the case study report (a substantial document of some
40 pages) they were indeed able to gain an understanding of what
the community members were feeling about the school system. How-
ever, some members were still uneasy over the small numbers and
nonrandomness of the responses.

When the results of the 30-item, Likert-type questionnaire (phase
2) were reported, some committee members immediately started to
scrutinize the percentage responses and to prioritize the reported
reactions on the basis of those numbers. We cautioned that the num-
bers were not necessarily any more meaningful or precise than the
data in the case study report—indeed, our analysis of the responses
to the 30-item questionnaire pointed out some inconsistencies in the
way that respondents answered similar items—but even so, for some
committee members, the numbers took on great significance.

The findings of the telephone survey (phase 3), which showed that
the randomly selected interviewees seemed to be even more content
than, or uninterested in, the schools than those who returned the
survey and the questionnaire, mollified those committee members
who were previously unconvinced of the representativeness of the
case study report.

Stage D: Presentation of Results of Student and Community Interviews

In some ways, we feel that this stage was a pivotal one for the study.
The findings from our work with the students (phase 4) and those
community members who had signed up to meet with us (phase 5)
contained some of the most severe criticisms of the school system thus
far. Students can be very pointed in their comments. We awaited the
reaction of the committee with slightly bated breath, but were reas-
sured by their reaction. Gone were any methodological quibbles;
absent were any reservations on the merits of the criticisms. Instead,
the committee worked diligently to incorporate these latest findings
into their developing understanding of the community’s perceptions
of the school system. These new data enhanced the picture that had
been established by the case study report and reinforced by the ques-
tionnaire and the telephone survey. Specifically, we feel that we can
say this about the committee’s attitude at this stage:
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• The methodology of the study had become accepted.
• The moral basis of naturalistic research had reassured the

committee that, regardless of the uncovering of any per-
ceived deficiencies, the personal worth of all stakeholders
would be respected.

• The fact that some of the community’s perceptions matched
those of the committee validated the legitimacy of other
perceptions that they had not heretofore held.

Stage E: Presentation of Pressure Points

The generation of the pressure points (phase 6) proved to be quite a
difficult exercise for us. We found, in assigning responsibility for
action to some part of the school system, that we tended to end up
piling all the issues into the lap of the director, the natural locus of
power. We had to work very hard to keep the solutions to the pres-
sure points sufficiently open so that other components of the school
system could take ownership for their resolution. We felt vindicated
in the effectiveness of our work when, upon presentation of the pres-
sure points, committee members accepted as givens those we had
identified and concentrated their efforts on developing action plans
for the amelioration of the irritants. We felt that we had indeed de-
rived the pressure points from the data, and that these data were
the same as the committee members had internalized. We were par-
ticularly gratified that the committee did not see any reason for us
to be involved further; we had given them an understanding of the
community’s perception of the school system, and now it was up to
them to take action.

We did have one regret. Even though we emphasized that the pres-
sure points we had identified only constituted our thoughts, we found
that the committee accepted our set of pressure points as the set;
they did not generate any further points of their own. This confirmed
our suspicion (Ryan, 1993) that the generation of recommendations
(or, as in this case, near-recommendations) was a task of the “ex-
pert” that would not be challenged by the client. Thus, despite our
undoubted success at convincing committee members to embrace
the methodological and moral precepts of naturalistic research, we
were dismayed at how quickly that sense of ownership could be
handed back to the expert outsider.
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CONCLUSION

Any previous naturalistic evaluation studies that either of us had
tried had been conducted in a situation where all parties accepted
the assumptions, strengths, and limitations of naturalistic method-
ologies. Those studies were smooth sailing. In this instance, we had
to convince some members of the committee that our approach was
the appropriate one. In the process we, in turn, had to compromise
the tenets of naturalistic evaluation by incorporating more tradi-
tionally founded data collection phases and reporting procedures.
The additional data collection phases helped gain acceptance for the
primary data collection instrument, the open-ended survey with its
inductive analysis. The reporting procedure of the pressure points
certainly helped the committee establish what it wanted to do next,
but the price that was paid was a return to the expert-client rela-
tionship that we had worked so hard to replace with a mutualistic
vision of the evaluation process.

We have learned that we must be sensitive to the magnitude of the
conceptual shift that changing paradigms entails. It should not have
been a surprise to us; after all, it has taken us quite a bit of time
and effort to understand and adopt naturalistic research method-
ologies. Perhaps that had slipped from our memories. We are grate-
ful to the committee of the Torrance project for reminding us. We
will try not to forget the next time.
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L’ÉVALUATION EN FRANCE: À UNE FORTE
PRESCRIPTION D’ÉVALUATION
CORRESPOND UN FAIBLE ESSOR
DES PRATIQUES

Jean-Yves Bion
ENTPE/CEOPS
Vaulx-en-Velin, France

Trois facteurs ont favorisé l’émergence de l’évaluation en France:
la mise en place de politiques contractuelles demandant un par-
tenariat de nombreuses institutions, la décentralisation qui en
organisant des transferts de compétences a attribué aux collec-
tivités territoriales l’essentiel de la charge de la mise en oeuvre
de politiques publiques assurée auparavant par les services de
l’État, enfin la mise en place dans l’administration d’État d’une
politique de rénovation de la fonction publique. L’auteur, après
avoir effectué une brève description des différentes institutions
mises en place, analyse les décalages constatés entre l’intérêt
suscité par le débat politico-théorique qui a précédé l’institu-
tionnalisation de l’évaluation et la modicité des résultats obte-
nus, caractérisé par la faiblesse du nombre des évaluations
réalisées et le peu de diffusion des pratiques.

Three factors have helped evaluation to develop in France: (1)
contractual policies, which demand a partnership between sev-
eral institutions, have been set up; (2) by organizing compe-
tence transfers, decentralization has given communities the
major share of responsibility for implementing policies, some-
thing which had previously been done by the State; and, finally,
(3) a public service reform policy has been set up within the
State administration. The author, after giving a brief descrip-
tion of the various institutions that have been set up, analyzes
the discrepancies noted between the interest sparked by the
politico-theoretical debate preceding evaluation institutionali-
zation and the paltriness of obtained results, characterized by
the meager number of evaluations and the limited promotion of
practices.

En France, depuis de nombreuses années, des consul-
tants produisent des études-diagnostics, des ministres sollicitent des
personnalités pour porter des jugements de valeur sur la qualité de
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Abstract:
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l’action publique, et les entreprises privées développent des prati-
ques d’audit. Même si ces différentes démarches ne s’appellent pas
évaluation, on ne peut s’empêcher de constater qu’elles remplissent
les fonctions qu’ailleurs on attribue à l’évaluation. Or sous la con-
jonction de différents facteurs, que l’on s’efforcera de distinguer dans
le présent article, une tentative de mise en oeuvre de procédures
formalisées d’évaluation ainsi que la mise en place de différentes
institutions ont vu le jour en France durant ces dernières années.
Quels sont les facteurs qui ont présidé à cet essai d’institutionnali-
sation de l’évaluation en France, aujourd’hui? Que signifie cette vo-
lonté de formalisation et de légitimation des pratiques d’évaluation?

Certaines conditions paraissent propices actuellement pour que se
développent en France des pratiques d’évaluation à l’instar de ce
qui existe au Canada ou aux États-Unis ou dans d’autres pays euro-
péens. Pourquoi est-il de bon ton de baptiser évaluation des travaux
d’études divers et s’agit-il là d’un simple engouement passager?
Certes en 1990, un certain nombre de textes ont fondé une politique
d’évaluation en France et divers organismes ont été créés, mais après
trois ans de mise en place de cette politique, on doit s’étonner de
l’impact en somme relativement limité de cette politique d’évalua-
tion et de la modicité des résultats obtenus; le nombre d’évaluations
produites reste, en effet, relativement limité et les travaux paraissent
de qualité très diverses.

On peut s’interroger pour savoir pourquoi le bilan reste aussi mo-
deste. S’agit-il de difficultés rencontrées dans l’adaptation au con-
texte français d’une méthode et de pratiques venues d’outre
atlantique? En quelque sorte un transfert de technologie qui ne se-
rait pas bien passé? Une autre raison pourrait être, ainsi que l’indi-
que P. Duran (1993), que la complexité de l’action publique et les
interactions entre les différents acteurs ne permettent pas un déve-
loppement de l’évaluation, dans la mesure où la mise en oeuvre de
l’action devient désormais déterminante pour la réussite d’une poli-
tique publique par rapport à la détermination des objectifs. Par voie
de conséquence, le rapprochement des objectifs, souvent peu clairs,
de la politique avec les effets obtenus n’est en général pas effectué.

Mais les difficultés peuvent trouver aussi leurs sources dans le con-
texte politico-institutionnel (essentiellement dans l’administration
centrale de l’État) dans lequel s’est réalisé le développement de l’éva-
luation, dans la mesure où l’évaluation peut en effet apparaître
comme un outil permettant le rétablissement du contrôle de l’état
central sur les collectivités territoriales auxquelles le pouvoir d’as-
sumer certaines compétences avait été décentralisé.
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Dans le cadre de cet article l’on cherchera dans un premier temps à
analyser les conditions qui ont présidé a une institutionnalisation
des pratiques d’évaluation en France. Ensuite, on effectuera une
rapide description des institutions créées et de leur rôle, ce qui nous
permettra de distinguer des évaluations de deux types. Enfin, nous
essaierons de présenter un rapide bilan des premiers résultats et
serons à même d’examiner les effets perceptibles de cette politique
mais aussi de mieux comprendre les différents obstacles qu’elle ren-
contre.

LES CONDITIONS D’ÉMERGENCE DES PRATIQUES
D’ÉVALUATION

Depuis 1983, dans divers domaines, les lois de décentralisation ont
donné aux collectivités régionales, départementales et communales,
des compétences qui auparavant étaient assumées par les services
de l’État. Bien souvent, ces derniers assuraient la mise en oeuvre
des politiques publiques, désormais ce sont en général les collectivi-
tés qui en ont la charge de mettre en oeuvre des politiques dont les
financements, pour partie, restent à la charge de l’état. La décen-
tralisation amène donc les services de l’État à accorder une plus
grande attention à la mise en oeuvre des politiques dont il n’ont plus
la maîtrise, ainsi le niveau local auparavant considéré comme « pé-
riphérique » devient désormais central. Dans cette optique, du fait
de la faiblesse des moyens en personnel des services de l’État au
niveau local, ainsi que du fait de la difficulté qu’éprouvent les ser-
vices centraux, éloignés du terrain, à obtenir des informations sur
les résultats des actions qu’ils financent, l’évaluation peut se révé-
ler comme un moyen de contrôle de l’emploi des fonds dans le cadre
d’opérations cofinancées, dont la mise en oeuvre est assurée par les
collectivités territoriales.

Un grand problème souligné par nombre d’auteurs reste la terri-
torialisation des politiques de l’État, c’est à dire comment, dans le
contexte nouveau créé par la décentralisation, les politiques de l’État
s’inscrivent-elles dans le territoire? Comment les services de l’État,
désormais réduits au rôle de simples partenaires, et qui aupara-
vant organisaient les divers acteurs participant à la mise en oeuvre
d’une politique publique, peuvent-ils encore coordonner, impulser
une politique dont ils ne maîtrisent pas toutes les données. Dans ce
nouveau cadre, l’évaluation peut remplir une fonction d’information
pour qui l’organise mais court aussi le risque d’être perçue par les
autres partenaires comme un outil de contrôle au service de celui
auquel elle est destinée.
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La mise en oeuvre des politiques publiques et tout particulièrement
des politiques à caractère social se fait donc de plus en plus de façon
contractuelle et partenariale, et de nombreuses administrations et
diverses institutions publiques, parapubliques ou encore privées sont
appelées à collaborer. L’État n’est donc plus en position dominante
mais est devenu un partenaire parmi d’autres, c’est le cas, par ex-
emple, des politiques du logement social, de la politique de sécurité,
de la politique de la ville, pour ne citer que quelques exemples. Lors
de la mise en oeuvre de ces politiques partenariales, le « leadership »
ne se décrète pas, il se construit. En vue de renforcer la cohésion
entre les partenaires, il est dans ce cadre indispensable que la com-
mande d’évaluation soit définie collectivement, toute demande uni-
latérale d’évaluation émanant d’un partenaire ou d’un groupe de
partenaires risquant de devenir une pomme de discorde entre les
acteurs. Dans ce cadre-là, l’étude préparatoire à l’évaluation—c’est-
à-dire, la définition collective et pluraliste par les différents parte-
naires de l’action publique d’un objet d’étude et d’un questionnement
commun en vue d’une commande d’étude a effectuer pour éclairer
l’action—peut être un outil utile ou une situation indispensable pour
établir entre les partenaires un minimum de consensus et de réfé-
rent commun en vue de la bonne marche du projet. Dans ce cas,
l’évaluation peut être le prétexte à une amélioration des conditions
de mise en oeuvre de l’action, mais pour cela, il est évidemment né-
cessaire que les relations entre les partenaires ne soit pas trop con-
flictuelles.

Enfin, certaines critiques en provenance de la société civile sur le
fonctionnement des administrations et la qualité des services rendus
à l’usager des services publics entraînent une crise d’identité de la
fonction publique et l’amènent à entreprendre une « modernisation »
des services. L’administration ne peut plus se présenter « comme
bienveillante, omnisciente et infaillible » face aux accusations de
« lourdeur », de « lenteur », ainsi que du fait de « la médiocre qualité
de certaines de ses prestations de service »; elle doit, dans un simple
souci de meilleure fonctionnalité, se transformer. Ainsi, une amé-
lioration de l’accueil des usagers et la prise en compte de leurs be-
soins, ainsi que de leurs jugements (en tant qu’évaluations spon-
tanées des services rendus), devient une nécessité qui revient comme
leitmotiv.

Donc, ces dernières années, divers programmes de modernisation
de la fonction publique ont été lancés. Dans un premier temps, l’idée
a consisté à essayer de transposer divers outils et méthodes qui
avaient fait leurs preuves dans le secteur privé en vue d’accroître
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l’efficacité de l’administration: un souci de gestion, une meilleure
prise en compte des usagers, qui pour l’occasion étaient considérés
comme des clients, ainsi que la mise en place d’outils de contrôle
des résultats. Dans un second temps, l’évaluation a été considérée
comme l’un des quatre piliers de la rénovation du service public. Il
est clair que dans ce cadre-là l’évaluation pouvait devenir d’une part
un outil utile au manager public en vue d’accroître l’« accountability »
des fonctionnaires, en contrepartie de la plus grande autonomie qu’on
leur accordait et, d’autre part, était considérée comme le moyen qui
pouvait favoriser une meilleure prise en compte de l’avis des usa-
gers en permettant « l’évaluation par le bas » (Warin, 1993).

LA MISE EN PLACE D’UNE POLITIQUE D’ÉVALUATION

Deux rapports portant sur l’évaluation ont été adressés au Premier
ministre avant la parution des textes institutionnalisant l’évalua-
tion. Ces rapports proposaient des conceptions fort différentes de
l’évaluation.

En 1986, le rapport de M. Deleau: Évaluer les politiques publiques
envisageait pour la première fois d’utiliser l’évaluation dans le con-
texte du système politico-administratif français. Il définissait l’éva-
luation ainsi: « identifier et mesurer les effets des politiques pub-
liques » et précisait, pour ce faire, un certain nombre de principes
d’une politique d’évaluation. La transparence: il est indispensable
que les commanditaires de l’évaluation aient une connaissance pré-
cise des méthodes employées par l’évaluateur; par ailleurs ces mé-
thodes étant mise en oeuvre par un autre évaluateur, il devrait être
possible pour ce second expérimentateur de retrouver les mêmes
résultats que le premier. La séparabilité: l’évaluateur ne peut être
une personne ayant participé à l’action—on ne peut être juge et par-
tie—et une des conditions d’objectivité et de rigueur pour l’évalua-
tion implique que l’évaluateur soit une personne extérieure. Alors,
les problèmes que posait une évaluation étaient essentiellement
déclinés en terme de méthode. Cette vision positiviste de l’évalua-
tion se situait sans ambiguïté, dans une perspective cognitive, comme
un moyen de mieux connaître l’impact des politiques impulsées par
l’état.

En 1988, le rapport au Premier ministre de P. Viveret: L’évaluation
de politiques et des actions publiques proposait une vision fort diffé-
rente et plus politique de l’évaluation. Il critiquait la vision de l’éva-
luation exposée dans le rapport précédent. Dans ce document,
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l’évaluation n’est plus considérée comme un instrument de mesure
mais bien comme « un jugement porté sur la valeur des politiques
publiques ». Il est souligné la dépendance de cette évaluation de la
subjectivité de qui porte le jugement. Or, dans un régime démocra-
tique, seuls les élus et les tribunaux disposent de la légitimité né-
cessaire pour porter un jugement sur une politique. C’est pourquoi,
pour Patrick Viveret, l’évaluation doit être située sous la responsa-
bilité directe des élus.

De plus, l’évaluation doit être contradictoire et le rapport souligne
que cette dernière pourrait servir à la mise en place de contre-pou-
voirs efficaces, parce qu’informés, en vue de contrebalancer le mo-
nopole de l’expertise d’État. Il insiste tout particulièrement sur la
nécessité de la prise en compte du pluralisme des points de vue et
sur la possibilité d’une revivification du débat démocratique par le
biais de l’évaluation. Enfin, les résultats doivent en être rendus pu-
blics et, en donnant à l’évaluation une fonction « tribunicienne », il
parait possible d’en faire un outil susceptible de revivifier le débat
démocratique sur le contenu concret de politiques pour lesquelles
on déplore la désaffection et le manque d’intérêt des citoyens.

On peut aussi signaler que, depuis un certain nombre d’années, sur
le plan institutionnel, divers comités d’évaluation avaient été mis
en place dans certains secteurs spécifiques de l’activité publique:
Commission d’évaluation des universités, Commission d’évaluation
de la recherche. . . .

Le mouvement d’institutionnalisation de l’évaluation se trouve ac-
céléré à la suite de ces deux rapports qui préparaient la parution de
deux textes signés du Premier ministre de l’époque, Michel Rocard:

• Une première circulaire intitulée Renouveau du service
public (1989) met en avant: « le devoir d’évaluation des po-
litiques publiques » et fait de l’évaluation un pilier de la ré-
novation de l’administration.

• Un Décret relatif à l’évaluation des politiques publiques
(1990), qui compose entre les deux tendances exprimées dans
les rapports Deleau et Viveret, définit le cadre institution-
nel nécessaire au développement en France d’une évalua-
tion formalisée. Ce dernier décret prévoit la création de
plusieurs organismes.

Le Comité interministériel de l’évaluation (CIME). Ce comité com-
posé de plusieurs ministres est présidé par le Premier ministre. Il
choisit les projets d’évaluation interministériels; il dresse la liste de
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ceux proposés par les différents ministères qui sont susceptibles de
bénéficier du fonds spécial réservé à l’évaluation. Une évaluation
décidée par le CIME donne au ministre concerné la possibilité de
disposer d’informations sur les programmes, en court-circuitant les
différents échelons de l’administration.

Le Conseil scientifique de l’evaluation (CSE). Cette instance est com-
posée de personnalités nommées par le Premier ministre pour six
ans. Choisis pour leurs compétences dans le domaine des sciences
économiques, sociales ou administratives, ces personnes doivent
définir une déontologie en matière d’évaluation, veiller à la qualité
des études décidées, donner leur avis sur la méthodologie des éva-
luations proposées, et apprécier la qualité des études d’évaluation.
Le CSE intervient donc sur la forme et les méthodes d’évaluation et
non sur le bien-fondé du projet d’évaluation proposé par un minis-
tère. En vue de formaliser la démarche, cet organisme préconise pour
chaque évaluation la construction d’un projet et la composition d’une
instance de pilotage de l’évaluation.

Enfin, est créé un Fond national de développement de l’évaluation
qui dispose d’un budget permettant de réaliser des évaluations.

Ainsi donc, la mise en place d’une politique d’évaluation s’est effec-
tuée conformément aux traditions du centralisme français: il s’agit
d’une politique nationale en direction de l’exécutif; les commandi-
taires en sont les ministres; la mise en oeuvre est pilotée par les
différentes administrations centrales. Malgré certaines initiatives
locales, en nombre très restreint, qui se sont fait jour au niveau ré-
gional et départemental, le contrôle du dispositif demeure dans les
mains des administrations centrales et intéresse, pour l’essentiel, le
seul niveau du gouvernement central.

Correspondant aux deux domaines circonscrits par chacune des
circulaires, deux formes d’évaluations se sont développées: une éva-
luation comme outil de management du secteur public et une éva-
luation des effets de l’action publique.

DANS LE CADRE DE LA « MODERNISATION » DE
L’ADMINISTRATION: L’ÉVALUATION APPARAÎT COMME UN
OUTIL DE MANAGEMENT SPÉCIFIQUE DU SECTEUR PUBLIC.

À la suite du choc de la décentralisation, un premier modèle de trans-
formation de l’administration d’État a été recherchée dans la trans-
position des méthodes managériales du secteur privé au sein de
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l’administration d’État. Après le demi-échec de cet essai, la circu-
laire portant sur le Renouveau du service public présente l’évalua-
tion comme l’outil par excellence de mesure des actions du service
public, susceptible de jouer le même rôle que le marché pour le sec-
teur privé.

La modernisation de l’administration se développe dans deux direc-
tions.

La première direction consiste à faire de l’évaluation un outil dans
la panoplie du manager public, avec la formation et le contrôle de
gestion. Elle peut jouer un rôle de régulation en se centrant sur l’exa-
men des processus. Il y a peu, le Premier ministre faisait remar-
quer combien la fonction publique restait hiérarchisée et stratifiée
en catégories. La circulaire prône, d’une part, « un développement
des responsabilités, une nouvelle définition plus autonome des tâ-
ches des cadres intermédiaires et l’octroi d’une plus grande capacité
de négociation » (Rocard, 1989). Cette plus grande responsabilité doit
s’accompagner, d’autre part, d’une obligation de rendre des comptes
et de la mise en place d’une évaluation individuelle des agents plus
appropriée.

La seconde direction dans laquelle l’évaluation peut trouver une
utilité concerne l’aide qu’elle peut fournir à une meilleure maîtrise
de « l’environnement pertinent » de l’administration (Crozier & Fried-
berg). Il est notamment souhaité que la prise en compte des cri-
tiques et des jugements des usagers sur le service rendu,
« l’évaluation spontanée des usagers » en somme, peut permettre une
amélioration du rapport avec ces derniers et doit faire partie des
moyens courant à la disposition des agents en vue de réguler au
mieux l’interface avec l’usager.

Enfin, en parallèle à ces dispositions, les corps d’inspection dans dif-
férentes administrations, telle que l’Education nationale, ou le mi-
nistère de l’Équipement, se dotent d’une mission d’évaluation.

L’ÉVALUATION DES POLITIQUES PUBLIQUES: UN OUTIL DE
CONTRÔLE DU POUVOIR CENTRAL SUR SES PARTENAIRES
LOCAUX?

Ainsi que nous l’avons vu, fidèle à une tradition étatique française,
l’organisation de la fonction évaluation au sein de l’appareil d’état
reste très centralisée et se trouve placée sous la responsabilité di-
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recte du pouvoir exécutif. En nommant les ministres, principaux
destinataires de l’évaluation, un contrôle accru des cabinets minis-
tériels sur le fonctionnement de l’administration est rendu possible.
Dans le cadre ainsi défini, les administrations centrales sont libres
d’organiser la démarche d’évaluation. Comment une organisation
aussi centralisée va-t-elle pouvoir jouer un rôle dans la régulation
des rapports entre le pouvoir central et « la périphérie »?

Avec la montée en régime des différentes collectivités locales, et du
fait des pouvoirs que leur octroient les lois de décentralisation, la
mise en oeuvre de nombreuses politiques échappe désormais au
pouvoir central. Ce sont les pouvoirs locaux qui ont désormais la
responsabilité entière de la mise en oeuvre de certaines politiques
publiques, même si parfois ce sont des politiques cofinancées par
l’état et les collectivités.

Dans ce nouveau cadre, une des fonctions désormais dévolue à l’éva-
luation pourrait donc être d’établir un contrôle du pouvoir central
(« jacobin ») sur les divers pouvoirs locaux (« la périphérie »), dans le
cadre de la réalisation d’opérations cofinancées ou lors de la mise en
oeuvre de politiques multi-partenariales. Ainsi, en mettant en avant
des aspects de méthode et d’expertise, l’évaluation peut permettre au
pouvoir central de se repositionner sur des secteurs d’où la décentra-
lisation avait paru l’évincer. En effet, la mission assignée à l’évalua-
tion par l’administration centrale semble bien être de rétablir une
forme souple de contrôle sur la mise en oeuvre des politiques « terri-
torialisées », dans lesquelles l’administration d’État n’est que peu
partie prenante, sinon par ses financements—de nombreuses opé-
rations font appel à des financements multiples—dont elle se donne
ainsi les moyens de contrôler l’utilisation.

LES RÉSULTATS

Plusieurs politiques ont été évaluées ou sont en cours d’évaluation;
on peut citer: l’évaluation du revenu minimum d’insertion, évaluation
de l’informatisation de l’administration, évaluation de la politique
de la ville, évaluation de la politique de réhabilitation des logements
sociaux, évaluation des « opérations été chaud ». Toutefois ce bilan
peut apparaître relativement modeste. En effet, à part ces quelques
politiques soumises au CSE, pour validation de la méthode employée
et dans le souci de fournir une plus grande légitimité à la démarche,
peu nombreuses sont les collectivités qui se sont lancées dans une
démarche d’évaluation, et il n’existe pas, semble-t-il, de politique
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publique ayant fait l’objet d’une démarche d’évaluation pluraliste,
initiée conjointement par l’État et une collectivité locale. En pre-
mière analyse, les résultats donc peuvent être qualifiés de modestes,
surtout si on met ces résultats en parallèle avec les illusions que
son lancement a pu nourrir dans certaines sphères politico-admi-
nistratives. Modestes par leur nombre, les évaluateurs le sont aussi
par leurs résultats et par leurs effets en retour sur l’action. Cette
modicité des résultats en regard des ambitions affichées amène donc
à se poser la question de savoir à quoi sert réellement cette institu-
tion des pratiques d’évaluation en France.

A QUOI SERT L’ÉVALUATION EN FRANCE?

La France connaît donc un engouement certain pour l’évaluation,
mais cette tentative d’adaptation de « cet objet étrange venu d’ail-
leurs » au contexte français parait poser quelques problèmes. S’agit-
il de problèmes d’acclimatation de méthodes, assimilables à des
problèmes de transfert de technologie? S’agit-il de résistances qu’op-
posent certains pouvoirs dans la mesure où cette introduction de
l’évaluation s’inscrit dans des rapports de redistribution des rôles
entre le centre et la périphérie? Après trois années de mise en place
de cette politique, quel bilan peut-on dresser?

Une première difficulté parait tenir à l’objet de l’évaluation: les poli-
tiques publiques. Ces dernières sont en général des objets flous, re-
lativement difficiles à identifier. Déjà en 1986, le rapport Deleau
posait, comme condition préalable à l’évaluation, la nécessité de
« rendre les politiques évaluables ». En effet, en France, la notion de
programme n’existe pas et on parle plutôt de politiques publiques.
Dans les pays anglo-saxons on a des « programmes substantiels »
qui énoncent clairement les objectifs à atteindre mais sont souvent
muets sur l’organisation et les procédures administratives, alors que
dans « les pays de tradition administrative » comme la France, il
s’agit plutôt de « politiques publiques », à caractère plus organisa-
tionnel, où les objectifs sont vagues, mais qui s’attachent à décrire
minutieusement les règles du jeu procédurales et organisationnel-
les (Knopfel, 1990, p. 204).

Les obstacles seraient-ils alors d’ordre culturels? Les difficultés dé-
couleraient alors de l’adaptation d’une méthode « venue d’ailleurs »
au contexte français. Ces difficultés seraient en quelque sorte assi-
milables aux problèmes que pose tout transfert de technologie. Cette
objection ne semble pas non plus pouvoir être retenue. En effet,
peut-on dire que l’évaluation est une méthode? On peut penser que
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l’évaluation est plutôt une attitude qu’une méthode. Si, lors d’une
évaluation, on fait généralement appel à différentes méthodes et
techniques appartenant au patrimoine des sciences sociales, il n’en
est pas de spécifique à l’évaluation qui n’est, ainsi que le dit Eric
Monnier (1990), « qu’un usage nouveau d’outils anciens ». En France,
comme ailleurs, il existe des bureaux d’études compétents pour me-
ner à bien des études à caractère évaluatif.

En dernière analyse, les obstacles rencontrés pour la diffusion de l’éva-
luation résident certainement plus dans les rapports de pouvoir qui
sous-tendent l’évaluation, ou qui se nouent autour de l’évaluation,
que dans les capacités à maîtriser une méthode ou des techniques
d’investigation. Le problème semble donc devoir être posé en d’autres
termes; si l’évaluation n’est pas une méthode, elle apparaît indubi-
tablement comme un outil qui permet, dans les jeux de pouvoirs, à
certains acteurs de porter des jugements de valeurs sur les prati-
ques, les démarches et les résultats obtenus par d’autres acteurs.
Plutôt que d’en faire une querelle de méthode, la question à éclaircir
dans chaque cas est toujours la même: à qui est utile l’évaluation?
Elle peut être en effet tour à tour un outil de contrôle, de légitimation
ou de régulation au service d’acteurs dominants ou plus clairvoyants.

En termes de relations de pouvoirs, l’examen des obstacles que ren-
contre le développement de l’évaluation en France renvoie à une
question plus fondamentale: pourquoi s’impose, actuellement, en
France, une nécessité de formaliser, de codifier et d’institutionnali-
ser une démarche d’évaluation?

En attendant d’apporter des réponses plus substantielles à cette
question, on se contentera ici de pointer rapidement quelques points
qui permettent de situer les enjeux de l’institutionnalisation de l’éva-
luation. En premier lieu, on observera l’intérêt qu’accordent à l’éva-
luation les corps de contrôle qui peuvent y voir un moyen de dépasser
leur rôle de contrôle de la conformité pour le transformer en con-
trôle d’opportunité. Ensuite, on notera l’engouement des « déci-
deurs », qui semblent privilégier, quant à eux, l’aspect informatif
de l’évaluation. Celle-ci leur permet en effet de court-circuiter les
niveaux intermédiaires et les relais traditionnels d’informations, en
recueillant directement des informations auprès des acteurs de ter-
rain. Enfin, on remarquera que s’il n’existe pas d’évaluations qui
soient conduites conjointement par le pouvoir central et les collecti-
vités locales, par contre, il est possible de faire état de dispositifs
d’évaluation mis en place unilatéralement par des collectivités ré-
gionales ou départementales en vue d’évaluer leur politique.
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Mise en place par les seules collectivités, ou par un seul partenaire
d’une politique contractuelle, elle peut dans ce cas apparaître comme
un outil de légitimation et d’auto-justification des actions entreprises
par qui l’impulse, en ce que l’objet de l’évaluation sera fourni par les
aspects les plus réussis de la politique ou la démarche biaisée par
une présentation très favorable des seuls aspect positifs.

En définitive, lancée avec des ambitions de revitalisation du débat
démocratique, comme un nouvel outil d’apprentissage de la négo-
ciation et du compromis, l’évaluation, impulsée par le niveau natio-
nal, peut apparaître aux collectivités territoriales comme un outil
souple de contrôle aux mains de l’État Jacobin, qui reprend ainsi en
douce un contrôle sur les politiques qu’il cofinance; elle risque alors
de se heurter à de fortes résistances.
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