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Executive summary 

 

Evaluations form an important element of the work in development organisations. 

Depending on the needs they are conducted internally or externally, before, while ongoing or 

at the end of a project or programme, about a specific partner, theme, country, sector or policy, 

or about a more general organisational concern. Evaluations are intensive processes demanding 

a great deal of human, financial and time resources. One would expect that the findings and the 

recommendations are taken up in decision making, contribute to learning, lead to further 

actions, are followed up, are internalised by the organisation. Surprisingly, this is not 

necessarily the case. 

 

In order to better understand this problem we will dig deeper in the theory of evaluation use 

and zoom into a particular challenge, namely feedback. Feedback is a crucial stage in evaluation 

and a factor that affects use, but remains one of the least discussed areas of evaluation theory 

and is one of the weakest elements in evaluation processes. Furthermore, there is a great 

variation in interpretations about what feedback entails. 

 

Our research is therefore guided by the following questions:  

• How is evaluation use conceptualised? 

• How is evaluation feedback conceptualised?  

• What are the evaluation use and, more specifically, the evaluation feedback challenges 

that development organisations face? 

• How do development organisations try to address these challenges?   

 

Our methodology followed a ‘funnel logic’ in two ways. Firstly, we looked at use in general 

to then zoom into feedback. Secondly, we started by looking broadly at the theory, then passed 

to the situation in development organisations in general and finally focused our gaze on one 

development organisation, namely EuropeAid. Our methodological approach consists of two 

main parts: the desk review of academic and practitioners’ sources and the case study. For the 

case study our analysis was based on a question guide developed from the desk review. The 

sources of information used to answer the guide were institutional documents, a rapid use 

assessment instrument and interviews of four evaluation managers. 
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This dissertation presents a conceptual exploration of evaluation use and feedback. The 

research allowed us to uncover a conceptual richness. We have discovered the linkage between 

use and the history/definition/purpose of evaluations. Our exploration of the literature showed 

us the progress in academic thinking about use revealing a rich typology and a large list of 

factors affecting use. We have discovered models trying to link these factors and an evaluation 

approach explicitly developed to enhance use. 

 

Concerning feedback, we discovered an ‘academic silence’ about it and that the 

conceptualisation actually comes from the development field. We saw that feedback is 

intrinsically liked to use and evaluation, and that it is an integral part of the evaluation process. 

Feedback has many characteristics. It can happen at several levels and is linked to a myriad of 

audiences. Also, feedback cannot be isolated from its institutional setting. The existing 

evaluation regime and the reigning organisational evaluation culture need to be aligned to allow 

feedback to reach its full potential. At the same time, feedback can be a force increasing the 

common ground between the learning, decision making and evaluation. We have also seen that 

feedback has two main mechanisms, namely dissemination and MRS. The latter consisting of 

two other elements, namely management response and follow-up.  

 

We have tried to find out how these elements are dealt with in development organisations 

and discovered that they are struggling with both. There is an acknowledgement that things 

need to be improved. Variation is great in how development agencies interpret feedback and 

deal with it, but knowledge is very limited since little research has been done about it. We could 

observe though that some challenges are greater than others. In the whole chain follow-up 

seems to come out as the weakest link.  

 

We finalised our exploration by looking at the situation in one of the most important 

development organisations, namely EuropeAid. Focussing on use and feedback, it is clear that 

EuropeAid has a long way to go. Methods are rather traditional, there is no strong conceptual 

basis and it is not working satisfactorily. Also there are no mechanisms in place permitting 

systematic learning whether the processes actually work. These challenges give a clear message 

that more than a decade after its birth, the feedback system, especially the MRS, needs to be 

rebooted. The evaluation unit is well aware that improvements need to be made, is committed 

towards enhancing the system and steps are being taken. However, they cannot do the work on 

their own. It is important that the positive evaluation breeze that is currently blowing through 
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EuropeAid does not fade and that evaluation use and feedback really gets anchored in its work. 

EuropeAid’s leadership has a crucial role in this. 

 

Based on our research, we have given recommendations to development actors and 

organisations concerning the need to improve knowledge about use and feedback and adapt 

evaluation processes accordingly. To researchers we have given recommendations concerning 

the need to improve the theory and empirical work about use and feedback in development aid. 

Finally, we have given recommendations to EuropeAid concerning the reinforcement of the 

feedback mechanisms, the need to learn more from the current processes, their functional 

planning, the need to improve conceptual knowledge about use and feedback and the expansion 

of quality assessment towards use. 
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Introduction 

 

i. Problem setting and research objectives 

 

“The limited use of and learning from evaluation results have come to be viewed as the 

Achilles heel of the aid sector” (Huyse, 2011: 46) 

 “Evaluation use or influence is the purpose cited by all development assistance 

organizations for undertaking evaluation; this has been the discipline’s Achilles heel” 

(USAID, 2009: 7) 

 

Evaluations form an important element of the work in development organisations. Depending 

on the needs they are conducted internally or externally, before, while ongoing or at the end of 

a project or programme, about a specific partner, theme, country, sector or policy, or about a 

more general organisational concern. Evaluations are intensive processes demanding a great 

deal of human, financial and time resources. According to a OECD-DAC study conducted in 

2009 an average development agency spent 5,1 million USD on evaluation for an annual 

average of 24 reports (OECD, 2010a). One would expect that the findings and the 

recommendations are taken up in decision making, lead to further actions, are followed up, are 

internalised by the organisation. Surprisingly, this is not necessarily the case. 

 

The aforementioned study looked at 38 bilateral and multilateral organisations and 

concluded that the use of findings and take up of recommendations is a great concern (OECD, 

2010a). This study was conducted with agencies having a central evaluation unit, but the 

situation is no better in other (smaller) development organisations. Very often only a handful 

of people read the report, there is no institutionalised process to learn from the findings and 

recommendations, the findings are interpreted differently or given different priority, application 

happens at different speeds in field offices and headquarters, etc.  

 

There are many factors leading to this situation. Unfortunately many organisations, 

especially when having no separate evaluation unit, do not have the time to analyse what the 

problem is. Evaluations are just one of many other tasks in their operational plate. Once the 

report is delivered and the consultant paid, the team continues to the next ‘to do’ in its list. 

Agencies that do have evaluation units are again entangled in similar or other issues that do not 

allow them to benefit fully from the knowledge created by evaluations.  
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In order to better understand this problem we will dig deeper in the theory of evaluation use 

and zoom into a particular challenge, namely feedback. The reasons for concentrating on this 

issue are fivefold. Firstly, feedback is a crucial stage in the evaluation process and belongs to 

the basic principles of evaluation development assistance (OECD, 1998).   

 

Secondly, it is a crucial factor that affects use and without which evaluations cannot achieve 

the purpose of improving programmes and policies (Cracknell, 2000; Johnson, 1998).  

 

Thirdly, it remains one of the least discussed areas of evaluation theory despite its 

importance (Cracknell, 2000) and one of the weakest elements in evaluation processes in 

development organisations (OECD, 2001; OECD, 2010a; OECD, 2013). In fact, even 

organisations that have made greater efforts to improve their feedback systems are struggling 

to make them effective (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2009; NORAD, 2012b). 

 

Fourthly, there is a great variation in interpretations about what feedback is and what it 

entails. Feedback, dissemination, management response, follow-up are often used next to each 

other, or as parts of one another. Some authors include them all in the evaluation process, while 

others are more exclusive. That is why it is important to disentangle these concepts. 

 

 Finally, it is important to realise that evaluation reports are not the end of the story. They 

are too often handled as the end of a process while the logic of programme cycle management 

or policy cycles requires that evaluations feed into these processes and fuel new dynamics. A 

better understanding of the reasons why the cycle gets broken is necessary to improve aid 

processes.  

 

Our research is therefore guided by the following questions:  

• How is evaluation use conceptualised? 

• How is evaluation feedback conceptualised?  

• What are the evaluation use and, more specifically, the evaluation feedback challenges 

that development organisations face? 

• How do development organisations try to address these challenges?   
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The purpose is to:  

• Acquire a thorough conceptual and theoretical understanding of evaluation use and 

feedback 

• Acquire a thorough understanding of the main issues concerning evaluation use and, 

more specifically, evaluation feedback in development organisations 

• Identify useful information sources 

• Provide a work that can be useful for development practitioners wanting to acquire more 

knowledge on evaluation use and feedback, and wanting to start reflecting on and 

assessing this issue in their organisation 

• Provide a work that can be useful to researchers wanting to acquire more knowledge on 

evaluation use and feedback in development organisations  

• Contribute to the evaluation work of the development organisation that provided its 

collaboration for this research  

 

ii. Methodology 

 

Our methodology followed a ‘funnel logic’ in two ways. Firstly, we looked at use in general 

to then zoom into feedback. Secondly, we started by looking broadly at the theory, then passed 

to the situation in development organisations in general and finally focused our gaze on one 

development organisation, namely EuropeAid. Our methodological approach consists of two 

main parts: the desk review and the case study.  

 

a. The desk review 

 

The desk review consists of two components. The first component is a review of the 

academic literature (books and published academic articles). These were found in the 

university library, in the database Web of Science and on the internet. Articles and books were 

selected if they contained explicit information about the key subjects (evaluation, use, 

utilisation, utility, influence, uptake, feedback, dissemination, management response, follow-

up, recommendations). It is important to mention here that due to the lack of academic literature 

addressing evaluation feedback extensively, we broadened our search to some sources about 

organisational learning that made a clear link with evaluations and evaluation use.  
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The second component is a review of documents coming from practitioners’ sources such as 

reports and guidelines that explicitly address the key issues at hand (cf. supra). We found these 

sources mainly by searching the internet, the DAC evaluation Research Centre (DEReC) and 

through contacts with the secretariat of the OECD DAC Network on Development Evaluation. 

It is important to add here that the link with development practice was also possible based on 

our own experience as a programme officer.  

 

b. The case study 

 

b.1 The choice of the method 

 

The second main part in our approach is the case study. The reasons for choosing this 

research type are linked to the characteristics of it (Hüttner, et al., 1995). Firstly, a case study 

allows to dig deeper into one specific case which is consistent with our methodological funnel 

logic. Secondly, it is a structured form of qualitative research that allows to build the data 

collection and analysis on a previously formed theoretical canvas which we acquired during the 

desk study. Thirdly, it allows to look for several characteristics while using different 

methodologies. Since evaluation use and feedback are vast concepts linked to their specific 

context, this research type seemed most appropriate.  

 

Two methods were used: the review of key institutional documents related to the evaluation 

function within the Directorate-General Development & Cooperation - EuropeAid 

(EuropeAid)1 of the European Commission (see Annex 1) and semi-structured individual 

interviews based on a preparatory questionnaire that respondents were asked to fill before the 

interview (see Annex 2). These methods served as a way of triangulating our data. It is 

important to highlight that we did not look at specific evaluations and their feedback processes. 

 

Four of the 13 evaluation managers of the central evaluation unit of EuropeAid participated. 

They provided information about the evaluation function in EuropeAid, clarified open 

questions from the document review and shared their perception about evaluation use and 

feedback mechanisms in their organisation. We will refer to them as our ‘respondents’. It is 

1 This DG is called interchangeably DG DEVCO or EuropeAid. We have chosen for the latter.  
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important to mention that they were selected by the organisation and required to remain 

anonymous. This is a request that we evidently will honour.  

 

The review of the key institutional documents concentrated on three issues: the institutional 

setting of the central evaluation unit, use and feedback (with focus on dissemination and the 

Management Response System - MRS). Since these are very broad subjects, we developed a 

question guide (see Annex 3) based on the desk review to orient the analysis of each subject 

within each key document. It is important to highlight three issues. Firstly, the question guide 

is quite comprehensive and we were not able to answer all the questions to the same extent 

taking into consideration the time and the available data.  

 

Secondly, it is not exhaustive. Some issues (for instance, stakeholder involvement and 

organisational culture) can be further developed with more sub-questions, but we focussed on 

use and feedback.  However, we believe that it is a useful framework for organisations wanting 

to conduct a similar research. For organisations without a separate evaluation unit, the question 

guide should be adapted.  

 

The third remark regards the preparatory questionnaire. It was created based on theoretical 

and conceptual knowledge acquired during the desk review. This instrument was conceived to 

serve two purposes. Firstly, to rapidly visually identify remarkable information such as 

differences in opinion between the respondents and opinions contrasting information in 

academic and practitioner’s sources. The idea was to go deeper on these aspects and thus guide 

the interviews. Secondly, to serve as a rapid assessment instrument (as a guide for later 

interviews or as a survey) for organisations willing to identify use/feedback challenges in their 

organisation. This research allowed us to test it.  

 

Some problems arose during the data collection phase. Only one of the four respondents 

filled the preparatory questionnaire before the interview, two responded after the interviews 

and one did not fill it. This drove us to adjust the interview plan and make another shorter 

interview guide (see Annex 4). This had as a consequence that the interviews developed in a 

less structured way and that each respondent spoke more about other subjects not necessarily 

related to the core issues. Also, the feedback about the questionnaire was rather limited. 

Nevertheless, we can say that the interviews and the questionnaires provided rich information 

on every ones’ perspectives and that the questionnaire confirmed its usefulness. 
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b.2 The choice of the case 

 

As mentioned previously, the case of our research concerns EuropeAid. More specifically 

the situation and challenges of the central evaluation unit (also called Directorate – Evaluation 

or D8). The reasons for making this choice are threefold. Firstly, the European Commission 

(EC) is one of the mayor donors and players in the development field. In 2012 alone EuropeAid 

disbursed 1398 million euro and committed another 2353 million euro to external aid (including 

bilateral and multilateral flows) (EC, 2013a). The evaluation unit has an annual budget of 

around 4,75 million euro (OECD, 2012)2. Secondly, it has an evaluation structure that allowed 

us to link easily to the findings from the desk study. Thirdly, the team granted us their 

collaboration. This seems evident, but the difficult search to an organisation willing to 

participate in our research taught us that evaluation use is a very sensitive issue especially when 

the results are going to be published. Their acceptance is a sign that the current team is 

preoccupied by promoting an open evaluation culture in their organisation. This research 

coincided with a broad exercise lead by the central evaluation unit about the uptake of their 

evaluations which can only increase our hope that this work will complement and add to their 

efforts.  

 

iii. Limitations 

 

This research is characterised by several limitations that are important to keep in mind while 

reading our analysis. Firstly, very few sources exist that dig deep on evaluation use in general 

and feedback, especially in development organisations. Due to time and methodological 

constraints, it was not possible for us -or our purpose- to fill this gap by making an extensive 

study of evaluation use and feedback, of an exhaustive, or at least representative, sample of 

development organisations. This is a task that could be retaken by instances such as the OECD 

DAC Network on Development Evaluation or the United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG). 

We have thus based ourselves on the limited, publicly available data and chosen to search in-

depth in one development organisation. It is also important to mention that most publicly 

available practitioner sources come from bigger agencies such as the bilateral and multilateral 

organisations and banks. No information was found on non-governmental organisations 

2 Around 18 million euro goes to decentralised evaluations (OECD, 2012). 
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(NGOs). This is certainly a point that merits more attention since these organisations usually 

do not have a separate evaluation unit with the mandate to address these issues.  

 

Secondly, although our desk review has permitted us to look broadly at use and feedback 

issues, our case study is limited to the centralised supply side of evaluations about strategies 

and policies concerning countries, regions, themes and sectors. In other words, project and 

programme evaluations (which are dealt with in a decentralised way in this organisation) are 

not included in the analysis. We fully realise that a thorough understanding of use and feedback 

issues requires looking at the demand side, or better say, the users-side as well and a comparison 

between several types of evaluations whether centrally or decentrally managed. However, due 

to time constraints we had to limit ourselves. 

 

Thirdly, it was only possible to involve a few members of the central evaluation unit and not 

other important stakeholders such as members of senior management, staff members from other 

departments at the headquarters or in the delegations, partners and evaluation consultants. This 

was somehow compensated though by the fact that one of the main institutional sources we 

were able to analyse was a recent uptake study that did involve these actors. This uptake study 

(Bossuyt et al., 2014), however, did not address feedback extensively. Our research will fill this 

gap partially and it is crucial that the team continues the analysis involving the people that we 

were not able to involve.   

 

Fourthly, due to the special setting of this research (it is a dissertation and not a 

commissioned evaluation) we were not able to apply the principles of utilisation-focused 

evaluation (UFE). However, we are certain that the subject is relevant and the moment 

appropriate since the evaluation unit is making efforts to improve the system.  

 

Finally, evaluation use is a very broad concept that is closely interlinked several factors of 

the evaluation process. This is the same for feedback. Our analysis is limited and should be 

complemented by a more in-depth study of factors such as the organisational culture and 

stakeholder participation.    
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iv. Preceding comments 

 

Some specifications merit attention before starting our conceptual exploration. Firstly, 

although the use of monitoring information is also a main concern for development actors, we 

made a choice of splitting the ‘M’ from the ‘E’ in our analysis. In a great deal of literature and 

in practice M&E are taken together, but in our opinion this feeds the analytical confusion. 

Monitoring and evaluation are processes that complement each other, but have specific 

objectives, rhythms and approaches (Cracknell, 2000).  

 

Secondly, there is no agreement on the terminology about use. Some authors use 

‘utilisation’, some others use ‘use’, others ‘usefulness’, some others use ‘utility’, or they just 

use them interchangeably. As we will see later, influence has entered the scene too. After 

reading the literature, we chose for ‘use’ since, as illustrated by the past sentence, it seems to 

be the most neutral verb that is less conceptually laden.    

 

Thirdly, to make reading more easily, we will refer to our case object, namely the 

aforementioned Directorate Evaluation (D8) of the Directorate-General Development and 

Cooperation – EuropeAid, as the (central evaluation) unit or as EuropeAid.  

 

v. Paper structure 

 

This dissertation is structured as follows. The next chapter will present the conceptual 

exploration of evaluation use. It includes the link between use and the 

history/definition/purpose of evaluation, the types and factors of use, two integrating models 

and the basic principles of utilisation-focused evaluation (UFE). 

 

In chapter 2 we will zoom into one specific challenge, namely evaluation feedback. We will 

look at the definition, its position in the evaluation process and its characteristics, namely the 

different levels, the different audiences, the institutional setting (evaluation regime and 

organisational evaluation culture) and the mechanisms (dissemination and the management 

response system - MRS). We will also look at the overall feedback situation and challenges in 

development agencies. 
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In chapter 3, we will focus our attention on the central evaluation work of EuropeAid. Based 

on what we have learned from the conceptual chapters, we will look at the institutional set-up 

and how use and feedback is addressed in this organisation at the central level.   

 

In chapter 4, we will finalise this work with our conclusions and recommendations.  
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Chapter 1: The concept ‘use’ 

 

1.1 Use and the history of evaluation 

 

When exploring a concept, it is useful to travel back to its historical roots. We look very 

specifically at the history of evaluation (or evaluation research)3 about programmes and policies 

that try to have some social impact or improve the lives of people (Weiss, 1998; Rossi and 

Freeman, 1993). Although this evaluation history took mainly place in developed countries, 

this description matches the aim of development aid and can be therefore be applied in our 

context.  

 

Evaluations about social programmes as we more or less know them now, using methods 

from the social sciences, can be traced back to the 19th century. At the beginning, they primarily 

aimed at identifying social problems under the assumption that the proposed programmes would 

result in the desired improvement. It was only until the early 20th century that health and 

education professionals started being concerned about the actual outcome of their actions. Use 

was not yet an issue since the assumption reigned that evaluation findings would guide the 

decisions of policy makers, administrators and programme managers.  

 

This evaluation flow continued in the following decennia with sponsors financing 

evaluations to ascertain the success of the programmes they gave money for (Weiss, 1998). By 

the end of the 1960s, large scale evaluations were conducted. The War on Poverty programmes 

in the United States were crucial for that fact. Due to the high –governmental- demand for 

evaluations the development of methods, tools, publications, professional societies, etc. 

flourished. The boom of evaluation was also felt in less developed countries (Rossie and 

Freeman, 1993).  

 

In these same golden sixties, though, the cold use shower came. Evaluators started to realise 

that evaluation studies did not affect programmatic nor policy decision making. More even, 

while applied social sciences seemed to generally suffer from underuse, evaluation studies were 

just not used at all (Patton, 1997). This realisation led to an interesting evolution. The field 

realised that focussing on methods alone was not going to allow evaluations to be ‘reformist’ 

3 In the literature another terminological inconsistency was found, namely that evaluation and evaluation research 
are often used interchangeably. 
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in the sense of orienting social change. Pragmatic, use-focused models, of which authors like 

Carol Weiss and Michael Patton had a protagonist role, raised to respond to the political context 

of evaluations. They became an alternative –or a complement, depending on the perspective- 

to more experimental, knowledge-focussed evaluation models. The fact that the US Joint 

Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation included utility as one of the four main 

features of evaluation is quite significant in this sense (Pawson and Tilley, 1997).  

 

1.2 Use and the definition of evaluation 

 

When we look at different definitions of evaluation this evolution also becomes apparent. 

We will not elaborate on the history of the definitions of evaluation, but it is important to 

highlight that we have come a long way from just seeing evaluations as the “systematic 

assessment of the worth or merit of an object” (Joint Committee in Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 

2007: 9) or “the application of systematic research methods to the assessment of program 

design, implementation and effectiveness” (Chelimsky in Boyle and Lemaire, 1999: 5). These 

are some examples of the efforts made to further specify it and include use: 

  

• “Evaluation research is the systematic application of social research procedures for 

assessing the conceptualization, design, implementation, and utility of social 

intervention programs” (Rossi, 1993: 5);  

• “(…) evaluation is the systematic process of delineating, obtaining, reporting, and 

applying descriptive and judgmental information about some object’s merit worth, 

probity, feasibility, safety, significance and/or equity” (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 

2007: 16).  

• “process of negotiating, an evaluation plan; collecting and analysing the evidence to 

produce findings, and disseminating the findings to identified audiences for use in 

describing or understanding an evaluand, making judgments and/or decisions related to 

that evaluand” (Owen and Rogers, 1999: 4) 

 

Patton goes even further and makes a distinction between programme evaluations as a 

“systematic collection of information about the activities, characteristics and outcomes of 

programs to make judgments about the program, improve program effectiveness, and/or inform 

decisions about future programming” (Patton, 1997: 23) and utilisation-focused evaluations 
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which he sees as “done for and with specific, intended primary users for specific intended uses” 

(Patton, 1997: 23).  

 

When looking at how development organisations look at evaluations, some have included 

the use-aspect in their definitions or overall descriptions of evaluation: “An evaluation should 

provide information that is credible and useful, enabling the incorporation of lessons learned 

into the decision-making process of both recipients and donors. (…).” (OECD DAC, 2010: 4) 

“Evaluation can make an essential contribution to managing for results, and to organization-

wide learning for improving both programming and implementation. Yet, the value of 

evaluation depends on its use (…)” (UNEG, 2010: 2).  

 

Use is thus inherent to evaluations. Utility is in fact one of the main differences with non-

applied, basic research. Both are about the production of knowledge through quite similar 

methods, but evaluators cannot just assume its use. Evaluators, who were often looked down at 

in the past by basic researchers, need supplementary skills and to be quite creative to ensure use 

(Weiss, 1998).  This is not just a recommendation. Since the 1980s and 1990s evaluators have 

a clear mandate based on several international standards (e.g. Program Evaluation Standards 

and the Guiding Principles for Evaluators) to ensure that their evaluation will be useful for the 

intended users (Owen and Rogers, 1999).  

 

In development aid, guidelines have also been established. Undoubtedly the most influential 

ones have been the DAC Principles for the Evaluation of Development Assistance of which 

usefulness is one of the main principles (OECD, 1991). Also the more recent DAC Quality 

Standards for Development Evaluation state as one of its pillars the increase development 

partners’ use of each other’s evaluation findings (OECD, 2010b). Other organisations have 

guidelines that address use issues. The European Commission and the UNEG have for instance 

guidelines on feedback/follow up of evaluation results (EC, 2003; UNEG, 2010) which are an 

illustration that the concern about use and the quality of evaluations exists in the development 

sector.  
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1.3 Use and the purpose of evaluation 

 

In the literature two purposes for conducting evaluations are stated repeatedly: decision 

making and learning. Decision making and learning can be pursuit at the programme level and 

the policy level. According to Weiss (1998) evaluations can lead to programmatic decisions 

concerning midcourse corrections of a programme, the continuation, expansion of 

institutionalisation of a programme, the discontinuation of a programme, the implementation 

of a new idea, the choice between the best of several alternatives and the continuation of 

funding. As for learning, she sees that evaluations can allow organisations to learn from 

recording a programme history, giving critical feedback to practitioners about what they are 

doing, put the team back on track concerning the programme objectives, improve understanding 

the change processes around an intervention or stimulate action.  

 

At the (public) policy level, Boyle and Lemaire (1999) state that evaluations can guide 

learning and decision making at three phases: policy formulation (understanding the issue at 

hand, previous efforts, possible policy tools), policy implementation (translation of objectives 

into policy actions) and policy accountability (accomplishment of the goals). This sounds very 

similar to the programme cycle used in development aid and makes us realise that while the 

cycle states that evaluations come at the end of the ride (identification, formulation, 

implementation, evaluation), evaluation is in fact connected to all the previous phases and can 

thus orient learning and decision making at all stages.  

 

A point that we would like to highlight here, is that a third purpose receives a great deal of 

attention in the practitioners’ sources, namely accountability. UNDP, for instance, states that 

“the main objectives of today’s results-oriented monitoring and evaluation are to enhance 

organizational and development learning, ensure informed decision-making, support 

substantive accountability (…)” (UNDP, 2002: 6). Learning, decision making and 

accountability are seen as mutually reinforcing forces as stated in by UNDP’s evaluation office 

and pictured in Figure 1. However, the tension between accountability and learning is perceived 

as problematic in the development field. Organisations struggle to have a balance between the 

two due to a lack of thorough understanding of what they entail and of appropriate structures 

that permit learning for instance (Cracknell, 2000; Guijit, 2010). From our own experience, we 

know that upward accountability to the back donor and learning within the agency receives 
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more attention, while downward accountability to and learning by the partner organisations is 

seriously lacking.  

 

In what continues we will see that these three purposes reveal only the tip of the conceptual 

use-iceberg. 

 

Figure 1: Objectives of monitoring and evaluation 

 

Source: UNDP, 2002: 6 

 

1.4 Types of use 

 

1.4.1 Terminology 

 

As stated in the introduction, many words are used interchangeably to refer to use: use, 

utilisation, usefulness, utility, influence, etc. This is the case both in the academic literature and 

in the practitioners’ sources. Authors rarely explain their choice and it is not unreasonable to 

suspect that the choice is not necessarily based on the conceptual discussions on the matter. 

However, scholars have not been insensitive to the importance of terminology. The concepts 

that seem to have received most attention are utilisation, use and influence. Weiss, for instance, 

argued that utilisation implies an instrumental and episodic application of evaluations and 

ignore the more indirect impact. Hence she argued for a shift from utilisation to use (Kirkhart, 

2000).  Use is conceptualised by looking at its different types (and at factors that influence use, 

non-use, misuse as we will see later on).   
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We can say that there are two main categories of types of use: those related to the 

conclusions, findings and recommendations of an evaluation, in other words the evaluation 

products, and those related to the process of evaluation (Weiss et al., 2005; Owen and Rogers, 

1999). 

 
1.4.2 Use related to findings 

 

In the first category we can distinguish instrumental use, conceptual use (or enlightenment) 

and symbolic (or political) use (Weiss et al., 2005; Owen and Rogers, 1999).  Use is 

instrumental when the findings are used for decision making. For instance, adapting the 

objectives of a programme, discontinuing the collaboration with a partner, adapting a policy 

decision. It is often interpreted as being short term and having an immediate impact, but this is 

not necessarily the case. This type of use goes back to the oldest understandings of evaluation 

use. Although it the kind of use that is most easy to measure, it is less common, since decisions 

–especially those above the project level- are not only guided by evaluation findings and 

recommendations.   

 

Use is conceptual when instead of directly leading to decisions, it rather has an indirect 

influence on them. This use has also been called enlightenment and is said to work in three 

stages (Weiss et al., 2005; Owen and Rogers, 1999). First, a decision maker or programme 

officer is exposed to the information (reception), then he/she assimilates it after reading and 

internalising it (cognition) which eventually leads to new understandings, to new ways of 

looking at the programmes and policies, to changing assumptions (reference). In short, it 

changes the way that a person looks at the world. This type of use has been associated with 

organisational learning and research has found that it is the most influential type of use. For 

instance, a group of evaluations with a conceptual impact can lead eventually to the so much 

desired instrumental impact. Or a policy maker with a changed framework of reference can take 

new policy decisions in the future (Owen and Rogers, 1999). It merits to be highlighted that 

enlightenment does not only occur with people closely related to the programme or policy, since 

evaluations can also enlighten other institutions (Stern, 2005). Here we can already make a link 

to the importance of dissemination.  

 

Symbolic or political use is yet another form of use. This is often used interchangeably with 

legitimative use. Owen and Rogers (1999), make a distinction though. For them, symbolic use 
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is when the commissioner has no direct interest in following the findings of the evaluation, but 

is moved by other motives. Legitimative use happens when the evaluation follows after 

programme decisions have already been made and thus only serves to legitimise them. In the 

same line, Johnson (1998) identified another synonym, namely conspiratorial use. Although 

this type of use might sound a bit dodgy, it is believed that misuse is at hand only when findings 

are distorted or omitted. We also found another interpretation of symbolic use, namely ritual 

use. This means that evaluations are undertaken because it is necessary to uphold the image of 

being a rational organisation (Hanberger and Bandstein, 2008). 

 

Johnson (1998) also mentions another type called persuasive use which is present when 

lobby or interest groups want to persuade decision makers to change their opinion and take 

action. 

 

Another interesting kind of use was introduced by Weiss and her colleagues (2005). It 

concerns imposed use. This concept raised when they conducted a study concerning the effects 

of an evaluation of a popular school-based drug prevention programme in the United States. 

Although the findings were quite negative about the programme, some districts did not use this 

information and continued it. She found that the school districts who did take the findings into 

consideration, were not convinced because of the negative findings of the evaluation, but 

applied them for fear that the government would cut their subsidies.  

 

What we just described is the traditional typology –especially the tripod instrumental, 

conceptual and symbolic use- that you usually find in the introduction of many articles, yet, 

there is another way of looking at the primary uses of evaluation findings. Patton (1997) 

identified three. Firstly, findings can be used to orient judgement about the intrinsic value of a 

programme for those directly involved (merit) and the extrinsic value of a programme for those 

not directly linked to it (worth). It is in this realm that Patton places accountability, audits and 

summative evaluations, for instance. Secondly, findings can be used to orient the improvement 

of programmes. In this realm he places formative evaluations, learning organisations and 

quality enhancement. Thirdly, findings can be used to generate knowledge. This refers to 

conceptual use, whereas the previous ones refer to instrumental use.  

 

Two remarks can be made here. Firstly, it is surprising that Patton did not take the other 

mentioned uses into consideration. Secondly, Weiss (1998) calls for caution regarding 
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Scriven’s concepts of summative and formative evaluation. When summative evaluations 

(when the program is finished and decisions need to be made about continuation, adaptation, 

etc.) are automatically associated with outcomes and formative evaluations (during a 

programme and used to give information to the programme staff) with processes, one might 

lose out of sight that summative and formative evaluations refer to the aim of the evaluator, 

while progress and outcomes refer to the stage of a programme.  

 

Last, but not least, the literature refers to non-use, under-use, over-use and, indeed, misuse 

(Stern, 2005). The first two are self-evident and form the reason why a research such as ours is 

necessary. Non-use refers to the lack of applications of findings (and recommendations), while 

under-use is at hand when findings are not applied successfully. Over-use refers to the state 

where findings are distributed prematurely. Misuse can happen when findings are ambiguous 

for instance.  

 

Misuse should not be confused with non-use (Patton, 1997). Use and non-use measure the 

extent of use whereas misuse refers to how ‘use’ is characterised. In this same sense, 

implementation of evidence in practice can be hampered by under-use. Moreover, Patton (1997) 

acknowledges that the probability of misuse increases with use, that the best prevention is 

making an effort to have a common understanding of the value of the evaluation by different 

stakeholders and finally, that misuse can be both intentional and non-intentional.   

 

Another attempt to map evaluation mis-use and non-use resulted in the framework that can 

be seen in Figure 2. This framework reflects two dimensions: the choice of intended users to 

use the findings and recommendations or not and their choice to use them in an appropriate 

manner or not. Although such a framework can raise the awareness that these categories should 

be taken into account and that they help to better conceptualise types of uses, we seriously doubt 

that symbolic use is ‘ideal’, and that rational and political non-use, however understandable, 

can be called ‘justified’.  
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Figure 2: Intended user uses and misuses of evaluation findings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Cousins and Shulba, 2006: 282 

 

1.4.3 Use related to the process 

 

We have arrived now to the second category. Process use refers to the fact that participants 

to an evaluation process can be affected in their knowledge and behaviour beyond the content 

of the findings and recommendations (Weiss et al., 2005; Owen and Rogers, 1999). In other 

words, before the findings and recommendations are even known. Patton (1997) identified four 

primary uses of the evaluation process: enhancing shared understandings; supporting and 

reinforcing the programme intervention; increasing participant’s engagement, self-

determination and ownership; and programme and organisational development.  

 

Forss et al. (2002) started from Patton’s primary process uses and identified five other 

interrelated categories of process use. Learning to learn refers to the fact that evaluations are 

processes that generate knowledge and as such strengthen organisational learning. In fact they 
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argue that those who are not involved in the process learn very little compared to those who do. 

Developing networks refers to the opportunity that evaluation processes create to meet and 

interact with new/other people. Extending communication refers to the possibility that 

participation in evaluation creates to bring different interests, priorities and motivations to the 

surface, and arrive to a consensus. They warned though that this requires excellent 

communication skills and cultural sensitivity from the evaluator and a good communication 

environment during the process. Strengthening the project seems quite straightforward since 

the evaluation process allow people –quite literally even since evaluations can introduce pauses 

in the implementation rush- to reflect again on the objectives and improve the understanding of 

it. Finally, evaluation processes can boost the moral since they can counter the negative feelings 

associated with evaluations by enhancing the enthusiasm and commitment. Actually, 

evaluations can have a Hawthorne effect. The very fact of evaluation taking place can have 

positive effects on the evaluand. 

 

Greene also identified three dimensions to process use: the cognitive, the affective and the 

political (Kirkhart, 2000). This type of use immediately caught our attention since it reflects the 

wish and efforts of development actors to use evaluations as a learning tool for their partners. 

Especially in capacity building programmes this is crucial, but it is a challenge to achieve it.  

 

1.4.4 Influence 

 

Although these categories of use are very helpful, Kirkhart (2000) believed that use is deficient 

as a concept. She was especially discontent about the fact the word is tightly bound to uses 

related to the findings, that it implies a limited chronological view about evaluation impacts 

and that it gives the impression that those impacts are always intended. Therefore she developed 

a tri-dimensional framework known as the integrated theory of influence. This framework 

embodies three dimensions composed of several sublevels as shown in Figure 3 and explained 

below. 
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Figure 3: Integrated theory of change 

 

 
 

Source: Kirkhart, 2000: 8 

 

The first dimension is the source of influence. Influence can be result-based (the uses related 

to evaluation findings) or process-based. We have extensively developed this dimension above. 

What is important to highlight here, is that both sources are equally important whereas in the 

beginning, process use was mainly seen in function of result-based use. Moreover, both 

dimensions are not mutually exclusive, but interrelated.  

 

The second dimension is intention (or intent or intentionality). This refers to the question 

whether the influence was on purpose or not, and has three aspects: the influence itself, 

who/what influences and who/what gets influenced. The first sublevel is intended influence. 

Many participatory approaches and Patton’s concept of intended use by intended users respond 

to this sublevel. The intended influence can be visible (for instance, in the ToR of an evaluation) 

or covert. Weiss (1998) identifies under covert purposes: postponement of decisions, ducking 

responsibility (when staff members have opposite opinions about the decision to make), 

window dressing (cf. legitimative use), public relations, eyewashing (selected findings are used 

to make a weak programme look better), whitewashing (obstructing the evaluation procedure 

to cover up programme deficiency) and fulfilling grant requirements. Kirkhart (2000) warns 

that it is important to identify both visible and covert intensions, but this is highly difficult 

especially in arenas where many stakeholders are involved.  
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This is definitely applicable to development aid since programmes involve a wide range of 

actors who do not necessarily have the same overt, let alone covert, interests. A donor might 

want to use the evaluation for learning purposes for his partner while the partner might just 

want to get over with this donor procedure as soon as possible to return to its core activities. It 

seems to us that this identification is crucial too to avoid being caught in processes that aliment 

misuse.  

 

We arrive then to the second sublevel, namely the unintended uses. Since the influence itself, 

who/what influences and who/what gets influenced can be intended or not, there are many 

possible combinations such as intended users having non-intended influence, or intended 

influence affecting non-intended users. It is important to highlight that unintended influence 

can be either positive or negative. Again, this seems quite recognisable for development aid of 

which the history has been paved with good intensions not always leading to positive outcomes.  

 

The last dimension is that of time. Kirkhart (2000) acknowledges that this is by no means an 

innovative concept in evaluation theory, but she criticises the fact that it is often mingled with 

other dimensions. Use is by some seen as an event, whereas others conceptualise it as a process. 

She identifies three sublevels: immediate, end of cycle and long term influence.  

 

Immediate influence happens while the evaluation process (from the conceptional phase till 

the end of implementation) is happening. Immediate should not be interpreted as rapid or be 

seen to refer to the duration of influence.  

 

End-of-cycle influence, is mostly associated with result-based use, but can also be applied 

to process use. It is linked to the influence produced by the dissemination of the report or any 

other action announcing the end of the process. We find this second sublevel problematic since 

it is not clear when this timeframe starts or ends exactly, and since the influence of the reports 

and other products can also happen (and quite often do) in the long term time frame. 

Furthermore, as we will see later, the evaluation process does not end at the report.  

 

Long term influence is only visible after the end of the cycle. This influence can be delayed, 

long lasting or both. According to Kirkhart (2000), this type of influence has been recognised 

as very important, but there is a great lack of empirical evidence.  This is also recognisable for 
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development aid. In this domain, long term influence refers to impact (in contrast to outputs 

and outcomes that are within the timeframe of the programme cycle). It refers to the high level 

objective that development actors want -or are pressured- to obtain. Nevertheless, the 

Evaluation Gap Working Group of the Centre for Global Development found that there is an 

evaluation gap: not enough impact studies are conducted and when conducted, they lack quality. 

Furthermore, policy makers and development agencies are not doing enough efforts to use the 

knowledge produced by impact evaluations (CGD, 2006). Jones and her colleagues would 

recognise these findings. In their study about production and use of impact evaluations (Jones 

et al., 2009), they observed that since the second half of the 2000s there has been an upsurge of 

impact studies in development aid trying to evaluate the impact of development programmes 

and policies. However, there is very little research about the dynamics of use of such findings. 

 

1.4.5 Theory of evaluations and influential pathways   

 

Kirkhart’s integrated theory of influence was further developed Henry and Mark (2003) with 

the very interesting concept of (programme) theory of evaluation and influential pathways. 

Their enterprise was motivated by, among others, the criticism that the conceptualisations of 

use that emerged in the 1970s and 1980s (cf. supra) lacked attention to the intrapersonal, 

interpersonal and societal factors that influence how findings can eventually lead to social 

betterment.  

 

This aspect of social betterment is crucial in their theory since it is for them the ultimate 

purpose of evaluations of social programmes. The consequences that serve that purpose are 

called evaluation outcomes. Since evaluations are meant to have positive societal consequences, 

they can be constructed the way interventions and programmes do: through a programme 

theory. To construct a programme theory of an evaluation, you identify the evaluation activities 

and outputs that will lead to immediate, intermediate and long term outcomes. It helps not only 

to plan evaluations, but also to gather the elements necessary to build the theory of evaluation 

influence in general terms or for a very specific evaluation and context.  

 

The process and/or findings of evaluations can cause or contribute to changes at three levels. 

At the individual level they cause a change in thoughts, believes, opinions and behaviour within 

individuals. At the interpersonal level, the change is located in the interactions between 

individuals. At the collective level, changes are brought about in the decisions and practices of 
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organisations. At each level there are specific change processes that can be caused by the 

process and/or findings and recommendations of an evaluation as can been seen in Figure 4. 

These processes originate from the behavioural and social sciences. The figure shows that there 

can be different causal chains to attain an evaluation outcome. These different chains are called 

influential pathways. 

 
Figure 4: Mechanisms through which evaluation produces influences 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Henry and Mark, 2003: 298 

 

Some elements are quite straightforward, but others need some explanation. Salience refers 

to the importance that an individual gives to an issue. Elaboration refers to the extent to which 

an individual thinks about an issue. Priming refers to the presence of an issue in someone’s 

mind. A change agent is someone who wants to take action to make changes in organisational 

procedures, programmes and policies. Minority opinion influence occurs when less mainstream 

opinions become influential. Agenda setting can refer to the media, public and governmental 

agenda. Diffusion refers to when an evaluation has influence outside the intended programme, 

users, area. All these processes can be triggered by an evaluation (Henry and Mark, 2003).  

 

We believe that these typologies can be very useful to development organisations. By 

broadening the conceptual horizon, development agents will be able to explicit which theories 
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and assumptions they have about evaluations and identify where their theory is not consistent 

with the practice.  

 

1.5 Factors that influence use 

 

When going through the literature many factors are stated that affect use or non-use of 

evaluation findings. It is not our aim to give an exhaustive list, but to concentrate on key 

concepts and reflections. Cousins and Leithwood (Owen and Rogers, 1999) identified two main 

categories of factors. Those related to the evaluation and those related to the context in which 

the evaluation is conducted.  

 

1.5.1 Evaluation related factors 

 

In the first category they identified six main factors (Owen and Rogers, 1999). Relevance 

refers to the degree to which an evaluation addresses the needs and interests of intended users. 

This implies a good identification and negotiation at the beginning of the evaluation process. 

Rossi (1993) speaks of ‘political’ relevance since evaluators should consider the political reality 

within an organisation. 

 

Credibility is present when the evaluator has a good reputation, is objective and skilled, is 

able to be cost effective and shows flexibility. Patton (1993) has called this being active, 

reactive and adaptive. In this model, credibility seems to be meant to cover the characteristics 

of the evaluator, but we believe that it is not a good concept that represents all the characteristics 

that an evaluator is supposed to have. There is a great deal of literature highlighting the role of 

the evaluator and, as mentioned above, evaluators are bound by quality standards. Lincoln’s 

view of evaluations as a science and an art also illustrates the high demands for evaluators 

(Patton, 1993). They need to master the science of locating interested stakeholders, getting 

useful information to them, teaching stakeholders how to use information and communicating 

properly with intended users. Furthermore, they need to possess the art of making judgements 

about stakeholders, appreciating them, taking cultural specificities into consideration, listening 

for meanings, negotiating and dealing with people. As we will see later, also evaluation units 

need to be seen as credible.  
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Quality refers to the rigour with which data has been collected and analysed. Weiss (1998) 

clarifies though that for officers it is not the methodological approach as such that is important, 

but the reassurance that the evaluation will hold stand if criticism raises. We would like to 

nuance the aspect of quality since we highly doubt that all users –especially those not involved 

in the evaluation process- or officers in charge of coordinating evaluation processes are experts 

in research methods or evaluation criteria. Central evaluation units need to have this expertise 

and have the mandate to check quality as we will see in the example of EuropeAid, but 

decentralised entities who are not dealing with evaluations on a day to day basis, might be less 

skilled.  Same can be said about not trained partners who are supposed to use the evaluations.  

 

Findings are, or should be at least, the result of the data collection and data analysis. These 

findings include evidence, conclusions, judgements and recommendations that should guide 

decision making and learning (Owen and Rogers, 1999). Since recommendations are at the 

heart of feedback mechanisms, we will give more attention to them in the next chapter.  

 

Communication refers to the quality and quantity of communicational activities during the 

evaluation process and after. The importance of communication between researchers and users 

was also acknowledged by Lincoln who calls it one of the sciences of evaluation (Patton, 1997). 

Rossi (1993) sees it as an important barrier to make stakeholders understand evaluation 

procedures and utilise the results. Communication evidently also refers to the way that findings 

are reported and a battery of guidelines exists both in the academic and practitioner’s literature 

about which types of reports exist and how they should be written/presented/disseminated. 

Communication is closely linked to feedback mechanisms.  

 

Finally, timeliness refers to the fact that findings should be available at the moment that users 

need them. Here again, Rossi (1993) refers to the political time which often leads evaluation to 

be done in a timeframe much lower than what would be necessary to conduct state of the art 

methodological evaluations. We recognise this problem of evaluators having to do ambitious 

evaluations in a very short period of time due to, for instance, financial limitations. Exceeding   

the political time can also be a problem as showed by an evaluation conducted on 43 evaluations 

of the African Development Bank between 2007 and 2012. Eight of them were published with 

such a delay that they just could not be used anymore for programme planning (DFATD, 2013). 
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Two other factors related to the evaluation process require special attention: stakeholder 

participation and feedback. Stakeholder participation is a key factor for use. In previous work 

(Vallejo Patiño, 2014) we conducted a literature review of this subject and discovered that 

participation is a multidimensional process determined by the level of control over the whole 

process, the diversity of stakeholders, the depth of participation, power relations, the 

manageability of the process, the relationship between evaluators and stakeholders, the time 

aspect, participation efficacy, etc. The common premise that more involvement enhances use 

by increasing the ownership of the stakeholders over the evaluation sensitised the evaluators 

about the importance of the process as such (and not only the findings) and gave rise to a myriad 

of stakeholder-oriented approaches that provided an alternative to positivistic, traditional ones.  

 

We concluded thus that stakeholder involvement is a standard. As a golden rule, an optimal 

identification of stakeholders, and their interests and needs, is crucial so that decisions about 

the whole process can be negotiated from the planning phase. Involvement of stakeholders can 

enhance use by reducing resistance to evaluation, and increasing ownership, relevance, face-

validity, knowledge, power balance, self-confidence, transparency, commitment and trust.  

 

The second factor related to the process is feedback. The interesting thing with feedback is 

that it can be seen as both a factor and a stage of the evaluation process. Many concepts are 

linked to feedback: dissemination, management response, follow-up. Since we will go deeper 

into these aspects in chapter 2 it suffices here to say that without feedback, conducting an 

evaluation is senseless, but even so, it is one of the most neglected elements in evaluation 

(Cracknell, 2000).  

 

1.5.2 Context related factors 

 

The second category concerns factors related to the setting in which evaluations are 

conducted. Seven factors can be identified (Owen and Roger, 1999). Commitment is in many 

sources referred to as involvement or engagement and is seen as one of the main factors affecting 

use. Patton (1997) has built his theory of utilisation-focused evaluations precisely to meet the 

need of maximalising stakeholders’ involvement. He identified six dimensions affecting user 

(and evaluator!) engagement: the relationship with primary intended users, the control of the 

evaluation process, the scope of indented user involvement, the number of primary intended 
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users/stakeholders who are engaged, the variety of primary intended users engaged and the time 

line for the evaluation.  

 

Information needs and personal characteristics are two other factors that require a thorough 

identification from the beginning by asking the following questions: Who are the intended 

users? For whom will the information make a difference? Who has questions that need to be 

answered? And who will take responsibility and engage for the use? An aspect that cannot be 

highlighted enough is the commitment of people towards evaluation since studies have shown 

that commitment of decision makers can be more important for use than the quality of the 

evaluation (Owen and Rogers, 1999). Weiss (1998) states that to be used, new information has 

to be consistent with the ideology, interests and information (she calls them the three I’s) of an 

individual. This is everything but evident in settings where several stakeholders with their own 

interests and needs come together.  

 

Decision making concerns whether the evaluation is to lead to retrospective decisions or 

prospective decision. Participatory decision making might, for instance, foster evaluation 

influence through relationships of trust (Appleton-Dyer, 2012). Regarding this factor we can 

also refer to the existence of feedback loops providing the channels necessary to feed findings 

and recommendations into decision making.  

 

Finally, the political and financial climate play a role. Weiss (1998), for instance, highlights 

that an evaluation is a political enterprise for it involves the selection of the programme, the 

specification of evaluation questions, the choice about evaluating a programme and the 

judgement about the programme. An evaluation also needs to consider that a programme is 

encapsulated in the politics of the people and organisations involved.  

 

We would like to add that the organisational climate also plays an important role. 

Organisational learning, for instance, is an issue that has received a great deal of attention in 

the literature. An organisation needs to provide space, time and procedures for reflection and 

information sharing, but this often does not happen. In development aid, organisations are 

caught in the pressure of spending money and finishing the programmes on time. Learning 

happens on the side and to a limited extend between people and programmes that are 

geographically dispersed, between reallocated, changed or rotated staff, and between agencies 
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and partners (the latter drawing the shortest learning straw) (Kusek and Rist, 2004; Huyse, 

2011).  

 

It is in the political and organisational realm that we could place another interesting factor, 

namely the balance between demand and supply of evaluations as a conditional factor for use 

(Boyle and Lemaire, 1999). Evaluations can be demanded as a democratisation tool or a 

managerial tool. Each requires another type of evaluation. To guarantee use, the supply needs 

to meet this demand. Furthermore, demand needs to be nurtured since supplied evaluations do 

not automatically create their demand.   

 

1.6 Two integrating models 

 

We fully realise that this is just a fraction of all the reflections that exist on types and factors 

of use. That is why we would like to refer to two mayor efforts (one focussing on use and one 

focussing on influence) to not only integrate the factors, but also reflect the linkages between 

them.  

 

Johnson (1998) did a titanic effort to integrate the main theories about use. His task was 

difficult since not all theories have been explicated in a model. Through a method of meta-

modelling, Johnson reviewed 18 models (of which four were implicit and had to be constructed 

based on the theory) and tried to make one model out of it. The result of his work can be seen 

in Figure 5. When he developed this model, influence had not yet entered the scene. That is 

why we chose another effort by Appleton-Dyer and her colleagues (2012) that attempts to 

model the factors of evaluation influence (based on the model of Henry and Mark) within public 

partnerships as can be seen in Figure 6.  

 

It is not our purpose here to explain the models in detail, but to highlight some aspects. The 

models look quite different at first hand, but include many similar factors (characteristics 

evaluator, individual characteristics, context of evaluation, cognitive processes, politics, etc.). 

Both models are based on existing research. They include a considerable number of factors that 

can affect use or influence. Although Appleton-Dyer’s model seems more linear, they both 

accentuate the importance of mediating factors and show how use or influence are 

multidirectional, complex processes by making linkages between the factors. Both 
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acknowledge also the importance of contextual factors that go beyond the direct environment 

of the evaluation.  

 

We believe that Appleton-Dyer’s model, although based on the health sector, is very relevant 

for development aid for it places evaluation influence in the context of partnerships. It shows 

how important partnership characteristics, functioning and evaluation behaviour are for the 

impact of evaluations. This is important not only because partnerships are inherent to 

international cooperation, but also because more and more evaluations are conducted jointly 

(USAID, 2009). Although the main categories are more limited than in Johnson’s model, they 

provide a longer list of factors. This model also pays attention to evaluation feedback, but in a 

hidden way. The evaluation attributes sophistication, credibility, timeliness, responsiveness, 

and communication refer to feedback. It is unfortunate that this is not made more explicit and 

that the ‘looping’ aspect of feedback is not integrated.  

 

Johnson’s model is better in visually reflecting the importance of participation, 

dissemination and feedback which is seen as a constant, recurrent process and we believe is 

crucial. It also explicitly includes organisational characteristics and learning (while the former 

only sees them from the partnerships’ perspective) and highlights behavioural use more.   

 

We believe that all the factors and models that we have seen (whether focused on use or 

influence) are very useful for development aid. These are not to be copy-pasted though. A 

thorough understanding of what is exactly behind each factor and the linkages between them is 

necessary to build the organisation’s or partnerships’ theory of evaluation, identify the uses and 

factors at play, draw conclusions, prioritise action and improve the evaluation system and thus 

evaluation use.  
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Figure 5: A theoretical model of evaluation utilisation 

 

 

 

Source: Johnson, 1998: 104 
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Figure 6: A conceptual model of evaluation influence within public health partnerships 

 

 

 

 

Source: Appleton-Dyer et al., 2012: 541 

 

1.7 The principles of utilisation-focused evaluation (UFE) 

 

To conclude this chapter we would like to draw the attention to one of the most renowned 

authors concerning evaluation use, namely Michael Patton. Many of his ideas have been 

integrated in this work. It is not our purpose to unravel his UFE-approach in detail, but to give 

an overview of the basic principles. Patton (1997) calls them the 14 premises of UFE (see Table 

1). We believe that they can help practitioners a great deal to increase the probability that 

evaluations achieve the intended use by intended users.  
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Table 1: The 14 premises of utilisation-focused evaluation (UFE) 

 
 
Source: Patton, 1997: 382-383 
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Chapter 2. Zooming into feedback mechanisms 

 

In what follows we will focus on an issue that is seen in the literature and our experience as an 

important challenge regarding evaluation use. As mentioned previously, there is a great 

variation in interpretations about what feedback is and what it entails. Feedback, dissemination, 

management response, follow-up are often used next to each other, or as parts of one another. 

Some authors include them all in the evaluation process, while others are more exclusive. That 

is why in this chapter we will try to disentangle these concepts and see what is known about 

them in development organisations. 

 

2.1 The concept ‘feedback’ 

 

Although feedback is a crucial element of evaluations, we were quite astonished to discover 

that evaluation feedback, as a concept, is very rarely used in the academic literature about 

evaluation. Only few authors use the word and only few academic articles in the consulted 

databases address this issue explicitly. It is a problem that seems deeply rooted since Cracknell 

(2001) encountered exactly the same problem back in 1995.  

 

By this we do not mean to say that the principle has been completely disregarded. 

Dissemination, for instance, has received a great deal of attention, and in the literature about 

learning and accountability, feedback is mentioned from time to time. As we will see, while the 

academic literature provided an extensive conceptualisation of evaluation use, it is from the 

practitioners’ side that more information is to be found on what evaluation feedback is about.  

 

2.2 Feedback in the evaluation process 

 

To understand feedback, it is important to start by looking at its position in the evaluation 

process. Owen and Rogers (1999) see evaluation processes as having three stages: the 

(negotiation of) the evaluation plan, the collection and analysis of data, and dissemination of 

findings. Weiss (1998) on her turn was more inclusive and identified the following stages of an 

evaluation process: definition of the evaluation purpose, decision making on the evaluation 

questions, selection of the research design, data collection and analysis, efforts to communicate 

the findings and promotion of the use in subsequent program and policy action. A similar list 

is given by Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) who see evaluations as a process of delineating, 
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obtaining, reporting and applying. A more elaborated (and rather unique) categorisation of steps 

was developed by Patton (2013) who identified 17 stages in evaluation processes focussed on 

evaluation use as can be seen in Table 2. Steps 15 and 16 refer respectively to dissemination 

and follow-up.  

 

None of these authors mention feedback explicitly in the evaluation process. For that, we 

have to turn to the practitioners’ sources. Kusek and Rist (2004), for instance, distinguish among 

their ten steps of result based M&E the steps of reporting the findings (step 8) and using the 

findings (step 9). It is within this last step that feedback is mentioned and defined. This shows 

us again that feedback is closely linked to use. 

 

Table 2: Utilisation-focused evaluation checklist 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Patton (2013) 
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2.3 Definition of feedback 

 

The earliest definition of feedback we could find, was stated by the DAC Expert Group on 

Aid Evaluation back in the mid-1980s: “a management term that covers: organising evaluation 

findings to guide future aid programme decisions, and necessary measures taken to deal with 

weaknesses found in the evaluation” (OECD in Cracknell, 2000: 195). Later, this definition 

evolved to become “a dynamic process which involves the presentation and dissemination of 

evaluation information in order to ensure its application into new or existing development 

activities… feedback, as distinct from dissemination of evaluation findings, is the process of 

ensuring that lessons learned are incorporated into new operations.” (OECD, 2001: 60). UNDP 

adds again other elements by defining feedback as “a process within the framework of 

monitoring and evaluation by which information and knowledge are disseminated and used to 

assess overall progress towards results or confirm the achievement of results. Feedback may 

consist of findings, conclusions, recommendations and lessons from experience. It can be used 

to improve performance and as a basis for decision-making and the promotion of learning in an 

organization” (UNDP, 2002: 7).  

 

In these definitions we discover that the purpose of evaluation feedback is almost equal to 

that of evaluation itself (cf. supra), namely learning and decision making which in its turn is 

closely related to accountability. We learn also that feedback is not static, but about taking 

action, or in other words, about putting channels and mechanisms in place to ensure that 

learning and informed decision making happens. Evaluation feedback is thus not voluntary, but 

mandatory. That is why the OECD DAC included it in the principles of evaluation of 

development assistance back in 1991 which, other than the previously mentioned authors, leave 

no room for doubt: “feedback is an essential part of the evaluation process” (OECD, 1991: 11). 

Furthermore, a clear distinction is made between dissemination and feedback. 
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2.4 Characteristics of feedback 

 

2.4.1 Feedback at several levels 

 

Feedback can happen at several levels (Cracknell, 2000). The project level is assumed to be 

most easy since possible actions as a result of the evaluation can be done rather directly. 

Experience shows that this is not necessarily the case. Evaluations might come too late in the 

project cycle or the connection between the evaluation unit and the team on the field might be 

lacking (Orstrom et al., 2001).  

 

The same is the case for evaluations at programme level. Project and programme evaluations 

are currently mainly managed in a decentralised way though (OECD, 2013). This might create 

an opportunity for better feedback within projects or programmes. However, the feedback to 

other projects and programmes and towards the higher level of policy and strategy (about 

sectors, themes, institutional issues) remains a challenge.  

 

Since the evaluations at the latter level are mainly managed by central evaluation units (in 

92% of development agencies to be more precise (OECD, 2010a)) feedback mechanisms need 

to cover a larger scope, overcome the gap between decentralised and centralised units and 

assure the fragile link to senior management and policy decision makers.  

 

2.4.2 Feedback for different audiences  

 

We have already seen that taking into account the variety of stakeholders with their needs 

and interests is key for evaluation use. This is not different for feedback. Communication is a 

main ingredient to effective feedback and thus the golden rule applies that feedback needs to 

be tailored to different audiences. More even, thinking about feedback needs to start by thinking 

about the audiences.  

 

The OECD (2001) identified 12 main groups and linked them to their potential learning and 

accountability needs (see Figure 7). Using such a grid is positive for it highlights the importance 

of groups that would otherwise be neglected such as the different categories of audiences on 

the partner country side, the media and civil society organisations (CSOs), and for it emphasises 

that one group in particular, namely the senior management within the agencies has (or should 

46 
 



have) both needs. Such a framework allows to be vigilant and realistic about the balance 

between learning and accountability. An interesting practice of how this can be applied is found 

in DANIDA where different feedback vehicles are linked to specific audiences for specific 

purposes as can be seen in Figure 8. 

 

Figure 7: Target audiences for evaluation feedback 

 

 
 

Source: OECD, 2001: 67 
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Figure 8: DANIDA’s approach in matching feedback vehicles to specific audiences 

 

 

Source: OECD, 2001: 23 

 

The general public is not added in the framework and one can assume that it will be reached 

by CSOs or the media. However, an interesting practice in Japan shows that it could be added. 

There, groups of voluntary citizens are invited to participate in the monitoring of development 

interventions (OECD, 2010).  

 

2.4.3 Feedback and its institutional setting 

 

Feedback does not happen in an institutional vacuum. Whether practices are effective 

depends on the organisational context. We will look at two important elements for feedback: 

the evaluation regime and the organisational evaluation culture. 

 

2.4.3.1 The evaluation regime 

 

The evaluation regime within the organisation refers to the “configuration of evaluation 

capacity, evaluation practice, organisational arrangements, and institutionalisation” (Boyle and 
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Lemaire, 1999: 6).  These concepts were developed for evaluation settings at government level 

and are applicable as well for feedback.  

 

Evaluation capacity refers to the available skills and human, material and financial resources 

(Boyle and Lemaire, 1999). According to Cracknell (2000) one of the reasons why feedback 

lacks attention is that conducting evaluation and producing a report is rather straightforward 

while feedback (which is a post-report stage) requires additional skills such as good 

communication and planning over a larger time horizon. The requirement of special skills 

counts for those who conduct the evaluation and those who manage the evaluation (usually 

from the side of the commissioners). The lack of skills such as rigorousness and communication 

and the lack of skills exchange between evaluation, operational and policy departments has 

been identified as a problem (OECD, 2010a). Evaluation units also tend to have highly 

specialised people, but with very limited or no evaluation experience (Foresti et al., 2007). Lack 

in general skills and experience is clearly an aspect that will need to be addressed if feedback 

is to become more effective. We believe also that evaluation consultants and managers should 

be better familiarised with approaches such as Patton’s UFE. Making team members 

knowledgeable about use and feedback is thus of the essence. A study of USAID (2009), for 

instance, recommended that training modules should give more attention to use. 

 

The issue of skills is highly related to the issue of human resources. According to the OECD 

(2010a), central evaluation units have seen an increase in staff in the last years, but this has not 

been enough to cover all the increasing demands for the evaluation units such as quality 

assurance, learning, capacity building, etc. Furthermore, staff turnover and lack of time –

another crucial resource- is a problem. Staff of evaluation units are frustrated by the fact that 

they are caught in the rush of managing evaluations and cannot spend enough time to the content 

and feedback (Foresti et al., 2007). On average, a central evaluation unit conducts 24 

evaluations reports a year (OECD, 2010a) which leads to high evaluation pressure and 

undoubtedly has effects on the stages after the report is finished. 

 

This brings us to the issue of financial resources. Although action taken after the evaluation 

is crucial and should be given priority (Wholey et al. 2004), it is the weakest point in how 

organisations organise their evaluations (Cracknell, 2000). A clear example is that most 

resources are allocated to the preparation and implementation of evaluations while feedback 

receives very little in comparison (Forss et al., 2002). Evaluation resources vary between 
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agencies, but available reports did not allow us to check which stages receive most resources 

(OECD, 2010a). It would be interesting to have this exercise done to map how agencies allocate 

time and resources to the different phases of the evaluation process. 

 

Evaluation practice refers to the act itself of conducting evaluations and explicitly includes 

the implementation of results besides the design and implementation of the evaluation (Boyle 

and Lemaire, 1999). Cracknell (2000) found out that another factor for the lack of attention for 

feedback in agencies is the focus of evaluation units on the methodological aspects of evaluation 

and reports. The question that rises is how the evaluators look at the process and whether 

feedback is seen as integral part of it. Is feedback seen as merely the dissemination of the reports 

or are there more steps taken?  Who is involved in feedback activities? Only the evaluation unit 

staff or do consultants also participate? Is feedback thought through during the planning stage? 

 

Organisational arrangements refer to the status or position of the evaluation (unit) within 

the organisation. This can be seen quite literally (an OECD (2010a) study showed that the more 

centrally located, the more serious the unit is taken) and figuratively concerning the mandate 

that an evaluation unit receives. This refers to the purpose, the responsibilities, the scope of 

manoeuvre that is given to the evaluation unit concerning feedback (Boyle and Lemaire, 1999). 

Are evaluation units only expected to arrange the dissemination, or are they also mandated for 

following up the implementation of recommendations? Are they taken seriously? This question 

is very relevant since the OECD (2001) identified something called the ‘Cinderella Syndrome’, 

namely a situation in which evaluation units lack resources and are being ignored by the rest of 

the organisation. 

 

The status of an evaluation unit is also closely linked to its independence which is crucial 

for its credibility. Independence can be seen at three levels (Foresti, 2007). The most 

straightforward one is the organisational independence. Most agencies have evolved towards 

structures that separate central evaluation units from the operational and management level to 

be free of interference to their work. (Heads of) the central evaluation units report at top senior 

management or even Minister level. Great variation exists in this as can be seen in Table 3.  

 

Behavioural independence refers to the “capacity and space for the evaluation function to 

critique the agency’s work and to make recommendations for improvements” (Foresti, 2007: 

18). Most agencies rely on external consultants precisely because internally conducted 
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evaluations are seen as more biased and less credible. However, it is not unreasonable to think 

that consultants who are highly dependent on contracts will be totally independent and that they 

can remain unbiased after years of close collaboration with an agency.  

 

Table 3: Evaluation reporting lines in different development organisations 

 
Source: OECD, 2010a: 35 

 

Lastly, there is the issue of protection from external influence. The IMF, for instance, hires 

only externally for evaluation functions and people cannot become staff afterwards (Foresti, 

2007). Although independence is very important for the credibility and thus status of an 

evaluation unit, excessive focus on independence might lead to a situation where the evaluation 

unit is seen as alienated from the rest of the organisation. That is why more units work together 

with operational teams to build working plans for instance. This is not surprising since in-house 

evaluators are in a good position to foster feedback.  

 

Our last element of the evaluation regime concerns the institutionalisation of evaluation 

which refers to rules and procedures that assure that evaluation is taken up in decision making 

(Boyle and Lemaire, 1999).  These rules and procedures will be highly dependent on the choices 

an organisation makes concerning the centralised or decentralised location of the system, the 
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balance between internal (focus on conducting evaluation) and external evaluations (focus on 

managing evaluations) and the balance between demand and supply of evaluations (Boyle and 

Lemaire, 1999).  

 

The role of evaluation and the associated rules and procedures can be informal or formally 

anchored in an overall organisational policy or an explicit evaluation policy. Having an 

evaluation policy seems like an evidence, but an OECD (2013) review of the peer reviews 

between 2009 and 2012 showed the still existing necessity to define a clear role for evaluation. 

Evaluation policies are crucial since they support the use of evidence in decision making, lay 

the fundaments for a learning culture, describe linkages to other functions, send signals of 

commitment and clarify functions and responsibilities.  

 

However, only 70% of development agencies have an evaluation policy (OECD, 2013). 

When looking into the content of the policies some years back, USAID (2009) found that there 

is a great variation in how feedback is elaborated. Policies usually include three types of 

feedback elements, namely dissemination, procedures to respond to recommendations and 

follow-up to that response. We need to mention here that the report calls these activities ‘post-

evaluation monitoring activities’, a name that we highly dispute since feedback is a crucial part 

of the evaluation process and should rather be seen as ‘post-report’. However, our impression 

after reviewing the literature and practitioner’s sources is that the nuance of ‘post-evaluation’ 

is quite rooted when referring to feedback. This could be due to the unclear demarcation 

between different concepts and unclear demarcation between the responsibilities of different 

stakeholders in post-report stages. 

 

A last important point that needs to be addressed concerning the evaluation regime concerns 

the need to create incentives. Producing good quality evaluation reports alone is not sufficient 

to motivate political action. They need to be complemented with institutional incentives 

(Gordillo and Andersson, 2004). Boyle and Lemaire (1999) have linked incentives to the 

problem of the imbalance of supply and demand for evaluations. A good evaluation regime, 

they say, needs to be based on an accountability system that establishes bureaucratic incentives 

and sanctions to ensure that users are held responsible for making their needs known and make 

evaluations useful. In other words, rules and procedures that bring more balance between supply 

and demand. We can apply this to feedback as well. 
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Possible incentives can be earmarking resources to feedback (not only to dissemination!), 

involving personnel in (improving) feedback mechanisms, providing guidelines and training on 

feedback (for instance, how to write a good management response), formally expressing 

commitment for the use of evaluations, putting successful feedback stories in the spotlights, 

installing moments to reflect on how/why feedback mechanisms are (not) affecting learning 

and/or decision making, linking between evaluation practices and result-based management, 

encouraging communication about how evaluation feedback shaped learning, etc. Sanctions can 

be linked to measures such as mandating regular monitoring of follow-up to recommendations 

and hold people accountable for it, and adding the use of evaluations findings and 

recommendations within performance appraisal systems of staff.  

 

It is important to highlight that incentives (or sanctions for that matter) should clearly focus 

on decision making or on learning, and be adapted to different levels of people (for instance, 

operational staff and senior management) and activities within the organisation (decisions and 

learning at programme level or at policy level). However it is, incentives need to have the back 

up of high management (Wholey, 2004)). In Table 4 an example can be seen of incentives at 

policy level. 

 

Several studies mention the lack of incentives to be a problem in development agencies 

(OECD, 2001; CGD, 2006; Bandstein and Hedblom, 2008; USAID, 2009; UNIDO, 2010; 

Huysse, 2011). However, a thorough analysis of the lacking incentives or present disincentives 

is not present (and even less so for feedback). Taking into consideration their importance this 

is a task to be done. 
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Table 4: Encouraging better use of evidence in policy making 

 

Source: Nutley et al., in Segone, 2008: 42 

 

2.4.3.2 The organisational (evaluation) culture 

 

In the previous section we highlighted the importance of incentives for an evaluation regime 

to have effects on learning and decision making. However, incentives and sanctions are not 

enough. To overcome the reluctance to evaluation use and thus feedback, an evaluation culture 

(often used interchangeably with the term learning culture or organisational learning) needs to 

be built into the organisation. Boyle and Lemaire refer to this as the magic formula of the carrots 

(incentives), sticks (sanctions) and sermons (culture) (Boyle and Lemaire, 1999).  

 

2.4.3.2.1 Dynamic of decision making 

 

Cracknell (2000) sees evaluation feedback as function of organisational dynamics which 

requires a thorough understanding of how organisations make decisions and how they learn. As 

for the first, evaluations are just but one of the so many sources that influence decision makers. 

It is in this context that the concept of evidence-based decision making/policy comes in. It is 

thus the contrary of opinion-based decision making/policy (Segone, 2008). Evaluations are an 

important, though not exclusive source of evidence. It is also important to understand that while 
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governments and organisations are shifting from an opinion-based towards an evidence-based 

approach they are somewhere stuck in the middle as can be seen in Figure 9 (Segone, 2008).   

 

The clue is thus to make sure that evaluations are highly promoted –a role which feedback 

mechanisms can take- so that they can stand the competition to evidence and non-evidence and 

that feedback mechanisms are (formally) embedded in decision making processes. This can 

happen through formal processes such as a management response system, the participation of 

the evaluation unit in senior management meetings and the rule of including evaluation findings 

in new programmes and policies. However, one should mind the gap of the ‘feedback fallacy’, 

namely the tendency to see decision making as a linear and rational process, and assume that it 

is easy to enter at the right point of the decision chain (OECD, 2001). 

 

Figure 9: Dynamic of policy making 

 

 
Source: Segone, 2008: 28 

 

2.4.3.2.2 Dynamic of learning 

 

As for how organisations learn, evaluations seem to have an evident role for they are sources 

of knowledge by excellence. Learning is about the translation of knowledge (not only from 

evaluation) into action. This is all but evident because learning in general (and from evaluations 

specifically) depends on the organisational culture. It is not our purpose here to unveil the highly 

comprehensive theory on organisational learning and culture, but will concentrate on some key 

ideas important for evaluation use and feedback.  
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Organisational culture refers to “the basic tacit assumptions about how the world is and 

ought to be that a group of people share and that determines their perceptions, thoughts, 

feelings, and their behaviour” (Schein in Rogers and Williams, 2006: 82). An organisational 

culture that is supportive of evaluation will thus have artefacts (such as a management response 

system), espoused values4 (such as feedback anchored in the evaluation policy) and basic 

values5 (such as the idea that feedback is important) that influence people to use evaluations 

and see the value of feedback mechanisms. We could call this an evaluation culture.  

 

Organisational learning is defined as “a set of procedures and perspectives which allow 

learning to be effectively transferred into the organizational or program setting” (Rogers and 

Williams, 2006: 77). They are often referred to as the learning culture. Although learning 

culture and evaluation culture are often used interchangeably, we believe that there is a 

difference since evaluations are by no means the only sources of knowledge. It is possible to 

imagine learning without evaluations and evaluations without learning. 

 

An organisational learning approach to evaluation requires that frameworks exist to link 

evaluation findings to organisational goals, that an evaluation regime is integrated in the 

organisation, that evaluation has a balanced role between accountability and learning, that time 

is provided for reflection and that ongoing enquiry is embraced.  This is hampered by the 

dominance of accountability needs, the lack of time, the lack of experience of decision makers 

in evidence based-decision making, the lack of senior management support, the lack of 

perceived value of evaluations or the perceptions that evaluations are threatening and the lack 

of support to change the organisational culture (Torres and Preskill, 2001). There are five stages 

that an organisation can go through to achieve an organisational learning approach to evaluation 

(see Table 5).   

 

  

4 Defined as ‘formal and informal conscious strategies, goals and philosophies’ (Rogers and Williams, 2006: 82) 
5 Defined as ‘tacit drivers of why an organization works the way it does’ (Rogers and Williams, 2006: 82) 
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Table 5: Five stages towards an organisational learning approach to evaluation 

 

Source: Based on Torres and Preskill (2001) 

 

What is known about organisational evaluation culture and organisational learning processes 

of development agencies? The main conclusion is that this is a huge challenge. The review of 

the DAC principles already identified the promotion of an evaluation culture as one of the main 

areas of concern in the late 1990s (OECD, 1998). This concern was expressed again more than 

a decade later in 2013. Based on the peer reviews between 2009 and 2012, the OECD (2013) 

concluded that learning needs to become part of the culture of development cooperation. Acting 

and communicating evaluation findings is essential to strengthen that culture and both formal 

and informal feedback mechanisms are crucial to make action and communication happen.   

 

Associating mistakes with blame instead of learning opportunities hinders learning. The 

same is true for the pressure to spend, a rigid tunnel vision, the lack of incentives, the loss of 
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institutional memory due to the high staff turnover and the lack of an open culture to evaluations 

(OECD, 2001). An evaluation culture expresses itself in the extent of use of evaluation findings, 

the extent to which evaluations create internal reflection, through improvements based on 

evaluations, in the interest and resources dedicated to figure all this out. In our search for 

evaluation use, for instance, only few agencies where to be found that conducted a specific 

study on evaluation use (that was publicly available at least).  

 

How learning from evaluations is institutionalised depends on the unique culture of each 

organisation. Learning can be promoted through formal practices such as a management 

response systems. There are also other more creative ways to foster a culture of learning through 

evaluations. CIDA, for instance, published in 2013 a report called ‘CIDA Learns: Lessons from 

Evaluations’ presenting key lessons distilled from a sample of evaluation reports organised 

around different themes. In Finland an evaluation day is held annually at the level of the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs to promote the use of evaluations. In Norway, the Norwegian 

Government Agency for Financial Management awards a prize to the government institution 

that has best demonstrated the efficient use of government resources, to encourage learning. 

This prize was won in 2011 by NORAD (OECD, 2013).  

 

This same organisation provides us with a good example of how difficult it is to build a 

strong evaluation culture. Despite having one of the most developed evaluation practices, a 

study concluded that evaluation evidence is only used to a certain extent and that only 1-10% 

of people read the reports. Also most people (61%) said that the value of evaluation lay in 

creating discussion, while only half and 1/3 of the respondents said evaluations helped to 

improve programmes or improve aid effectiveness respectively (NORAD, 2012a). 

 

Another factor recurrently mentioned as important for feeding and promoting a 

learning/evaluation culture is the management. Their commitment and buy-in for evaluation in 

general and feedback specifically is recurrently stated as crucial (Bandstein and Hedblom, 

2008; USAID, 2009; OECD, 2010; UNEG, 2010). It is them that can push the demand for 

evaluations, give people space to absorb information and apply it, provide institutional (e.g. 

policies and regulations requiring proven evaluation use before decision taking) and personal 

incentives (e.g. motivation, vision, encouragement from the leadership). In other words, it is 

them that can set the tone.  
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It is important though that commitment is real and not only formal. It suffices to do a quick 

search into the evaluation policies of some agencies to see that agencies do not hesitate to 

express commitment (e.g. DFID, USAID, EC). However, one should mind the discrepancies 

between words and actions. A study conducted in USAID (2009) showed problems such as the 

uneven commitment between different levels of hierarchy, lack of measures to follow-up 

committed action based on evaluation and a too strong stress on success stories. That is why in 

organisations such as IFAD, the management has to explain to the Board how actions based on 

the ‘Agreement at Completion Point’ of evaluations were implemented and why not (Bandstein 

and Hedblom, 2008). We believe therefore that commitment should be operationalised in 

concrete actions that can be traceable and for which management can be held accountable.  

 

Each organisation has thus a unique culture regarding decision making, learning and 

evaluation. The clue is to make the intersection (see Figure 10) between them as big as possible. 

We believe that evaluation feedback can be a force pushing evaluation to become more 

integrated in the learning and the decision making culture of the organisation. 

 

Figure 10: Intersection areas between learning, decision making and evaluation culture 

 

 

Source: The author 
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2.4.4 Feedback and its mechanisms  

 

In what follows we will look at two main mechanisms of feedback, namely dissemination 

and the management response system (MRS) (which encompasses the management response 

and follow-up). These mechanisms can also be interpreted as stages within the evaluation 

process that come after the report is ready.  

 

2.4.4.1 Dissemination 

 

2.4.4.1.1 Conceptualisation 

 

Dissemination is defined as the “set of activities through which knowledge about evaluation 

findings is made available to the range of relevant audiences” (Rossi et al., 1999: 403) and is 

an integral part of the evaluation process in general and the feedback process specifically as 

seen previously. Dissemination is thus not equal to evaluation use nor to evaluation feedback. 

It is a conditional means to enhance use as a part of a larger evaluation feedback process.  

 

Use –besides process use – is not possible without communicating about the evaluation 

findings and recommendations. That is why timely dissemination is included in the Programme 

Evaluation Standards under the ‘Utility’ heading (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 1997), and why 

dissemination should be taken into consideration from the beginning of the evaluation process 

and be discussed and negotiated with the relevant stakeholders (Rossi et al., 1999).   

 

Two types of dissemination can be distinguished. Primary dissemination refers to the 

provision of technical reports that include the evaluations objectives, methodology, findings, 

suggestions, conclusions and recommendations (Rossi et al., 1999). In academic and 

practitioners’ sources many rather comprehensive guidelines exist about what consists a good 

report (executive summary, findings, recommendations, limitations, etc.). It is not our purpose 

here to go deeper into good report writing practices. The main message is that a report is not 

the only, nor sufficient means of dissemination (Patton, 1997; Weiss, 1998; Owen and Rogers, 

1999). Secondary dissemination refers to the products that are customised to the different 

stakeholders by focussing on their interests and using formats and language that are user-

friendly. This covers any adaptation of the original report such as summaries, conferences, 

debates, role-plays, narratives, presentations, videos, etc. 
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Another categorisation of dissemination is linked to the audiences. There is dissemination 

for intended users leading to intended use and more general dissemination to non-intended 

users which could lead to hoped for or non-intended use (Patton, 1997). Also, there are 

audiences inside and audiences outside the evaluation process and/or the organisation. 

Identifying and acting upon the different groups within each category is a challenge. However, 

it must be done since dissemination, just as the other stages of feedback, is about 

communication and the basic principle in communication science is that all communication 

should start with the receiver.  

 

Concerning the means to disseminate, the written report has long been seen as the main way 

to be. It has indeed some advantages such as the fact that it can be contractually compulsory, 

that it can become part of the institutional memory and that it provides a source where people 

can verify data and findings in case of diverging interpretations (Weiss, 1998). However, only 

a handful of people read it. That is why a combination of methods is desirable. A myriad of 

choices exists between written and oral; progress and final; substantive and secondary; 

summary and comprehensive; formal and informal; in instalments and single-end; descriptive 

and recommendatory; public and restrictive dissemination (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 1997; 

Owen and Rogers, 1999).  

 

We would like to highlight the tension between written and oral (or also non-personal and 

personal) dissemination. Weiss (1998) stressed that people learn more from interpersonal 

communication than from written reports. Inspired by the theory of research knowledge use, 

she identified three requirements for a successful communication: involvement of stakeholders 

in the process (which already sounds very familiar), two-ways communication between 

evaluators and practitioners and sustained interaction over time. She emphasises that evaluators 

should even interact more after the report is finished since it is then than people struggle to 

interpret and use the findings. Here we recognise again the importance of (communication in) 

the post-report stages of evaluation and the importance of the evaluator.   

 

The role of the evaluator merits more attention here. According to the Guiding Principles 

for Evaluators (Owen and Rogers, 1999), under the heading of ‘Respect for general and public 

welfare’, evaluators have the responsibility to actively make sure that tailored dissemination 

happens towards different stakeholders. This requires thus extra skills (especially for secondary 

61 
 



dissemination!) than the more traditional methodological skills for data collection and analysis. 

However, few (external) evaluators have the skills to disseminate findings in such a way that 

they enhance use (Rossi et al. 1999). It is reasonable to assume that the situation is no better at 

the level of (internal) evaluation managers. We believe that it is necessary that both recognise 

the importance of dissemination, one of the two has enough skills to do the dissemination job, 

that clear agreements are made about who is responsible for what and that institutional alliances 

for dissemination (with the communication department for instance) are started.  

 

2.4.4.1.2 Dissemination in development agencies 

 

How good are development agencies in this stage of feedback? Dissemination is clearly 

regarded as an important part of evaluation as can be seen in the OECD Principles and Standards 

of evaluation (OECD 1991; OECD, 2010) and the UN Norms and Standards of evaluations 

(UNEG, 2005a; UNEG, 2005b)6. However, since 1990 it has repeatedly been recognised as a 

challenge in development aid (OECD, 1998).  

 

An OECD (2001) study conducted in the beginning of the 2000s showed that less than half 

of the agencies had a specific feedback and dissemination strategy7, few hired extra people for 

dissemination, most gave internal audiences higher priority than partners, media and general 

public, and few agencies had specific budgets for dissemination. Reports were seen as the main 

vehicle for evaluation in half of the agencies. However, a diversification was becoming 

apparent with 1/3 of agencies using internet or intranet (and another 1/3 planning to do so) and 

a variety of mechanisms arising such as annual reports, staff workshops, seminars, training 

events, summary reports covering particular sectors/regions (as most frequently used) and other 

less frequent, but more creative methods such as periodicals, newsletters, pamphlets, 

development magazines, different versions/languages of reports, press releases, videos and a 

questions help desk.  

 

A decade later we can see how communication of findings is still a challenge. Efforts are 

done as evidenced by the development of new dissemination mechanisms trying to make 

6 Our attention was drawn to the fact that the OECD juxtaposes reports, dissemination and feedback and that 
alternative methods to the report are mentioned. The UN gives more emphases on the task of the evaluation unit. 
Also here, the sector has a huge challenge ahead. 
7 We must mention though that most questions of the conducted survey combined feedback and dissemination in 
the same question which shows the terminological confusion and has probably biased the responses. 
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information available to larger audiences and to stimulate exchange through databases, online 

platforms, synthesising studies, sending e-newsletters, etc. (CGD, 2006). Another interesting 

novelty is the use of social media.  

 

However, the traditional means still dominate, efforts differ greatly among agencies and 

generally, dissemination is found to be a passive exercise needing more targeting and 

accessibility, especially for partners and public audiences (OECD, 2010; USAID, 2009; 

NORAD, 2012; OECD, 2013). Evaluation reports attain mainly the staff of the donor countries 

both at the headquarters and in the field. Partners usually receive evaluation information from 

the donor units they work with the closest. Civil society in the partner country does not often 

receive the information and only 34% of the OECD-DAC-members said to distribute findings 

to the beneficiaries of their programmes (OECD, 2010). Another rising problem is the difficulty 

to harmonise dissemination in joint evaluations (Foresti et al., 2007). Therefore, the OECD 

(2013) urges to make of communication a top priority, making institutional links with 

communication services, make use of dissemination plans, target audiences and diversify 

products.  

 

2.4.4.2 Management response system (MRS) 

 

2.4.4.2.1 Conceptualisation 

 

In contrast to the previous mechanism, the MRS is simply not discussed in academic 

evaluation sources. However, it is one of the most frequently mentioned feedback mechanisms 

in development aid. A MRS is “a part of an evaluation system for the systematic handling of 

evaluation findings and recommendations so as to enhance evaluation use” (Hanberger, 2011: 

328). The name reveals as well that it is a final responsibility of the management. Besides use, 

institutionalising a MRS has as a purpose to increase stakeholder and management buy-in, and 

to facilitate in-depth dialogue about findings and the course of action to take (UNEG, 2010).  

 

As can be seen in Table 6, a MRS has six main functions and each one requires specific 

preconditions to be met (Hanberger, 2011). Some preconditions are common to all functions, 

namely the quality, accurateness, relevance and credibility of the evaluation. Others are specific 

to each function. We believe that this conceptualisation is very useful to identify which 

functions the MRS of an organisation aims for and which preconditions are not present to 
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achieve it. Furthermore, two categories (legitimisation and ritual) are out of the ordinary 

understanding MRS-functions which expands the conceptual horizon that people have about it. 

 

Table 6: The six main functions of a MRS 

 

Source: based on Hanberger, 2011 

 

In our opinion there is yet another function of the MRS oriented to the evaluation function 

itself. Inspired by Patton, we would like to call it the evaluation accountability function. 

According to Patton (Stern, 2005), evaluators need to attain accountable levels of use. In fact, 
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the overall quality of evaluations should not only be assessed based on the report, but also on 

its use. We believe that a comprehensive and institutionalised MRS allows the evaluation unit 

(and the organisation) to gather data on the different feedback components and assess the use 

performance of evaluations. This increases the transparency, credibility and learning potential 

of evaluation processes.  

 
We can say that a MRS consists –or better, should consist- of two main components: the 

management response mechanism and the follow-up mechanism. The management response 

focusses on reflecting on/accepting/rejecting recommendations and 

negotiating/formulating/planning action based on the recommendations. The follow-up 

focusses on monitoring/tracking the implementation of actions based on the recommendations 

(UNDP, 2002). It is important to keep this distinction in mind since both mechanisms have 

different objectives and different rates of success. Also because the terminological 

inconsistency that exists in the consulted sources can be confusing to people wanting to know 

more about MRS.  

 

It is important to highlight that the MRS -in its integrity- is an essential part of the evaluation 

process and should be included in the evaluation policy where the roles, the procedures and 

mechanisms, the time frames of the MRS should be determined (without closing the door for 

more informal initiatives) (UNEG, 2010). There seems to be some disagreement over this. 

While some sources see the whole MRS as a non-evaluative (Foresti, 2007) of post-evaluative 

(USAID, 2009) activity, some others include the management response in the evaluation 

process, but exclude the follow-up (UNEG, 2012). 

 

The MRS has two dimensions. The degree of formality of the process which can vary 

between formal and informal, and the way that knowledge is shared which can vary between 

explicit and implicit (UNEG, 2012). The main principles that a MRS should uphold high are 

ownership, consultation and transparency (UNEG, 2010).  

 

As seen in the previous paragraphs, recommendations play a pivotal role in MRS. 

Recommendations are the part of the report that receives most attention and are seen as the most 

critical and often weakest product of an evaluation (Alkin et al., 2006). That is why it is 

important to give more attention to them. 
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There are different types of recommendations. Recommendation can be general or specific 

(Alkin et al., 2006). They can differ depending on the time scope (long term vs. short term) and 

the priority level. Also, they can provide one option or different options (Patton, 1997).  

Recommendations can be at the operational level or at the more complex policy level. 

Recommendations can regard the behaviour, the rules, the structure and the purpose of the 

organisation (Owen and Rogers, 1999). A distinction should also be made between the 

recommendations that follow from the data collection and analysis, and recommendations that 

are based on the qualitative and subjective knowledge of the evaluator (Wholey et al., 2004). 

Finally, recommendations have their own audiences since not everyone is equally compelled 

by each recommendation.  

 

The quality of recommendations is evidently a very important element to the good 

functioning of a MRS. That is why recommendations should be based on the data and be clear, 

targeted, relevant, timely, owned and implementable (UNEG, 2010). The best way to do this is 

by involving all relevant stakeholders in the formulation and implementation. Good 

recommendations will facilitate (not guarantee though!) the management response and follow-

up.  

 

Recommendations are not without controversy in the evaluation literature. Three stances can 

be found in the literature. Some authors believe that recommendations should not be given since 

evaluations are about rendering judgement based on data about the past, while 

recommendations are about the future (Patton, 1997; Wholey et al., 2004) and since evaluators 

are not necessarily equipped to make recommendation based solely on the findings and on their 

own evaluator knowledge (Patton, 1997; Weiss, 1998; Owen and Rogers, 1999). Others believe 

that recommendations should be given (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 2007). The third group 

believes that recommendations can be given provided that the findings allow this and that 

stakeholders are involved in creating them (Patton, 1997; Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 2007). 

 

A related issue that is important for the MRS as a whole, is who has the responsibility for 

what. Patton (1997) puts a great deal of responsibility on the evaluator (that we can interpret 

here as the evaluation consultant) for thinking about the implementation of recommendations 

from the beginning (see Table 2) since this is the common intended use of each evaluation. The 

implementation itself is seen to be the responsibility of the management (note the M in the name 

MRS) which explains why their commitment to evaluation is so important (Cracknell, 2000). 
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Also the steering committee of the evaluation has a great responsibility hence the importance 

to have a representative sample of the stakeholders included (Owen and Rogers, 1999). 

However, evaluators can play a role such as facilitating follow-up workshops and critically 

reviewing action plans (Stufflebeam and Shinkfield, 2007). 

 

The literature is more silent about the evaluation unit (that we can interpret as the evaluation 

managers). We believe that internal evaluation teams have an excellent position to facilitate and 

oversee the whole feedback process, assess why it is functioning or not, and learn from it. 

Central evaluation units have an important role to check the quality of the management 

responses and to monitor follow-up (OECD, 2001; UNEG, 2010).  

 

2.4.4.2.2 MRS in development agencies 

 

How is the situation in development agencies concerning MRS? Here again both the 

standards and principles of the OECD and the UN highlight the importance of having formal 

procedures for management responses and follow-up (OECD, 1991; OECD, 2010b; UNEG, 

2010). MRS are considered crucial for ensuring transparency, actions upon recommendations, 

and awareness about those actions; for encouraging staff engagement and a routine of learning; 

and for avoiding the selective repression of negative results (OECD, 2013). 

 

Although the principle can be traced back to the early 1990s, the development of MRS is a 

gradual and recent ‘phenomenon’ as can be seen in the example of UN-organisations (see Table 

7). Why organisations have taken MRS more seriously in the last decade can be linked to large 

developments in the sector that have modified the role of evaluation units and put more pressure 

on evaluation feedback (Foresti et al., 2007). These include the shift to more decentralisation, 

the shift from the project level to programme/sector/country/global level, the demand for more 

aid effectiveness in times of budgetary constraints, the demand for more (mutual) accountability 

and the increasing attention towards learning (Cracknell, 2001; OECD, 2001; USAID, 2009).  

 

When looking at the OECD-DAC, 2/3 of its members have a MRS-mechanism (OECD, 

2013). Only 78% mention something about the MRS in their evaluation policy (OECD, 2010a).  

There is a great variation in how their systems work, but most have (formal) procedures that 

require that management responds to recommendations and agrees on actions, and that these 

actions are followed-up periodically (USAID, 2009; OECD, 2010a; OECD, 2013).  
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The last point seems to be quite problematic though. In a recent report, the OECD (2010a) 

states that half of the members acknowledged not having a system to follow-up what is being 

done with the recommendations. Of those who have, almost 1/5 said that those systems do not 

work. In a study about NORAD, for instance, which is one of the members with the most 

developed follow-up procedures, a gap was found between the formal directives and the 

practice. Of the 47 reviewed evaluations, only 19 ended having follow-up reports (NORAD, 

2012b). Another situation is that of USAID where the policy demands that evaluations are 

followed up, but where no mechanisms are in place to do so (USAID, 2009). Finally, there is 

the problem of who follows up. In some OECD-DAC member agencies, evaluation units have 

the task of tracking implementation of actions responding to evaluation recommendations, but 

at least half do not have such a system (OECD, 2010a).  

 

Table 7: Management responses put in place formally or informally, by year 

 
 

Source: UNEG, 2010: 6 

 

Other studies show that the lack of follow-up is not the only MRS-challenge that 

organisations face. First of all, MRS usually reach very small audiences. In fact, only about half 

of OECD-DAC members make the management responses public (with an even lower 

frequency for results of follow-up) which obviously affects the learning potential and 

transparency (Foresti et al., 2007; OECD, 2010a).  
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Also, MRS are not perceived as useful and procedures are not given much priority (Foresti 

et al., 2007; Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2010, NORAD, 2012a). A survey 

conducted by NORAD (2012a), for instance, showed that up to 1/3 of staff members stated not 

to find the follow-up activities relevant.  

 

Other identified problems concern the lack of partner participation in MRS activities of 

development organisations (see Figure 11), the lack of corrective measures in case of non-

compliance, the bad integration in decision making processes (including lack of timeliness) and 

the vagueness of actions (Foresti et al., 2007; Bandstein and Hedblom, 2008). 

 

Figure 11: Involvement of partner country stakeholders in MRS 

 

Source: OECD, 2010a: 44 

 

Finally, there is a lack of knowledge about (the impact of) MRS in development agencies 

(OECD, 2010a; Hanberger, 2011). Some studies exist (for example about AFD, USAID, the 

EC, IFAD, SIDA, DANIDA) and several OECD documents such as the peer reviews address 

the issue (among many other issues though). No recent all-encompassing exercise has been 

done since the OECD ‘feedback’ report was published in 2001. Even so, that report highly 

concentrated on dissemination and barely provided information on MRS (OECD, 2001). This 

might seem very surprising, but can be explained by the fact that besides the traditional 

management response not many other mechanisms existed back then. 
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MRS are thus a challenge, but some agencies stand out in trying to build strong mechanisms. 

The WB, UNDP, SIDA and DFID, for instance, monitor not only the frequency with which 

recommendations are accepted and implemented, but also the quality of the implementation. 

The WB even uses the incorporation of recommendations in operations and policy as one of the 

performance indicators of the evaluation unit (USAID, 2009). Another interesting initiative can 

be found in DANIDA where ‘follow-up studies’ were introduced to systematically review the 

relevance and effects of implemented recommendations on aid interventions (Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs of Denmark, 2009).  

 

We would like to finalise this chapter by referring to some interesting guidelines that should 

be kept in mind when developing a MRS (see Table 8).  

 

Table 8: Guidelines for developing a MRS 

Source: Based on (UNEG, 2010) and (Bandstein and Hedblom, 2008) 
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Chapter 3. Case study: Use and feedback of centralised evaluations in the Directorate-

General Development & Cooperation - EuropeAid  

 

We have arrived to the session where we will bring all the knowledge we gathered during 

our desk review together to assess whether use and, more specifically, feedback are a challenge 

in EuropeAid and how challenges are dealt with. Since we have explained our methodology in 

detail in the introduction, we would just like to remind the reader that our analysis is based on 

a question guide (see Annex 3) developed from the desk review. The sources of information 

used to answer the guide are the following: 

• institutional documents (most of them available from the EC’s website) and studies 

addressing evaluation in general, use and feedback within EuropeAid (see Annex 1)  

• a rapid use assessment instrument «Questionnaire: Perceptions on use of 

evaluations» filled by three evaluation managers (who also participated in the 

interviews) (see Annex 2) 

• interviews of four evaluation managers 

The analysis focusses on the work of the central evaluation unit and is conducted only from 

the point of view of some members of it (and not other stakeholders). We did not analyse 

feedback processes/products from specific evaluations. As explained in the introduction, this 

restricted the scope of our analysis and is a limitation that needs to be kept in mind when reading 

what follows. 

 

3.1 Institutional setting  

 

The Directorate-General Development & Cooperation - EuropeAid (which we will from now 

refer to as ‘EuropeAid’8) is one of the 33 departments (also called Directorates-General or DGs) 

of the European Commission (EC, 2014a). This DG –in its current composition- is rather young 

since it is the result of the merger in 2011 of DG Development (DG DEV) and the DG for Aid 

and Cooperation – EuropeAid Cooperation Office (DG AIDCO) respectively responsible for 

policy and operations (OECD, 2012). At the moment of writing this work, EuropeAid was led 

by Commissioner Andris Piebalgs. It is important to note that the Lisbon Treaty gave birth in 

2011 to a new European External Action Service (EEAS) that is separate from the commission, 

8 We remind the reader that this DG is referred to interchangeably as DG DEVCO or EuropeAid in several 
documents.  
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but has strong ties to the delegations as are the geographic directorates of EuropeAid (see Figure 

12) (OECD, 2012). 

 

Figure 12: The new organisational arrangements in the EU’s development cooperation 

structure 

 

Source: OECD, 2012: 67 

 

EuropeAid is led by a Director-General who is seconded by two deputy Directors-General. 

This DG is composed of nine Directorates divided in three categories: non-geographic (overall 

coordination and thematic directorates), geographic, and organisation and resources (EC, 

2013b). Although not mentioned in the introductory information on the website (which is 

regrettable to their visibility to the public), we can see in the overall organigram (see Annex 5) 

that the DG is also composed of eight units dispersed over the three categories. One of them is 

Directorate – Evaluation aka ‘D8’ or the ‘central evaluation unit’.  

 

3.1.1 The evaluation regime 

 

3.1.1.1 Organisational arrangements 

 

The evaluation unit of EuropeAid is not part of any directorate, but is a unit under the 

responsibility of the deputy Director-General for the geographic directorates. This deputy has 

the responsibility to “supervise and provide guidance on the planning and implementation of 

evaluations, the dissemination and implementation of the conclusions of evaluations and the 

improvement of the evaluation methodologies” (EC, 2013c: 5). It is remarkable that this 
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responsibility is given to one of the deputies for two reasons. Firstly, the unit is supposed to 

report directly to the commissioners while the structure puts 2 levels between the unit and the 

commissioners. Secondly, the distance seems far from other important units/directorates such 

as R7 (Training, Knowledge Management and Document Management), 06 (Communication 

and Transparency) and the thematic directorates that are linked to evaluation not only by their 

focus, but also since they are also involved in evaluations (EC, 2013c). A respondent observed 

though that this is not perceived as a problem (R4, interview, 25 July 2014). 

 

Evaluation is seen to have an accountability (about results and impact) and learning (from 

what worked or not) function. The mandate of the evaluation unit is fourfold (EC, 2012a; EC, 

2013c; EC, 2014d): 

1. To manage (not conduct!) evaluations of results regarding the EC’s external cooperation 

policies/strategies. This means that they cover three types of evaluations: 

- about countries and regions (with exception of enlargement candidates) 

- about themes and sectors  

- about instruments (such as sector wide approach, budget support) and aid delivery 

channels (such as indirect aid through UN-agencies). 

 Management entails: 

- Preparing and promoting of the evaluation policy  

- Setting procedures for evaluation planning, implementation, dissemination and 

follow-up   

- Overseeing/ensuring the implementation of those procedures with the necessary 

involvement of relevant stakeholders 

- Supervising the quality of evaluations  

- Managing contractual procedures 

It is important to note that since the evaluation strategy of 2007, geographical evaluations 

receive a higher priority and that more and more joint evaluations are promoted (which is 

already the case for budget support and country evaluations) (EC, 2007).  

 

2. To develop instruments to ensure good quality (usefulness and timeliness) evaluations. 

This entails: 

- Developing necessary skills 

- Developing methodologies and tools 

- Providing support to delegations and headquarter services in charge of evaluation  
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- Sharing information about the management of evaluations 

It is important to note that this is the case not only for evaluations at policy level, but also at 

project and programme level. 

 

3. To coordinate at institutional level to ensure coherence in the evaluation function: 

- Contribute to the reform of the DG’s M&E system 

- Contribute to the formulation of evaluation policies and procedures at Commission 

level 

- Organise regular meetings with the evaluation services of Member states 

- Promote joint evaluations  

- Collaborate in developing management information systems 

 

As for feedback (the word –with exception of the website- is not used as such in the 

documents), the unit has the mandate to: 

 

4. Disseminate conclusions and recommendations and promote their implementation 

(which we have called ‘follow-up’). This entails: 

- Managing procedures to make conclusions and findings known 

- Promoting the use of evaluations in policy and project development (!): it is 

explicitly mentioned that the unit is to participate in the Interservice Quality Support 

Group (iQSG) which is a structure that provides support and guidance in the 

preparation of strategic documents and assesses and makes recommendations on 

draft strategic documents 

- Contributing to better communication and information sharing about, and 

understanding of the EU’s work in collaboration with Unit 05 for communication  

- Providing information to other stakeholders and audiences outside the Commission: 

the participation to the DAC Network on Development Evaluation is mentioned 

explicitly. 

 

Surprisingly –although not unnecessarily- the task of reporting to the commissioners is 

mentioned as a separate task (although it concerns dissemination also). The unit is not only 

responsible for making conclusions and recommendations known, but also in assisting them 

concerning the follow-up.   
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The evaluation function in the EC is thus characterised by decentralised evaluations at the 

project and programme level managed by the delegations and other services, and central 

evaluations at the policy level managed by the central evaluation unit and executed by external 

consultants to ensure quality and independence of evaluations (EC, 2007; EC, 2014c). 

Independence is seen by the respondents as a key condition for the position of the unit. The 

freedom to publish evaluation reports is an example of it (R4, interview, 25 July 2014). A 

concern was expressed though that independence is perceived as weak internally and externally 

since the unit is not directly linked to the Commissioners and since independence is more than 

just hiring external consultants (R3, interview, 23 July 2014). 

 

As for the status, since the instalment of the central evaluation unit, finding its place has not 

been easy. According to Bossuyt et al. (2014) the separation from the project-programme level, 

the often changing position of the evaluation unit in the organigram in the last years, the loss of 

their natural thematic allies (who became integrated in the implementation of programmes thus 

leaving very little time for learning from evaluations), the confusion about the role and meaning 

of strategic evaluations, has led to an alienation of the unit and increased its challenge to 

improve its weight. A similar challenge is latent now that the evaluation unit should reach the 

EEAS as well (Bossuyt et al., 2014).  

 

Efforts are being made to address this situation by improving participation (and thus 

ownership) in evaluation planning processes while watching the balance with independence. 

By introducing a structured dialogue with relevant services (also at director level!) the unit 

wants to improve linkages between decentralised and centralised evaluations and better 

understand the evaluation needs of the services to improve the demand drivenness of their work. 

Also ties are being tightened with EEAS by providing a clear role in the evaluation policy to 

improve ownership, having format working agreements and promoting their participation in 

planning and evaluation processes (R4, interview, 25 July 2014). 

 

3.1.1.2 Evaluation capacity 

 

The evaluation unit consists of 16 people of whom one is head of unit and 13 are evaluation 

managers (which is perceived as insufficient for the load of work). There is no organigram for 

the unit since the structure is horizontal. The managers are involved annually in 3 to 4 

evaluations (as head or as deputy manager, since it is always a tandem job) and other 
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‘horizontal’ issues such as development of methodology and communication. The division of 

tasks depends on the expertise, experience and interest of the managers (R4, 25 July 2014).  

 

The evaluation unit has an average annual budget of 4,75 million euro (OECD, 2012). We 

were not able to find out how this budget is divided between the different tasks of the unit, nor 

between the different stages of the evaluation process. We believe it would be useful that the 

analysis is done internally to understand which evaluation stages receive more resources.  

 

Managers have a varying expertise in evaluation and very few have experience in conducting 

evaluations (R3, interview, 23 July 2014). A great deal of attention is given to classic and in 

the job training (R4, interview, 25 July 2015), but the utilisation-focused evaluation approach 

is unknown to them. The team has thus not looked actively either to consultants that are 

specialised in this approach (R3, interview, 23 July 2014). This does not mean that they do not 

uphold the principles. The team clearly has a great preoccupation about and commitment 

towards enhancing the usability of evaluations and acknowledge the importance of focusing on 

use from the beginning of the process.  

 

3.1.1.3 Evaluation practice 

 

As said previously the evaluation unit manages evaluations at policy level. Since most 

programming cycles (at least at country level) fall around the same time, the unit does not have 

the capacity to conduct timely evaluations for all of them (R4, interview, 30 July 2014). 

Therefore a choice is made following three criteria (EC, 2014c):  

 

1. Materiality which refers to the amount of disbursements and rank within the region 

for the future programming exercise  

2. Regularity which refers to the year of previous evaluation  

3. Proportionality which refers to the proportional balance between regions  

 

Evaluations managed by the evaluation unit are planned by the unit in increasing 

collaboration with the delegations, other relevant services of the DG and EEAS (Respondent 4, 

interview, 25 July 2014). The planning is formalised in a five year multi-annual programme 

that is ultimately approved and bi-annually monitored by the Commissioner for Development 

with agreement of no less than two other commissioners (European Neighbourhood and 
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Humanitarian Aid) and the Vice-President/High Representative for EEAS (EC, 2013c; EC, 

2014d). The advantage of these plans is that they are ‘rolling’ which allows renewed 

consultation and adaptation annually (R4, interview, 25 July 2014). These plans are publicly 

available on EuropeAid’s website. 

 

It is important to mention that the planning is a list of evaluations to be conducted by the 

unit. It is thus by no means a planning of the functioning of the evaluation unit. The evaluation 

unit does much more than managing evaluations, but this is not reflected in the official 

documents. There is thus no systematic, formal, public planning, nor a specific report that 

covers horizontal, non-evaluation management activities.  

 

The report about the formal working plan is included in the general annual report of 

EuropeAid. This contains a few pages recalling some basics of the central evaluation function, 

giving a summary of the findings and overall lessons learned of finished evaluation and a list 

of planned evaluations. Other important tasks of the unit are not addressed. The report of 2012 

did address a horizontal issue, namely the elaboration of the methodological approach to budget 

support evaluations and capacity development evaluations (EC, 2013a), a practice that in our 

opinion should be continued. According to the new evaluation policy (EC, 2014d), bi-annual 

reports should be provided, but again nothing is said about reporting about the other tasks such 

as feedback.  

 

The unit manages a varying number of evaluations per year, but the average of published 

evaluations (period 2001-2013) is eleven. Since geographic ones carry priority, their amount 

almost doubles the other types. Evaluation processes can take from one till two years with 

thematic and joint evaluations (such as budget support evaluation) holding the crown for length. 

 

Concerning the evaluation process, the overall EC vision is that it covers “resourcing, 

organisation and planning of evaluation activities to design, conduct and ultimately the 

dissemination and use of evaluations” (EC, 2013d: 4). For EuropeAid, the same vision is 

confirmed by the respondents and is formalised in both the methodological guides and the 

evaluation policy (EC, 2006a; EC, 2006b; EC, 2014d). However, it is inconsistently applied. 

For instance, dissemination and follow-up are disregarded when assessing the quality of the 

evaluation process. The quality assessment in fact stops at the report (see Annex 6). The policy 

has another inconsistency since it includes dissemination and follow-up within the process 
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(sections 9.2, 10.1), but it does not give more information about them when talking about the 

evaluation process (section 9.1). 

 

3.1.1.4 Institutionalisation of evaluation  

 

The institutionalisation of evaluation in EuropeAid has followed the same evolution as in 

other agencies. This means that in the last decade the unit concentrated on building a strong 

methodological basis. EuropeAid has since 2006 a comprehensive methodological work 

internally called the ‘Blue Book’ that is both available in print and on the website. It consists 

of four volumes addressing general methodological bases, guidelines for geographic and 

thematic evaluations, guidelines for project and programme evaluations and evaluation tools.  

However, the respondents recognise -and we agree with them- that the book needs to be updated 

since it does not reflect the new tendencies in evaluative thinking. This updating is in the 

pipeline, but the team is waiting until the Secretariat-General has finished a large evaluation 

reflection before starting this job (R2 & R4, interview, 25 July 2014). This does not mean that 

the team has stood still concerning the methodology. The most recent methodological 

achievements of the unit are the elaborated evaluation approaches concerning capacity building 

and budget support. Also, the unit is about to issue a guide on criteria for the selection of 

projects and programmes to be evaluated addressed to delegations and other internal services 

(R4, personal communication, 21 August 2014). 

 

In the last two years, great efforts are being made to broaden the focus. Since very recently, 

EuropeAid and EEAS have a brand new evaluation policy. This policy is a comprehensive 

document that defines the aims, principles and standards of evaluation, its link to the M&E 

system, the quality assurance mechanism, the division of roles, the planning process, human 

and financial resources, and feedback (without calling it that way though). This policy is the 

result of arduous work led by the unit who coordinated a large consultation with great response 

from all the concerned services (directorates of EuropeAid, delegations, representatives of 

EEAS) (R4, interview, 25 July 2014). In the same line, the unit invested in a participatory 

uptake study and the preparation of an action plan (that was a response to the consultation 

process and not the uptake study only). These are efforts that the respondents recognise as 

showing important progress in institutionalising evaluation. 
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3.1.2 Organisational (evaluation) culture 

 

It can be said that these are exciting ‘evaluation culture’-times for the EC in general and 

EuropeAid (and the central unit) in particular. At the EC level, the Secretary-General is 

conducting a large reflection exercise about evaluation and recently, a communication 

dedicated to evaluation declared that evaluation is a ‘Smart Regulation Tool’ allowing better 

organisational learning, accountability and stakeholder participation (EC, 2013d). This 

communication sees the improvement of the evaluation culture as one of the drivers to improve 

the evaluation practice. To embed the evaluation culture, this document refers to the importance 

of the ‘evaluation first’-principle (i.e. looking backward before moving forward), of timely 

feeding the decision making process in order to close the ‘Smart Regulation Cycle’, of 

promoting more involvement and ownership of different management levels, of providing 

enough resources and of ensuring dissemination and follow-up (EC, 2013d).  This document 

expresses a clear formal commitment towards evaluation that should encompass all DGs.  

 

When looking more specifically at EuropeAid, becoming a ‘learning organisation’ is also a 

recent explicit objective and it is recognised that evaluations play a crucial role to accomplish 

that (EC, 2013c; EC, 2014d). This is positive in two ways: it implies the realisation that they 

are not a learning organisation yet and the commitment to become one. However, it remains 

very surprising that it is so recent that the unit was able to launch the exercises mentioned 

before. Especially knowing that the DG responsible for development was always one of the 

pioneers in developing an evaluation function (Bossuyt et al., 2014).  

 

There are several reasons for this belatedness. The restructuring of EuropeAid9, the reform 

of the M&E system and the increased public scrutiny for the results in times of economic 

stringency (EC, 2014d). Another significant wake-up call can be traced back to 2010, when 

senior management realised it had developed new financial mechanisms without having any 

evaluation basis for it and rushed the team into commissioning one that due to the lack of time 

was all but satisfactory (R4, interview, 30 July 2014).  

 

The formalisation of the commitment towards an evaluation culture is thus a positive step, 

but the challenge is huge. The respondents unanimously mentioned the lack of a (strong) 

9 Which was accompanied by the strong message that policy evaluations are to play a pivotal role to improve aid 
effectiveness and therefore need to feed into decision making. 
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evaluation culture as a mayor reason why evaluations are not used and feedback mechanisms 

are not functioning as they should. Evaluations are too much seen as the end of a process, are 

too often negatively associated with auditing and control instead of learning and the value of 

evaluations is not always acknowledged. The respondents also stressed the importance of 

strengthening the evaluative mind-set of senior management. The levels of evaluation 

awareness are too dependent of the management levels and the persons in the position.  

 

A recent uptake study commissioned by the unit concluded that the institutional environment 

is not conducive to the development of an evaluation culture. Although staff shows eagerness 

to learn and use knowledge mainly for individual learning, there is a lack of signals and 

incentives from the higher management level promoting institutional learning. The dominating 

narrative is still that of accountability and spending (Bossuyt et al., 2014).  

 

We found other inconsistencies that show that the lack of evaluation culture also filters to 

the surface in some institutional documents. For instance, we can see in the mission statement 

of EuropeAid (EC, 2013c) that evaluation is present in the work of most of EuropeAid’s 

directorates. However, the mission statement does not describe their evaluation responsibilities 

in a consistent way and looking for their mandate concerning learning from evaluation and 

ensuring action to recommendations, is like looking for a needle in a haystack. In a document 

of 75 pages concerning the mission of all the units and directorates of EuropeAid, besides in 

the section on D8, learning lessons from evaluations is mentioned four times10. Besides in the 

section on D8, the implementation of recommendations is present concerning audit and the 

ROM, but not concerning other evaluations.  

 

The mission statement also puts the responsibility of promoting knowledge sharing and an 

institutional learning culture on the shoulders of R7 (Department for Training, Knowledge 

Management and Document Management). It does not provide the institutional mandate to 

work together with the evaluation unit for that purpose (EC, 2013c). Another unit especially 

mandated for knowledge sharing is Unit 06 (Quality and Results) that is also linked to 

knowledge sharing strategies at the project and programme level. It is very positive that Unit 

08 is mandated to participate in the iQSG and that Unit 06 is mandated to bring Unit 08 aboard 

concerning the results measurement framework. According to one of the respondents, the unit 

10 Once ‘as keeping abreast with evaluation’ for Directorate A; Once for Directorate B (B1, B2, B3, B4, B5) and 
Directorate C (C1, C2, C4, C5, C6); Once for Units D1; Once for Units E3, F3, F4, G2, H2  
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is also being involved in several processes such as the development of the new learning strategy 

(R4, interview, 25 July 2014). We believe though that a stronger collaboration mandate could 

support the evaluation unit to better anchor into such processes.  

 

The evaluation unit is fully aware of this problem and several efforts have been done to deal 

with this. According to the respondents, the very process of producing a policy and 

commissioning an uptake study with great consultation has created a momentum to talk about 

evaluation and send a message to senior management that things need to change.   

 

Also, in the evaluation policy (not coincidentally in the part about follow-up) several 

practices are mentioned to achieve the incorporation of evaluation in corporate decision 

processes (see Table 9).  

 

Table 9: Practices to incorporate evaluation as core element of corporate processes 

 
Source: EC, 2014d: 22 

 

Another important recent effort of the evaluation unit to improve the evaluation culture in 

the organisation is the set-up of an Evaluation Correspondents’ Network. It is coordinated by 

the evaluation unit and is composed of the people responsible of evaluation in the delegations 

and headquarters. It is aimed as a dynamic exchange forum through the Capacity4Dev platform 

(EC, 2014d; R4, interview, 30 July 2014). Also, the weekly meeting between the Head of the 

Unit and other directors of EuropeAid creates an opportunity to increase evaluation awareness 

(R4, 25 July 2014).  
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3.2 Use 

 

3.2.1 Formal position about use 

 

Use is mentioned in many of the documents although not necessarily in an elaborated way. 

Most information can be found in the Blue Book where we can see that conceptualisation of 

use is brief and does not follow the traditional nomenclature (EC, 2006a):  

 

- Assist decision-making through formulation of recommendations and involvement 

of stakeholders 

- Assist formulation of value judgments for accountability purposes 

- Enhance understanding 

 

The conceptualisation thus refers to instrumental, legitimising and conceptual use. The 

policy mentions the difference between use of the findings and process use, but no more specific 

attention is given to the latter. The evaluation policy considers use to be the key purpose of 

evaluation (EC, 2014d). The guidelines also give some attention to the different potential 

intended users (EC, 2006b).  

 

Utility is explicitly mentioned in the policy as an evaluation principle and the following 

factors are mentioned as affecting use: focus on the user from the design phase, timeliness, good 

presentation and translation of knowledge into decision making (in fact this is feedback!). 

Strangely though, when looking at the quality assurance mechanism (see Annex 6) and the 

mentioned key moments in the evaluation process for quality assurance, the policy stops at the 

report. It is a contradiction to say that sound evaluations should be useful (cf. OECD standards 

that the policy adheres to) and not include use (and the post-report stages directed at enhancing 

use) in the quality assurance process.  

 

At EC level, use is seen as an integral part of the evaluation process that needs to be kept in 

mind from the very beginning of the evaluation process.  At EuropeAid level, as we have seen 

previously, the evaluation unit is mandated for promoting the use of evaluations. Within the 

evaluation regime we can trace some use-enhancing practices such as the collaboration with 

different services for the preparation of the evaluation plan. Also in the strategy 2012-2014 it 

is stated that an effort was made to align the evaluation with the timing of the programme cycle 

82 
 



and that thematic evaluations have been chosen in order to feed the report about the impact of 

the aid instruments that will be presented to the Parliament and the Council in 2017 (EC, 2014c).  

 

Very important too is that the new guidelines clearly place the final responsibility of use on 

the senior management of EEAS and EuropeAid. They are the ones that need to champion the 

use promotion, incentives and requirements (EC, 2014d). However, there are no mechanisms 

in place to hold them accountable.  

 

3.2.2 Use in practice 

 

Within the team use is a concern, but it attracted our attention that various perceptions exist 

about the extent that evaluations are used. Bossuyt et al. (2014) concluded in their uptake study 

that although the use of an evaluation often differs from evaluation to evaluation, the overall 

trend is that strategic evaluations are underutilised. Strategic evaluations seem to miss the 

decision boat because of lack of timeliness, processes are seen as heavy and not applicable 

enough, there is a lack of involvement, there is a lack of ownership (often people do not even 

know that an evaluation is being carried out) and there is a gap between supply and demand of 

evaluations. The latter point can be illustrated by Annex 7 where we can see that the evaluation 

unit has the complex task of serving a great deal of institutional audiences (six!) with varying 

needs and concerns about evaluations. They also identified an unsufficient embeddedness in 

key internal decision processes such as policy formulation, knowledge management and result 

oriented monitoring. 

 

Besides the decision boat, also the learning boat is missed (cf. supra). 60% of the respondents 

to the uptake study only occasionally or rarely discuss evaluations and the use given to strategic 

evaluations depends mainly on the position, individual interest and professional background of 

individual staff members (Bossuyt et al., 2014).  

 

The evaluation unit used these conclusions as a basis for an action plan addressing the 

following issues and incorporating very interesting ideas (EC, 2014e):  

- Strengthening the evaluation culture: including the participation to the Evaluation 

Correspondents group in job descriptions, giving overall access to that platform, 

adapting training courses, developing an evaluation skills map, strengthening local 
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capacity and better sharing of evaluation results, organising open meetings in the 

framework of international years of evaluation11.  

- Offering a wider and more adapted range of evaluation products by strengthening 

the coordination with other services for the planning 

- Increasing the ownership of evaluations through a structural annual dialogue with 

concerned services for the planning, taking concerns of EEAS more into account, 

better coordination for evaluations at programme level, better coordination with 

partners 

- Clarifying roles for EEAS, evaluation correspondents, HQ units 

- Reinforcing procedures by ensuring proper guidance in the instruction about 

policies, programmes and financing decisions 

- Increasing the use of evaluations by developing a (template for the) plan for 

knowledge brokering and communication  

 

This action plan has clearly addressed important points and reflects the will of the unit to 

take action. However, it remains very general and by times vague. It does not include either the 

concerns about improving the feedback system. To sound more like an action plan and less as 

a declaration of intention (with the high risk of remaining a declaration), clear objectives, 

expected results, indicators of progress, a time frame and an assessment of needed resources 

need to be determined. It would be advisable too to reflect on the potential risks since, at the 

end of the day, the evaluation unit cannot solve all these problems on her own. This action plan 

should therefore be placed under the responsibility of senior management to make high 

management accountable for its success and its progress published in the annual reports of 

EuropeAid to incentivise management accountability. It would also be necessary to integrate 

the plan with the other management functions of the evaluation unit to make sure that the team 

can digest this huge task ahead.   

 

As a last remark we can say that the uptake study can be seen as an example of process use 

(achieving internal reflection even before the findings were published), conceptual use 

(enriching the conceptual knowledge of the team about knowledge translation and knowledge 

brokering) and symbolic use (since it did not bring many new knowledge to the team, but helped 

bringing the subject on the agenda). 

11 The next International Evaluation Year is in 2015. 
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3.3 Feedback  

  

Feedback, as an overarching concept, does not seem to be current in the EC. Dissemination 

and follow-up are always handled separately. At EC level, the directive on evaluation mentions 

wide and diversified dissemination with involvement of stakeholders as an instrument to 

improve the quality of evaluation. Follow-up is also seen as important. That is why the directive 

states that follow-up actions should be identified within six months of completion of the report, 

plans should be published and progress reports about follow-up should be given to senior 

management (EC, 2013d). 

 

At EuropeAid level, dissemination and follow-up are systematically separated. This is not a 

conceptual problem as such, were it not that follow-up and feedback are juxtaposed and no 

clarification is given about the difference between the two in the 2003 ‘Dissemination and 

Feedback Guidelines’12. Also, only dissemination and feedback are mentioned as part of the 

evaluation process. Despite this conceptual confusion, we believe it is noticeable that one of 

the earliest guidelines on evaluation concerned feedback and gave it the clear purpose of 

“assisting and encouraging policy makers and operational staff to make use of evaluation results 

in formulation/adaptation of new/existing policies and in implementing them” (EC, 2003: 1). 

Also, at the operational level, the ToR-format dedicates a part on dissemination and follow-up 

(EC, 2006b). 

 

The brand new evaluation policy has a greater conceptual clarity (EC, 2014d). The word 

‘feedback’ is not mentioned, but it states that dissemination and follow-up are instruments 

ensuring that evaluations can influence change. Both instruments are handled separately. It is 

important to highlight that the documents pre-policy seemed to favour dissemination in the 

sense that more space and content was dedicated to it. An excellent evolution in the policy is 

that an effort was made to bring balance between both elements. Also, this policy concerns 

evaluations at strategic and programme/project level which has a great potential to close the 

gap between procedures and learning between both.  

 

Concerning the roles, it is clear that the evaluation manager has the responsibility from the 

ToR till follow-up (EC, 2016a). The policy has elaborated more on the roles at the institutional 

12 The Blue Book refers to feedback as the direct transfer of lessons to those responsible for the evaluated 
intervention (EC, 2006a) and further remains silent on the subject.  
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level (see Figure 13) which is crucial to define evaluation use accountability. However, the role 

of the reference group and other stakeholders (such as the partner country) remains vague and 

no consideration is given to the potential role that external evaluators could play for feedback. 

This problem is also present the Blue Book.  

 

Figure 13: Roles and responsibilities for strategic and project/programme evaluations13 

Source: EC, 2014: 17 

 

3.3.1 Dissemination 

 

3.3.1.1 Formal position about dissemination 

 

The earliest guidelines on dissemination define its purpose as “to ensure that stakeholders 

external and internal to the Services are aware of the evaluations and their findings and 

recommendations” (EC, 2003:2). It is also seen as the precondition for the MRS (what they call 

‘feedback’) and use as a whole. The basic principle is to target the audiences and 

customise/tailor the dissemination products, channels and activities with special attention to 

those groups that cannot be reached easily such as management, Delegations and local 

stakeholders (EC, 2003; EC, 2014d). Concerning, this tailoring, the new policy has introduced 

an interesting concept -derived from the uptake study- called ‘knowledge translation’ which is 

seen as a task for the evaluation manager to help potential users to better understand the findings 

(EC, 2014d). 

13 The table seems to have a small error. According to the policy text, dissemination is linked to knowledge 
translation, not knowledge brokering (which is linked to follow-up). 
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Interestingly, a great deal of importance is given to the quality of evaluations and quality of 

summaries and abstracts. This is a rather conservative view that again puts a great deal of 

emphasis on the report itself, while dissemination is about the quality and appropriateness of 

the channels through which the information travels. Unfortunately, a dissemination quality 

assessment does not exist.   

 

3.3.1.2 Dissemination in practice  

 

An excellent advice in the Blue Book and policy is the (participatory) preparation of a 

communication plan for each evaluation. At the moment, the same procedure is used for all the 

evaluations14. We believe that developing guidelines is a crucial step into professionalising 

evaluation dissemination. This should be done in collaboration with the communication unit 

(and external communication professionals if necessary). The implementation of the 

communication plan should also be monitored and assessed. Contacts have already been made 

with that service, but it is not systematic yet (R4, interview, 30 July 2014).  

 

Concerning the dissemination channels, the EC has a myriad of classic possibilities15 

such as the website, intranet, e-mail, seminars, workshops, conferences, the annual report, 

articles, training moments, and novel ones such as the PCM platform, the 

Capacity4Development platform, You Tube, Twitter and Facebook (EC, 2003; EC, 2006a; EC, 

2014d). Evidently, people themselves can become channels of information too as can be seen 

through initiatives such as the aforementioned Evaluation Correspondent’s Network, the 

participation of the unit members to meetings of the iQSG and high management, and the 

participation of people to reference groups. Here again it is important to start assessing how 

well each channel works to avoid wasting energy in ineffective channels.   

 

One of the most important dissemination channels of D8 is the website. EuropeAid’s 

website16 has, under the heading ‘How we work’, an apart section called ‘How we evaluate’. It 

is a rich source of information about the evaluation function (short description of mission and 

14 We did not receive details about this procedure though and they are not included in the guidelines. 
15 The 2003 guidelines mention thematic networks and a Feedback Newsletter that do not seem to be applicable 
anymore.  
16 http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/index_en.htm 
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tasks, list of work programmes and –since very recently- policy), the methodological tools and 

the evaluation reports. The final versions of the reports are to be published no later than 15 days 

after the Head of the Unit has sent the report and a summary of it to the hierarchy (EC, 2006b). 

 

The website allows to search17 per year, per country/region, per theme/sector and per 

instrument/channel. This disaggregation enhances the user-friendliness of the database. 

Another important advantage is that other reporting formats are available per evaluation. In 

most cases it is the summary, (the different volumes of) the report, the quality judgement and 

the ‘fiche contradictoire’. In some cases also the minutes and the presentation of the seminar 

are added which we found very useful to have a very rapid view (even more rapid than the 

summaries) about the evaluations. We believe that it would be transparency and commitment 

enhancing to also explicitly publish the unit/person responsible for the management of that 

evaluation18 and the members of the reference group.  

 

Another important dissemination tool is the dissemination seminar which is held in the 

partner country for country and regional evaluations, and in Brussels for the other categories of 

evaluations. Interestingly, the country seminars are in fact pre-report seminars were a large 

audience (up to 100 people!) has the opportunity to discuss the findings and contribute to the 

recommendations (EC, 2006a; EC, 2006b; EC, 2007; EC, 2014d). Unfortunately, this does not 

exist for the other types of evaluation where the seminar is based on the final report (Respondent 

1, interview, 23 July 2014). This is a channel were a great deal of attention goes to and that is 

highly appreciated by the respondents. However, we do wonder whether participants who have 

not been involved in the previous process (and might not even have read the draft reports) have 

the same capacity to give input.   

 

As for the reporting formats, the report, the summary, the quality assessment and the 

management response are common and some novel formats have entered the scene such as the 

presentations and minutes of the seminars and videos (with interviews for instance) (EC, 2003; 

EC, 2006a; EC, 2014d). The choice of the formats and channels until now seems to be based 

17 This is the case for the reports from 2000 on. The older ones are also available, but under another listing.   
18 For instance, we found evaluations with reference 1325 
(http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/evaluation_reports/2014/1325_docs_en.htm) and 1324 
(http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/evaluation/evaluation_reports/2014/1324_docs_en.htm) to be managed by 
respectively F4 of DEVCO and FPI - Service for Foreign Policy Instruments. 

88 
 

                                                           



on routine rather than on an assessment per case. There is no information either how effective 

these channels have been.  

 

Concerning the division of roles, the evaluation unit clearly carries the main responsibility. 

To our surprise, the reference group19 and the delegations are less involved. Although the unit 

is supposed to coordinate the process, it is the reference group –provided that the composition 

is appropriate- that has a crucial say in which channels can pass the message best. Also the 

delegations have a crucial role since they are the ones in closest contact with the partners. The 

absence of the partner in this process caught our attention. Especially knowing that geographic 

evaluations have priority status it is crucial that partners are involved and can benefit from the 

knowledge created by evaluations.  

 

3.3.1.3 Perceptions about dissemination 

 

Dissemination is seen as important especially for the function of evaluation manager. Efforts 

have been done to diversify and better serve audiences, but the respondents acknowledge that 

it can be improved.  The main message of the recent uptake study is that the evaluation unit has 

made great efforts to improve dissemination, but it needs to be more pro-active and creative in 

marketing evaluation findings to different audiences. Dissemination is too much a passive 

process whereas the unit is in the perfect position to broker and translate the knowledge 

(Bossuyt et al., 2014). In the same sense, the OECD recognised the efforts of the unit to improve 

its communication, but identified the need to better target policy makers and operational staff 

(OECD, 2012). Evidently, this new tasks needs to be accompanied by appropriate resources 

and integration of the unit in spaces where this is possible.  

 

  

19 Name given in EuropeAid to the steering committee  
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3.3.2 MRS 

 

3.3.2.1 MRS in practice 

 

The MRS encompasses the management response and the follow-up. Unfortunately, this is 

the least elaborated part in most of the documents. The system is rather simple. The final report 

is sent to all relevant services with the request from the Head of Unit to fill the management 

response. This management response carries in EuropeAid the rather antagonistic name of 

‘fiche contradictoire’ (FC). This FC (see Annex 8) is a document containing three columns. 

The first column repeats all the recommendations from the evaluation. In the second column 

the services accept recommendations and can -but are not obliged to- propose a course of action 

to implement the recommendation, or they reject it and provide information about the reasons. 

One year later, the service is contacted again by the evaluation manager with the request to fill 

the last column of the FC. In both stages the FC is published on the website which is a good 

practice towards transparency. Once the last column is filled and the FC is published, the 

evaluation process is considered closed (EC, 2006b). This MRS has not been changed since 

2002 (Hanberger and Bandstein, 2008). 

 

Bandstein and Hedblom (2008) did an interesting exercise trying to construct the theory of 

change of EuropeAid’s MRS (see Figure 14). As we can see, the MRS is highly based on the 

recommendations which merits some attention here. The management response system is seen 

as a way to promote recommendations (EC, 2006a). Recommendations are clearly considered 

as crucial elements of evaluation reports. For instance, in the quality assessment grid (see Annex 

6) one of the nine criteria concerns recommendations (EC, 2006a). The Blue Book is not very 

extensive on recommendations, but does recommend that they should be useful, operational 

and feasible and presented in a prioritised and clustered way. The policy has added to this that 

they should have a clear target group and time frame. Curiously, the guidelines about 

evaluations at project and programme level are more complete in the sense that they also 

recommend to include alternative actions which seems very useful at policy level as well (EC, 

2006c).  
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Figure 14: The programme theory of Fiche Contradictoire system – activities and expected 

effects 

Source: Bandstein and Hedblom, 2008: 9 

 

Concerning the roles in this phase, the evaluation managers have the responsibility to ensure 

that evaluation recommendations are operational (cf. quality assessment criteria), that their 

implementation (the policy uses the word ‘uptake’) is followed-up at the initial stages and that 

knowledge is brokered (EC, 2014d). The latter refers to being actively involved in decision-

making around an issue in order to be able to give evaluation-based input (Bossuyt et al., 2014). 

This could take different forms as can be seen in Table 10.  

 

Knowing that these are crucial responsibilities, we believe that Figure 13 should show a 

bigger circle for the evaluation unit. It is also, here again, puzzling that the reference group 

receives no role or responsibility especially knowing that a reference group should include 
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intended users. What is positive in Figure 13 is that management and other services receive the 

visual message that, at the end of the day, they carry the final responsibility.  

 

Table 10: Actions for knowledge brokering 

 
 Source: EC, 2014d: 23 

 

3.3.2.2 Perceptions about the MRS 

 

Does this system work well? There is no exhaustive/representative study assessing the whole 

MRS though. We will bring into our analysis a few studies that tried to identify the challenges 

and good practices of the MRS system based on individual evaluations and interviews. The 

strengths of the system can be summarised as follows (Hanberger and Bandstein, 2008): 

- The system is straightforward and easy to understand 

- The purpose of enhancing awareness is achieved through the involvement of staff in the 

reference groups and the organisation of the dissemination seminars 

- It provides an opportunity to consider and react to recommendations 

- It enhances institutional memory about evaluation decisions 

- The publication enhances transparency and thus external accountability 

- The mandatory status of the MRS enhances personal and organisational accountability  

- It is perceived as a ‘must have’ (in the ritual sense of the word) 

- It is perceived as needed to improve use (Bossuyt et al., 2014) 

- It is complemented by other channels such as the iQSG and thematic groups (Bandstein and 

Hedblom, 2008) 

 

However, in line with many other agencies, the current procedure is weak. Also the 

respondents acknowledge that the system can be improved. First of all, the FC is not a ‘living’ 

document, but is handled in an administrative, bureaucratic way. It does not necessarily kick 

off interesting discussions within the services since very little people (stakeholders such as the 
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larger reference group and partners have fallen off the feedback boat) are involved in the process 

(Hanberger and Bandstein, 2008; Bossuyt et al., 2014). In some evaluation processes a more 

reflective follow-up is achieved (e.g. by organising follow-up meetings) (R3, interview, 23 July 

2014). Also, there is the willingness to promote reflective follow-up processes at the director 

level so that their role gets lifted from just signing of the FC before it goes back to the evaluation 

unit (R4, interview, 30 July 2014). This is not a systematic practice though and we believe that 

the evaluation unit can play a central role in facilitating more participation.  

 

Secondly, the MRS does not seem to be decisive for (instrumental) evaluation use. There is 

no specification how compiling responses is linked to making decisions. It can be said that the 

MRS is used in a ritualistic/symbolic way since the system as such (thus not the response itself) 

is seen as more important than what comes out of it (Bandstein and Hedblom, 2008; Hanberger 

and Bandstein, 2008). The main reason is that MRS is not articulated to decision making 

forums/cycles. For instance, it is revelatory that in the last OECD Peer Review of the EC none 

of the schemes showing the decision processes for programmes and strategies mentioned the 

evaluation unit explicitly (OECD, 2012). They did mention the iQSG-system –now called 

country team meeting- and there is also the oQSG, but the respondents mentioned that these 

important forums20 are actually not working. Firstly, they have more a bureaucratic than a 

learning flair. Secondly, the participation of the unit should be more systematic especially at 

the stages where they can give input instead of validating already taken decisions (R2, 

interview, 25 July 2014; R4, interview, 30 July 2014).   

 

Thirdly, timing is an issue at several levels (Hanberger and Bandstein, 2008; Bossuyt et al., 

2014)). The MRS rarely matches decision making timing and appears when recommendations 

have already been taken up or when the momentum has been lost to influence decision making. 

Also, the one year limit might be too long to do the first follow-up (considering staff turn-over 

and the lack of knowledge transfer) and too restricted since learning from an evaluation does 

not stop after one year (Bossuyt et al., 2014). Another issue is that there is great variation in 

how much time staff dedicate to write the FC.  

 

This last problem brings us to the fourth point, namely the inconsistent quality of the FC. 

How serious the response process is taken, depends on the people and the service (which is a 

20 It is in the iQSG and oQSG that country related issues and financing proposals are discussed respectively.  
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great contrast to responses to audit reports). In many cases this process is done well, but in 

others responses seem too vague, do not indicate who is responsible and are not necessarily 

linked to the recommendations or previously agreed actions. For instance, the FC is often a 

report of ongoing actions and more actions are mentioned than relevant for the follow-up 

(Bandstein and Hedblom, 2008; Hanberger and Bandstein, 2008). It does not help either that 

recommendations are not systematically addressed to someone in particular and that 

recommendations at the strategic level are trickier to operationalise. We believe that having 

better MRS guidelines and expanding the quality assessment beyond the report could help to 

address this problem.  

 

Concerning the guidelines, we believe that they should be more instructive, elaborated and 

clear about the purpose, the content, the responsibilities and the quality criteria attached to the 

MRS. Also, the format should be revised so that it can be more useful for tracking 

implementation of recommendations and actions. EuropeAid could become inspired by other 

formats such as the one used by UNDP (see Annex 9) where the management response has 

more features of an action plan (action, timing, status of implementation, responsible unit, etc.). 

It is the lack of an action plan that seems to one of the respondents as the crucial weakness of 

the system (R3, interview, 23 July 2014). Another, however, believes that the priority should 

not be so much on tracking and increasing the administrative burden, but on making of the FC 

a process that triggers reflection and discussion (R4, interview, 30 July 2014). In our eyes, one 

does not necessarily exclude the other.  

 

We believe that systematic tracking (and even he publication of the tracking list) of the 

management responses could be one of the measures to make of the FC a ‘learning’ tool. For 

instance, a check of the evaluations from 2010 until 2014 (see Table 11) revealed that from 56 

evaluations conducted in those years, 15 have no MRS-information, 18 got ‘stuck’ on the 

management response while only half have followed the whole process. This is understandable 

for 2014 and even 2013, but it is puzzling why 11 of the 41 evaluations conducted in 2010, 

2011 and 2012 did not finish the process. Having this information and finding out what happens 

can allow the unit to better understand what is hampering the system.  
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Table 11: Summary of documents available on the website (in august 2014) of evaluations 

between 2010 -2014 

 

Source: the author 

 

A sixth main weakness is that the current system is designed to track instrumental use only 

since it is highly dependent on recommendations. Process use is not taken into account, not 

other types of use such as conceptual use, symbolic use, unintended use, etc. (Hanberger and 

Bandstein, 2008; Bossuyt et al., 2014)). For instance, one of the respondents stated that 

evaluation activities have (unintentionally) helped to restart political dialogue and tighten ties 

there where relations had grown cold (R1, interview, 23 July 2014). Through better guidelines, 

training, improved format, etc. staff should be made acquainted about other forms of use so that 

this can be traced too.  

 

Further, the system lacks incentives. There are no measures taken in case of implementation 

failures nor has the evaluation unit a mandate about that. Implementation is not linked to 

performance of accountable management levels (e.g. it seems of great significance that the 

Commissioners are given responsibility for use, but this is a formality if no mechanisms exist 

to hold them accountable). There are no incentives for partners to participate in the response 

nor has the unit the mandate to follow-up their actions (although this seems very relevant in a 

context where geographic evaluation are priority) (Hanberger and Bandstein, 2008).  

 

Lastly, the current MRS does not provide entry points to solve the MRS challenges linked 

to joint evaluations. One of the flagships of the evaluation unit at this moment is the new 

methodology concerning budget support evaluation (OECD, 2013). We found it very revelatory 

that the methodology does not include a feedback mechanism. Although it is observed that the 

lack of a MRS does not necessarily hampers action to be taken, it is acknowledged that the 

Summary Report
Quality 

judgement
No info on 
response

Fiche 
contradictoire  

(with 
management 

response)

Fiche 
contradictoire  

(with 
management 
response AND 

follow-up)

Presentation 
seminar

Minutes 
seminar

Executive 
summary 
separated

Total of 
evaluations

2010 10 12 9 2 1 9 1 1 1 12
2011 11 13 9 3 1 9 3 2 0 13
2012 15 16 15 1 10 5 1 0 1 16
2013 4 8 3 4 4 0 1 1 0 8
2014 2 7 0 5 2 0 1 1 1 7
Total 42 56 36 15 18 23 7 5 3 56
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formalisation of follow-up mechanisms in joint budget support evaluations is important and it 

is a void that is expected to be filled in the next couple of months (R1, interview, 23 July 2014). 

One of the respondents also mentioned that in-country seminars have often produced the 

commitment of partner countries for follow-up and that with the increase of joint evaluation 

exercises with partners, this is an area likely to develop fast (R4, personal communication, 21 

August 2014). We believe this is very important to improve mutual accountability.  

 

In sum, when we look back at the theory of change and the functions of an MRS, it seems 

that many conditions are not met. External accountability has been met through an open 

disclosure policy, but the MRS is not achieving to increase internal accountability, to influence 

decision making to improve programmes or to promote learning. For the latter, the conditions 

seem to be formally met, but the lacking evaluation culture hinders it. Furthermore, respondents 

do observe that -even if not sufficiently-evaluations are being used, but the MRS is perceived 

as not being the decisive factor in that.  
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Chapter 4. Conclusions and recommendations 

 

4.1 Conclusions 

 

In day-to-day work life concepts such as evaluation use and feedback are seen as evident 

and interpreted in a rather shallow way. This research allowed us to discover the conceptual 

richness behind them. We have discovered the linkage between use and the 

history/definition/purpose of evaluations. Our exploration of the literature showed us the 

progress in academic thinking about use revealing a rich typology and a large list of factors 

affecting use. We have discovered models trying to link these factors and an evaluation 

approach explicitly developed to enhance use. We gave learned that use should not be assumed, 

but that it needs to be taken into consideration from the very beginning of the evaluation process 

and be handled as an organisational objective.  

 

We focussed on one specific use challenge, namely feedback.  We discovered an ‘academic 

silence’ about it and that the conceptualisation actually comes from the development field. We 

saw that feedback is intrinsically liked to use and evaluation since they have the common 

purpose of contributing to decision making and learning, and that it is an integral part of the 

evaluation process. Feedback has many characteristics. It can happen at several levels and is 

linked to a myriad of audiences. Also, feedback cannot be isolated from its institutional setting. 

The existing evaluation capacity, the evaluation practice, the organisational arrangements and 

the institutionalisation of evaluation (in other words the ‘evaluation regime’) need to be aligned 

to allow feedback to reach its full potential. The same is true for the reigning organisational 

evaluation culture. At the same time, feedback can be a force increasing the common ground 

between the learning, decision making and evaluation. We have also seen that feedback has two 

main mechanisms, namely dissemination and MRS. The latter consisting of two other elements, 

namely management response and follow-up.  

 

We have tried to find out how these elements are dealt with in development organisations 

and discovered that they are struggling with both. There is an acknowledgement that things 

need to be improved. Variation is great in how development agencies interpret feedback and 

deal with it, but knowledge is very limited since little research has been done about it. We could 

observe though that some challenges are greater than others. In the whole chain follow-up 

seems to come out as the weakest link.  
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We finalised our exploration by looking at the situation in one of the most important 

development organisations, namely EuropeAid. We encountered an organisation that has gone 

through important structural changes having important effects on the central evaluation unit. It 

is an organisation that is formally developing an ‘evaluation discourse’, but where there is a 

great challenge to put that discourse into practice and filter it into the large battery of evaluation 

related documents, practices and approaches. It can count on an evaluation unit that is fully 

aware of the challenges ahead and committed to not let the momentum pass. Evidence of this 

is the fruitful last two years in which the unit has invested herself in –finally- developing a 

consultative process to develop an evaluation policy, to conduct an uptake study about its 

evaluations and develop an action plan. The fact that these developments are so recent lead us 

to conclude that EuropeAid has just entered into the transition stage towards an organisational 

learning approach. This is very surprising especially knowing that EuropeAid is a mayor 

development player, but on the other hand most developing agencies are just recently evolving 

in that sense as well pushed by a changing development context.   

 

Focussing now on use and feedback, it is clear that EuropeAid has a long way to go. Methods 

are rather traditional, there is no strong conceptual basis and it is not working satisfactorily. 

Also there are no mechanisms in place permitting systematic learning whether the processes 

actually work. These challenges give a clear message that more than a decade after its birth, the 

feedback system, especially the MRS, needs to be rebooted. The evaluation unit is well aware 

that improvements need to be made, is committed towards enhancing the system and steps are 

being taken. However, they cannot do the work on their own. It is important that the positive 

evaluation breeze that is currently blowing through EuropeAid does not fade and that evaluation 

use and feedback really gets anchored in its work. EuropeAid’s leadership has a crucial role in 

this.  
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4.2 Recommendations 

 

Based on our research, we would like to recommend development actors and organisations: 

• To create the space so that staff involved in evaluation processes can have the 

opportunity to get exposed to use- and feedback related theory and research  

• To analyse evaluation processes in the organisation using theoretical models (e.g. 

analysis of the types and factors, explicit the theory of their evaluations, etc.) 

• To expand the organisational knowledge on use and feedback  

• To conduct evaluation processes in a utilisation focused way  

• To be more strict regarding the involvement all relevant stakeholders, especially those 

at the partner side 

• To plan and operationalise use and feedback as an integral part of the evaluation process  

• To further deepen the work on use and feedback, evaluate the initiatives being taken, 

improve sharing of information and lessons learned with other development 

organisations 

• To the OECD-DAC in particular: to launch a specific survey on evaluation use and 

update the study about feedback mechanisms  

 

To researchers we can recommend the following points: 

• To further develop theories about use and, more especially, feedback with an eye on 

development aid 

• To conduct more academic research about use and feedback in development aid: this 

could include an analysis of the factors, an assessment of the current practices, an 

evaluation of initiatives for information dissemination, analysis of the involvement of 

partner stakeholders in the processes of evaluation, analysis of use in NGOs.  

• To bridge the distance between the academic world and the practitioners side 

 

 To the central evaluation unit of EuropeAid we can recommend the following points –which 

should be further discussed and operationalised by the team- to support their task: 

• To develop a comprehensive evaluation function planning (cf. LogFrame) that includes 

all the tasks of the evaluation unit and allows ‘evaluation function ROM’, and to report 

about it publicly 
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• To operationalise the action plan (clear objectives, expected results, indicators of 

progress, time frame, assessment of resource, risks) and integrate it in the overall 

evaluation planning  

• To boost conceptual knowledge about use and feedback (e.g. on UFE) and update the 

methodological guidelines and training modules with especial attention to use and 

feedback 

• To reinforce the instruments to better understand the working of the MRS (e.g. tracking, 

analysis of the distribution of resources to different evaluation stages) 

• To –participatively- change the name ‘fiche contradictoire’ into a more appealing and 

motivating name towards learning. The launch can be accompanied by a campaign 

raising awareness about the importance of evaluation use and feedback  

• To complement the current quality assessment of the report with an overall evaluation 

quality assessment based on use and to make that public too 

• To develop a systematic quality assessment of the feedback mechanisms 

• To develop guidelines for the communication plan in collaboration with communication 

specialists and follow-up the implementation; to involve them in the reflection about 

improving dissemination  

• To contribute to the adaptation of EuropeAid’s key documents (such as the mission 

statement) so that it becomes more consistent to developing an evaluation culture 

• To operationalise the follow-up of the implementation of the evaluation policy to 

improve management accountability about use 
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Annex 1: List of reviewed documents EuropeAid per category 

Category EuropeAid 
Policy document 
(mission, vision, 
mandate 
evaluation unit, 
organigram, …) 

• 2013_Directorate General for Development and Cooperation – 
EuropeAid_Main missions of DEVCO Directorates & Units_Version of 
18/11/2013 on the basis of the edited and translated version of 
21/12/2012  

• 2013_Communication “Strengthening the foundations of smart 
regulation. Improving evaluation”  

• 2014_Evaluation matters. The evaluation policy for European Union 
Development Cooperation  

• 2014_ Action plan to strengthen the evaluation function  
Guidelines/ 
standards, 
quality checks 

Guidelines/standards: 
• Evaluation methods for the European Union’s external assistance (2006) 

Vol I: Methodological bases for evaluation 
• Evaluation methods for the European Union’s external assistance (2006) 

Vol II: Guidelines for geographic and thematic evaluations 
• Evaluation methods for the European Union’s external assistance (2006) 

Vol III: Guidelines for project and programme evaluation 
• Synthesis comments by expert panel on the evaluation manual of 

EuropeAid 
• Note on including requirements of ex-ante evaluation in external aid 

and programming (2005) 
• Good practice for including principles of ex-ante evaluation in the design 

of cooperation projects and programmes (2005) 
• Guidelines for dissemination and feedback of evaluations (2003) 
 
Checklists: 
• Quality assessment grid 
• Content of document: 

o Inception report 
o First phase report 
o Country note 
o Final report 

• Quality criteria: 
o Inception report 
o First phase report 
o Final report 

• Agenda for meeting: 
o Inception report 
o First phase report 
o Field phase debriefing 
o Final report 

(Multi-) Annual 
Plan 

• Strategic evaluation work programme (2014 – 2018)  
• Agreement on evaluation programme (2012-2014) 
• Evaluation work programme for 2012-2014 (summary table) 
• Indicative multi-annual evaluation programme (2007-2013) 

 
Annual Report 
Evaluation Unit 

• Included in Annual report on the European Union’s development and 
external assistance policies and their implementation in 2012 
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Budget 
Evaluation Unit 
(or specific 
evaluations) 

Not available  

Format: 
- ToR 
-management 
response 
- action plan 
 

cf. supra or not available 

Evaluation, 
review, 
assessment, self-
reflection 
exercise, study, 
etc. about 
evaluation (unit) 
use, follow-up, 
management 
response, uptake, 
etc.  

• 2008_SADEV_Reaping the Fruits of Evaluation? An evaluation of 
management response systems within aid organisations 

• 2008_SADEV_EuropeAid’s Management Response System - 
Fiche Contradictoire 

• 2010_OECD_DAC_Better Aid Evaluation in Development Agencies 
• 2012_EUROPEAN UNION Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 

PEER REVIEW 2012 
• 2014_Assessing the uptake of strategic evaluations in EU development 

cooperation   
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Annex 2: Rapid use assessment instrument « Questionnaire: Perceptions on use of 

evaluations » 
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Questionnaire: Perceptions on use of evaluations 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I’m a development officer currently following an Advanced Master in Development Management and 
Evaluation in the University of Antwerp. For my dissertation, I am looking at the challenges that 
development agencies face concerning the use of evaluations and how they try to cope with them. I 
will give a particular attention to post-report mechanisms (dissemination, management response 
system, follow-up system).  
 
The case study for this research concerns the situation in EuropeAid from the perspective of the 
evaluation unit. I will conduct a document review and face-to-face interviews with key members of the 
evaluation unit. This questionnaire serves in the case study as a preparation for the latter. It will allow 
me to identify your personal opinion on several use-matters before the interview and to go deeper on 
post-report issues during the interview. 
 
The timing for filling the questionnaire should not take longer than 40 min. For an appropriate 
preparation of the interviews, it should be sent to me 24h before the interview to the following address: 
paolaandrea.vallejopatino@student.uantwerpen.be. Should there be any question about the content 
or about the timing, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
I am most grateful for your cooperation. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Paola Andrea Vallejo Patiño 
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Name: Click here to enter text. 
Function: Click here to enter text. 
Period in function: Click here to enter text. 
Age: Click here to enter text. 
Sex: Click here to enter text. 
Agency: Click here to enter text. 
 
Q1: How important are the following types of evaluation use in the vision of your organisation?  
 

 Not important Slightly 
important 

Important Very 
important 

1. Instrumental use (to 
give input to decision 
making) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

2. Conceptual use (to 
enhance 
understanding) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

3. Legitimative use (to 
justify already taken 
decisions) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

4. Imposed use (to follow 
specific instructions 
and procedures) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

5. Symbolic use (to 
uphold an image of 
being a rational 
organisation)   

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

6. Process use (the 
evaluation process and 
not the findings or 
recommendations lead 
to better 
understanding and/or 
decision making) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

7. Misuse  ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

8. Non use ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

 
Remarks: Click here to enter text. 
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Q2: How common are the following types of evaluation use in practice in your organisation? 
 

 Not common Slightly 
common 

Common Very common 

1. Instrumental use (to 
give input to decision 
making) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

2. Conceptual use (to 
enhance 
understanding) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

3. Legitimative use (to 
justify already taken 
decisions) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

4. Imposed use (to follow 
specific instructions 
and procedures) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

5. Symbolic use (to 
uphold an image of 
being a rational 
organisation)   

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

6. Process use (the 
evaluation process and 
not the findings or 
recommendations lead 
to better 
understanding and/or 
decision making) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

7. Misuse  ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

8. Non use ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

 
Remarks: Click here to enter text. 
 
Q3: According to your opinion, which types of evaluations are more/less used for decision making 
in your organisation? 
 

 Not 
applicable  

Not used at 
all 

Rarely used Often used Always used 

1. Project 
evaluations (mid-
term, end and ad 
hoc) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

2. Programme 
evaluations (mid-
term, end and ad 
hoc) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

3. Sector-wide 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

4. Country 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
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5. Thematic 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

6. Evaluations about 
cross-cutting 
issues 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

7. Evaluations about 
policy and 
strategy 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

8. Process 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

9. Annual reviews ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

10. Impact 
evaluations  

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

11. Meta-evaluations ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

12. Joint evaluations ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

 
Remarks: Click here to enter text. 
 
Q4: According to your opinion, which types of evaluations are more/less used for learning in your 
organisation? 
 

 Not 
applicable  

Not used at 
all 

Rarely used Often used Always used 

1. Project 
evaluations (mid-
term, end and ad 
hoc) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

2. Programme 
evaluations (mid-
term, end and ad 
hoc) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

3. Sector-wide 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

4. Country 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

5. Thematic 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

6. Evaluations about 
cross-cutting 
issues 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

7. Evaluations about 
policy and 
strategy 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

8. Process 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

9. Annual reviews ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
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10. Impact 
evaluations  

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

11. Meta-evaluations ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

12. Joint evaluations ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

 
Remarks: Click here to enter text. 
 
Q5: According to your opinion, who are usually the intended users of the evaluations? 
 

 Evaluation 
unit  

Project/ 
programme 

staff 

Senior 
management 

Partners Other actors 

1. Project 
evaluations (mid-
term, end and ad 
hoc) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

2. Programme 
evaluations (mid-
term, end and ad 
hoc) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

3. Sector-wide 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

4. Country 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

5. Thematic 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

6. Evaluations 
about cross-
cutting issues 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

7. Evaluations 
about policy and 
strategy 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

8. Process 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

9. Annual reviews ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

10. Impact 
evaluations  

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

11. Meta-
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

12. Joint evaluations ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

  
Remarks: Click here to enter text. 
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Q6: According to your opinion, who are the real users of these evaluations? 
 

 Evaluation 
unit  

Project/ 
programme 

staff 

Senior 
management 

Partners Other actors 

1. Project 
evaluations (mid-
term, end and ad 
hoc) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

2. Programme 
evaluations (mid-
term, end and ad 
hoc) 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

3. Sector-wide 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

4. Country 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

5. Thematic 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

6. Evaluations 
about cross-
cutting issues 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

7. Evaluations 
about policy and 
strategy 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

8. Process 
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

9. Annual reviews ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

10. Impact 
evaluations  

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

11. Meta-
evaluations 

☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

12. Joint evaluations ☐ ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

 
Remarks: Click here to enter text. 
 
Q7: In your opinion, which is the most influential element of evaluations in your organisation?  

☐Findings  
☐Recommendations 
☐Participation to the evaluation process 

 
Remarks: Click here to enter text. 
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Q8: Many factors affect the use of evaluations. In your opinion, how weak/strong are these factors 
in your organisation?  
 

 Not 
applicable  

Very 
weak 

Weak Somewhere 
in the 

middle 

Strong Very 
strong 

1. Involvement of 
stakeholders. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

2. Participation of 
stakeholders in 
decision making 
about the 
evaluation.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

3. Participation of 
stakeholders in all 
phases of the 
evaluation (from 
design to use). 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

4. Representativeness 
of all stakeholders 
during the evaluation 
process. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

5. Relevance of the 
evaluation for 
decision makers. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

6. Relevance of the 
evaluation for 
agency staff. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

7. Relevance of the 
evaluation for 
partner 
stakeholders. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

8. Resistance to 
evaluations by 
stakeholders. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

9. Technical skills of the 
external evaluator. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

10. Interpersonal skills of 
the external 
evaluators. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

11. Skills in utilization 
focused evaluation 
of external 
evaluators.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

12. Technical skills of the 
internal evaluator. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

13. Interpersonal skills of 
the internal 
evaluators. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

14. Skills in utilization 
focused evaluation 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
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of internal 
evaluators.  

 Not 
applicable  

Very 
weak 

Weak Somewhere 
in the 

middle 

Strong Very 
strong 

15. Orientation towards 
use in all the phases 
of the evaluation. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

16. Orientation towards 
the intended users in 
all the phases of the 
evaluation. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

17. Perceived quality of 
the evaluation 
process. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

18. Perceived quality of 
the evaluation 
report. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

19. Timeliness of report. ☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

20. User friendliness of 
the report. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

21. The accessibility of 
the report. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

22. The role played by 
the steering 
committee.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

23. The composition of 
the steering 
committee. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

24. The predictability of 
findings. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

25. The predictability of 
recommendations.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

26. The presentation of 
recommendations.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

27. The operationality of 
recommendations. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

28. Communication 
before the 
evaluation process. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

29. Communication 
during the evaluation 
process. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

30. Communication after 
the evaluation 
process. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

31. Diversification of 
dissemination 
strategies. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
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 Not 
applicable  

Very 
weak 

Weak Somewhere 
in the 

middle 

Strong Very 
strong 

32. Presence of policies, 
guidelines, 
standards, etc. 
addressing use. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

33. The existent 
management 
response 
mechanism. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

34. The existent follow-
up mechanism. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

35. The mandate of the 
evaluation unit. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

36. The position of the 
evaluation unit. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

37. The available human 
resources to follow 
up evaluations.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

38. The available time to 
follow up 
evaluations.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

39. The commitment of 
decision makers 
towards the use of 
evaluations.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

40. The commitment of 
the evaluation unit 
staff towards the use 
of evaluations. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

41. The commitment of 
staff towards the use 
of evaluations. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

42. The commitment of 
partners towards the 
use of evaluations. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

43. The existing 
evaluation culture. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

44. The 
procedures/activities 
that incentivise use 
by decision makers.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

45. The 
procedures/activities 
that incentivise use 
by the evaluation 
unit. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☒ 

46. The 
procedures/activities 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
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that incentivise use 
by staff. 

 Not 
applicable  

Very 
weak 

Weak Somewhere 
in the 

middle 

Strong Very 
strong 

47. The 
procedures/activities 
that incentivise use 
by partners. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

48. The institutional link 
between evaluation 
and decision making 
processes.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

49. The institutional link 
between evaluation 
and learning 
processes. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

50. The institutional link 
between evaluation 
and communication 
processes. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

51. Self-reflection about 
use of evaluation.  

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

52. Institutional efforts 
to improve the use of 
evaluations. 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

53. Tension between 
demand and supply 
of evaluations 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 
 

☐ 

 
Remarks: Click here to enter text. 
 
Q9: Think of an example of an evaluation that in your eyes seemed to have a great impact.  
1. What was the evaluation about? Click here to enter text. 
2. What were the main factors leading to that success? Click here to enter text. 
3. Were lessons drawn from it? Click here to enter text. 
 
Q10: Think of an example of an evaluation that in your eyes seemed to have no impact.  
1. What was the evaluation about? Click here to enter text. 
2. What were the main factors leading to that success? Click here to enter text. 
3. Were lessons drawn from it? Click here to enter text. 
 
Q11: Think of an example of an evaluation that in your eyes seemed to have a non-intended impact 
(negative or positive).  
1. What was the evaluation about? Click here to enter text. 
2. What were the main factors leading to that success? Click here to enter text. 
3. Were lessons drawn from it? Click here to enter text. 
 
 

Thank you for your cooperation! 
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Annex 3: Question guide for analysis institutional setting, use and feedback  
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Question guide for analysis institutional setting, use and feedback 
 

Issue Questions 
Evaluation institutional 
setting (~evaluation 
regime and 
organisational culture) 

Organisational arrangements: 
 What is the formal position of the evaluation unit within the organisation (organigram)?  
 How independent is the unit? Think of organisational independence/behavioural independence/protection 

from external influences. 
 What are the reporting lines? 
 What is the mandate/purpose/mission of the evaluation unit? Link with learning and accountability? Is use 

mentioned? Is (a comprehensive interpretation of) feedback integrated? 
 What is the status of the evaluation unit? E.g. is it highly profiled and respected by senior management and 

staff? Does evaluation head participates in high level decision committees?  
 
Evaluation capacity: 
 What is the composition of the evaluation unit (organigram of unit, number of members)?  
 How is the division of tasks? 
 What is the profile of the evaluation unit?  
 What are the present skills? Do members have use-related/utilisation focussed training? Is evaluation staff 

skilled in communication? Does evaluation staff use academic sources of information? 
 What is the annual budget? 

 
Evaluation practice: 
 Which kind of evaluations are conducted?  
 How are evaluations planned/implemented/assessed? Who decides? Who is involved? How are stakeholders 

involved (think of control, depth and selection)? 
 How many evaluations are managed/commissioned/conducted by year? 
 What are the main stages on an evaluation process? Is (a comprehensive interpretation of) feedback 

integrated?  
 How is the division of resources (time, HR, budget) between the different stages of evaluation? What is the 

ratio pre-report vs. post report activities? 
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 How is the evaluation function planned/implemented/assessed? 
 Is the unit linked to an evaluation network? Is it active in there?  

 
Institutionalisation of evaluation: 
 How is the evaluation function organised? Decentralised vs. centralised? Internal vs. External? 
 Is there an evaluation policy? Is it comprehensive? Does it integrate use and (a comprehensive interpretation 

of) feedback? 
 Are there guidelines? Do they include use and (a comprehensive interpretation of) feedback? How is the quality 

of the guidelines (e.g. comprehensive, up to date, etc.) 
 What are the rules/procedures concerning annual reporting and planning? Own reports vs. integrated in 

annual report? Do reports include lessons/information about the evaluation function?  
 Is the evaluation system linked theoretically or operationally to decision making processes? How is evaluation 

positioned compared to other sources of information/knowledge for decision making? 
 Is the evaluation system linked theoretically or operationally to the knowledge management system, the 

information management system, the learning system and/or the communication system?  
 Does the evaluation unit have… 
 

 Yes/No Name, publication date, location 
Policy document 
(mission, vision, 
mandate 
evaluation unit, 
organigram, …) 

  

Guidelines/ 
standards / 
quality checks 

  

(Multi-) Annual 
Plan 

  

Annual Report    
Budget 
Evaluation Unit 
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(or specific 
evaluations) 
Format: 
- ToR 
-management 
response 
- action plan 
 

  

Evaluation, 
review, 
assessment, self-
reflection 
exercise, study, 
etc. about 
evaluation (unit) 
use, follow-up, 
management 
response, uptake, 
etc.  

  

Other documents 
regularly used 
when conducting 
and/or 
commissioning 
evaluations 

  

 
Organisational culture (evaluation for decision making and organisational learning approach to evaluations): 
 What is the mandate of senior management concerning evaluation? Is the senior management committed to 

and supportive of evaluation (use)? What is being done to improve that leadership commitment/ownership?  
Are they held accountable? 

 Which incentives are present to encourage evaluation use/feedback? 
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 Do evaluations have a role for organisational learning? What are the institutional principles/practices that 
allow to learn from evaluations (e.g. discussion forums? Is there a balance between A and L roles of evaluations, 
integration between the evaluation function and the evaluator role in the organisation, frameworks for linking 
findings with organisational goals, a spirit of ongoing inquiry,  provision of time for reflection, consideration of 
evaluator roles and skills? 

 In which learning stage is the organisation? Status quo> awareness that change needs to be made> 
transitioning to an organisational learning approach> adoption and implementation of an organisational 
learning approach > predominance and refinement)? 

 Is the organisational culture evaluation-friendly (e.g. cf. supra, result oriented leadership, flexible, feedback 
culture, visible link between evaluations and decision processes, demand driven, etc.)? 
 

Use of evaluations   Is this issue dealt with in documents? Briefly vs. elaborated?  
 Are general principles about use mentioned? Is there a use-vision (e.g. use as purpose of evaluations)?  
 Is use seen as a quality criteria?  
 Are types of use mentioned? Which are given priority?  
 Are the factors of use mentioned? How? 
 Is use a concern (e.g. How many times is it mentioned in the documents? How much space is given to this 

subject? Has this aspect been assessed? How present is this concern when planning, implementing and 
evaluating evaluation (in other words, how utilisation focused are evaluations?)  

 Are use related strategies provided at the beginning of the process (design phase!)? 
 Are use related strategies provided during the process (implementation phase until report is written) 
 Are use related post-report strategies provided?  
 Is there a budget to promote use? 
 How is use of evaluations assessed/perceived? Does the evaluation unit conduct an assessment of the use of 

its evaluations? Do evaluation designs consider an assessment of utilisation? Attention to process vs. findings 
use? 

Dissemination   Is this issue dealt with in documents? Briefly vs. elaborated? 
 How is the dissemination process organised?  

o What are the different steps/procedures?  
o Who is involved? Who gets a role to play? 
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o Which channels are used? 
o Which criteria are used to decide on dissemination strategies? 

 Is dissemination acknowledged as an important factor affecting use? 
 Is dissemination dealt with at the planning stage (in other words, is this part of the evaluation design?) with 

the primary intended users? 
 How does the evaluation unit promotes its products? 
 Have alternative strategies been tried out (i.e. besides report)?  
 Does the unit have freedom of dissemination? 
 Is the report seen as the end of the evaluation process? 
 What are the strategies followed to make reports more user friendly (e.g. targeting different audiences, 

innovative reporting styles, etc.)? 
 Is reporting still traditional (i.e. concentrated on report only)? 
 Is reporting done at the end or is interim reporting also done?  
 What are the best practices to make reports user-friendly? 
 What are the main challenges to make reports user-friendly (e.g. tell them the findings-approach vs. 

continuous dialogue)? 
 Are ALL reports published? What is published? : Publication of report alone? Report + management response? 

Report + management response + periodic report on followed actions? 
 What are the resources at hand for the dissemination process to function? How are they compared to other 

stages of the evaluation process? 
 Does the dissemination usually matches processes of decision making? 
 Has the dissemination system been assessed (internally or externally)? 
 Does the evaluation unit work together with the communication department? 

 
Perceptions about dissemination strategies: 
 How is the quality of the current system perceived?  
 How is the effectiveness of the current system perceived? 
 Is there a strong disconnect between formal procedures and practice? Between objectives and achievements? 
 What are the main (political, organisational, structural, procedural, communicational, cultural, etc.) 

strengths/good practices of the current system?  
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 What are the main (political, organisational, structural, procedural, communicational, cultural, etc.) 
weaknesses/challenges of the current system? 

 What are the actions that the unit has taken to deal with the weaknesses/challenges of the current system?  
 

Management Response 
System (MRS): 
management response 
and  follow-up 

MRS: 
 Is this issue dealt with in documents? Briefly vs. elaborated? 
 How is the MRS defined? What are its components? 
 What are the purposes of the MRS?  
 Are the prerequisites of each of the 6 functions of a MRS met? 
 Is there a distinction made between management response and follow-up? 
 Who carries the responsibility for the MRS? Internal vs. external evaluators? Are the management response 

and follow-up mechanisms dealt with equally and by the same unit? 
 Are there tensions between the management response and follow-up mechanisms?  
 Is there any link between the MRS and other systems (knowledge management, learning, communication, 

etc.)? 
 Are all relevant stakeholders aware of the existence/functioning of the MRS?  
 How does the evaluation unit promote this MRS (e.g. allowing people to participate in the creation of the action 

plan to improve internalisation, findings out most pressing feedback needs, etc.)?  
 Are there formal/informal institutional incentives to follow the MRS?  
 Does learning and decision making happens from the MRS and FUS or rather from the evaluation itself? 
 Has the system been assessed (internally or externally)? 

 
Management response: 
 Is this issue dealt with in documents? Briefly vs. elaborated? 
 How is the management response defined? 
 What are the purposes of the management response? 
 How is the management response organised? 

o What are the different steps/procedures? Is there a measurable action plan created?  
o Who is involved? Who gets a role to play? Who has accountability responsibility? 
o Which channels are used?  
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o Since when does it exist?  
o Is it published? 
o Is this already dealt with at the planning stage (in other words, is this part of the evaluation design) with 

the primary intended users?  
 What are the resources at hand for the management response to function? How are they compared to other 

stages of the evaluation process? 
 Are all relevant stakeholders aware of the existence/functioning of the FUS?  
 How does the evaluation unit promote the management response? 
 Are there formal/informal institutional incentives to follow the management response? 
 What are the resources at hand for the management response to function? How are they compared to other 

stages of the evaluation process? 
 Has the system been assessed (internally or externally)? 
 
Perceptions about the management response: 
 How is the quality of the current system perceived?  
 How is the effectiveness of the current system perceived? 
 Is there a strong disconnect between formal procedures and practice? Between objectives and achievements? 
 What are the main (political, organisational, structural, procedural, cultural, communicational, etc.) 

strengths/good practices of the current system?  
 What are the main (political, organisational, structural, procedural, cultural, communicational, etc.) 

weaknesses/challenges of the current system? 
 What are the actions that the unit has taken to deal with the weaknesses/challenges of the current system?  
 Have previous studies been taken into account for this?  

 
Follow-up: 
 Is this issue dealt with in documents? Briefly vs. elaborated? 
 How is the follow-up system defined (e.g. as a recommendation tracking mechanism?) 
 What are the purposes of the follow-up system? 
 How is the follow-up mechanism organised? 

o What are the different steps/procedures? 
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o Who is involved? Who gets a role to play? Who has accountability responsibility? 
o Which channels are used? 
o What are the follow-up intervals (e.g. only annual or multi-annual)?  
o Since when does it exist?  
o Is it published? 

 Is this already dealt with at the planning stage (in other words, is this part of the evaluation design?) with the 
primary intended users?  

 Are all relevant stakeholders aware of the existence/functioning of the follow-up system?  
 How does the evaluation unit promote this follow-up (e.g. regular interaction and discussion)? 
 Are there formal/informal institutional incentives to follow-up? 
 What are the resources at hand for follow-up to function? How are they compared to other stages of the 

evaluation process? 
 Has the system been assessed (internally or externally)? 
 
Perceptions about follow-up: 
 How is the quality of the current system perceived?  
 How is the effectiveness of the current system perceived? 
 Is there a strong disconnect between formal procedures and practice? Between objectives and achievements? 
 What are the main (political, organisational, structural, procedural, communicational, cultural, etc.) 

strengths/good practices of the current system?  
 What are the main (political, organisational, structural, procedural, communicational, cultural, etc.) 

weaknesses/challenges of the current system? 
 What are the actions that the unit has taken to deal with the weaknesses/challenges of the current system?  
 Have previous studies been taken into account for this?  

 
Recommendations  Is this issue dealt with in the documents? Briefly or elaborately? 

 Are recommendations always automatically expected/added to the reports? Is there a reflection done before 
deciding? 

 Are recommendations seen as a product or as a process?  

131 
 



 Who participates in the development of recommendations (e.g. internal evaluator, external evaluator, 
commissioner, steering committee, etc.)?   

 Are recommendations linked to financial implications?  
 Are recommendations diversified?  

 
Perceptions about recommendations: 
 How is the quality of recommendations of the evaluations perceived?  
 Is there a difference in implementation between the types of recommendations (e.g. tension between 

recommendations at operational vs. policy level)?  
 Are recommendations considered when planning/assessing the quality of evaluations (in elaborated way!)?  
 What are the good practices that the unit applies when formulating recommendations (e.g. allocating sufficient 

time and resources, considering different sources and interests, checking feasibility, involvement of 
users/implementers, considering larger context, presenting them in disaggregated way, considering (financial) 
implications, making them understandable, adapting them to different audiences, etc.)? Are these practices 
formal or informal? 

 What are the main criticisms about the recommendations (e.g. predictability)? 
 What are the main challenges that the unit faces concerning the improvement of recommendations?  
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Annex 4: Short interview guide post-report activities 
 

Short interview guide post-report activities 
 

• Presentation interviewer  
• Acknowledgement for collaboration 
• Objective of interview: 

o influence of post-report activities on use  
o perceptions about challenges from EU perspective 
o lessons learned about what works, what should be better 

• Presentation of structure of interview: dissemination, MR and FU 
• Mentioning of recording for transcription purposes  
• Confirming timing 
 
Questions 
 
Presentation of respondent: name, function, years in EU 
 
Dissemination / Management response / Follow-up 
Known: (…) 
 Can you describe the different steps in dissemination of evaluation findings?  
 How would you assess the effectiveness of the current system (if purpose is awareness + 

precondition for feedback and use) ~match with process? 
 How would you assess the quality of the current system? What are the 

strengths/weaknesses regarding:  
o Process: steps, timing + integration in rest of evaluation process + integration 

on other organisational processes   
o Involvement stakeholders 
o Commitment stakeholders 
o Channels 
o Criteria  
o Guidelines (new coming?) 
o Resources: overall, in comparison to other stages  
o Demand  

 Is there a strong disconnect between formal procedures and practice? Between objectives 
and achievements? 

 What are the main (political, organisational, structural, procedural, communicational, 
cultural, etc.) incentives of the current system?  

 What are the main (political, organisational, structural, procedural, communicational, 
cultural, etc.) obstacles of the current system? 

 What are the actions that the unit has taken to deal with the weaknesses/challenges of 
the current system? Assessment done? 
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Annex 5: Organigram Directorate-General Development & Cooperation – EuropeAid 

Source: EC, 2014b 

Evaluation Unit 
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Annex 6: Quality criteria for evaluation reports 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: EC, 2006a: 91-92 
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Annex 7: Mapping of key (institutional) users of strategic evaluations, their interests and 

specific concerns/expectations for the future 
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Annex 8: Format of EuropeAid’s ‘Fiche contradictoire’ 

 
Source : EC, 2014d : 22 
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Annex 9: UNDP’s Management Response Template 
 [Name of the Evaluation] Date: 

Prepared by:    Position:  Unit/Bureau: 
Cleared by: Position:  Unit/Bureau: 
Input into and update in ERC: Position:  Unit/Bureau: 
 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 1:     
Management Response:     
Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking* 

Status Comments 
1.1.  description activities, then specifics as needed 
         a. 
         b. 

    

1.2     
1.3     
Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 2:     
Management Response:     
Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking 

Status Comments 
2.1.  description activities, then specifics as needed 
         a. 
         b. 

    

2.2.     
Evaluation Recommendation or Issue 3:     
Management Response:     
Key Action(s) Time Frame Responsible Unit(s) Tracking 

Status Comments 
3.1  description activities, then specifics as needed 
         a. 
         b. 

    

3.2     
3.3     

* The implementation status is tracked in the ERC.  
Source: UNDP, 2009 

Overall comments: 
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