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17.0 LEARNINGOUTCOME

After studying thisUnit, you should beableto:

s  Understand themeaning, nature,and significanced policy evaluation;
e  Discuss thetypesand approachesd policy evaluation;

o Describethemethods of evaluation;

s  Explaintheroleofevaluating agencies;and
e  Bringoutthe problems of policy evaluation.

17.1 INTRODUCTION

Policy process isquitelong and arduous. Asnotedin the previousunits, thepolicy processcomprises
o variouskey stages. It beginswith theidentification of problemsand issuesfor policies,chaking
out varioussol utionsand alternatives, analysing andcomparing the possi bleal ternatives,sel ecting
the best possible, putting themintothe concreteformsas, ‘policies’, andimplementingthemeffectively,
and finally assessingtheir outcome andimpact. In thisprocess, policy eval uation playsasignificant
role. A modified emphasis on the policy process pointsto arenewed awareness and sensitivity to
the importance of those value-choices, which shape public priorities and commitments to
governmental action. During the mid and latter half of the twentiethcentury, wewitnessedintense
concern towards evaluativestudies with the help of better methodologies, useof scientificmethods,
inter-disciplinaryapproaches, and useof €l ectronicdataprocessing systems. Many observers of
thefunctioning of governmenttend tothink that policiesmay beimprovedupon, andinefficiencies
and maladministration can be corrected on thebasisof scientific policy evaluation. However, a
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vigbleevaluationof policiesand actionisadifficult exerciseinitsalf. Sometimesit isfraughtwith
politica implications.In thisUnit,wewill discussthesignificance, types, criteria, approaches,and
methods of policy evaluation. | n addition, wewill explaintheroleof variousagenciesinvolvedin
policy evaluation, and problemsin eva uation.

17.2 POLICY EVALUATION:NATUREAND
SIGNIFICANCE

Theterm eva uation embracesawiderangeof activities. Evauationsare undertakenin al spheres
of lifein informal or formal ways.A digtinctionismade betweentheactivitiesd gopraisal, monitoring
and evaluation. 'Appraisal’ isusually takento mean acritical examinationof aprogramme (or
policy)normally beforethelatter is gpprovedfor implementation andfunding. Both monitoringand
evaluationar e undertaken tofind out how aprogrammeperforms or hasperformed. Monitoring
primarily coversissuesof finance,andquality pertainingto inputsand outputsas well asactors,
and timeused in implementation. Usually, monitoring encompassessomecurrent assessment of

. theprogressof aproject, includingdifficultiesin obtaining theexpected results; thesemay possibly

be andysed morethoroughly in somesubsequentevaluation. 'Evaluation’ isa more Systematicand
scientific attempt with emphasi san impactsand efficiency effectiveness,relevance, reliability and
sustainability. Ross and Freeman (1993) specify it asasystematicapplicationdf social research
proceduresfor assessing the conceptualisation, design, implementation,and utility of social

: interventionprogrammes.

Policy evaluation can be briefly describedas aprocedurethat apprai sestheworthwhilenessof a.
policy, and considersthe special context and political andeconomic variablesaf the situation. For
example, evaluation researchmay pinpoint theextent to whichthegoasadf apolicy areachieved
besdesidentifyingthecongtraintsassociatedwithit. Poor results obvioudyimply lack of effectiveness
and efficiency. However, policy eval uationmay suggest changesin policy to obtain desired resullts.
Evaluation research a so assumesthat theprogrammecan bescrapped, if it isnot effective.

For apolicy maker, policy evaluationisameans of gettingthereevant information and knowledge
regarding policy problems, theeffectivenessof past, and prevailing strategiesfor reducing or
eliminating the problemsso astoimprovetheeffectivenessd specificpolicies. Thus, uncertainty
andrisk in policy-makingare reduced becauseof such knowledgeand information, administrative
accountability isenhanced, and administrative control over policy isgppropriately increased. Policy
evaluation, thus, playsasignificant rolethat startsright fromtheidentification of variouspolicy
issuesand selectingaof the best courseout o the variousalternatives.Over theyears, publicpolicy
eval uation has becomemoresophiticated. Fromsimpleandysisof theoutcomesand cost-benefit
andysis, it hasdevel oped itsown methodol ogy. Built onthebasic principlesof maximising income
minus costs, new methodol ogy isal sofocusingon non-monetary policy outcomes, measuring
retardingfactors,equity, effectiveness organisational and humanfactorsand soon. Policy eval uation
hasalso become more proactive rather than reactive. Sometimes, itistoo lateto wait for the
outcome of policiesafter their implementation. Asaresult, thereisanincreasingtrend towards
using preadoption projectionsor deductivemodel lingrather than just post-adoption before and
after analysis. Moreover, policy evaluationisbecoming increasingly inter-disciplinary, drawingon
avaiety of disciplinary sourcesfor ideasasto meansor policiesfor achievinggiven goal s. Policy
evaluationisincreasingly using the componentsof political science, economics, sociology,
psychology, law, public administration, businessadministration, statistics, social work and soon.
Thus, there hasbeen an increasinguseof behavioural sciencesaswell astechnology.
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17.3 .CRITERIA FOREVALUATION

Thesimplestcriterion, that ismost often employedin policy literature andin implementation is,
whether statutorily prescribed goal saremet, and to what extent?T hecriteria of evaluation, therefore,
focuseither on the objectivesthemsel vesor on themeans/ends rel ationshi ps between strategies
and objectives. Poister adds other performance variabl es, such as, effectiveness, adequacy and
appropriateness. Edward Suchman proposesafive-dimensiona schemefor eval uating successc«
failure that is, effort, performance, adequacy, efficiency and process. Frohock’s, four concepts,
criteriafor policy evaluation havereceived agreat deal o attentionby thescholars: they areequity,
efficiency, pareto optimality,and publicinterest. Theseconcepts will bebriefly examined in the
subsequentsection.

i) Equity
Primarily,equity relatesto fairness, uprightnessandequality. Equity meansgivingto each man his

due,impartidity asystem of supplementary law founded upon precedentsand established principles.

Equity isabranch of law that providesaremedy where thecommon law does not apply. Equity,
thus, referstothedistributionof effectsandeffort among different groupsin society. For example,
thecriterion or equity implies thequestion: arecosts and benefitsdistributed equitably among the
different groups? Policies designed to redistribute income, social benefits and employment
opportunities in public servicesareoften recommended andeval uated on thebasisof thecriterion
of equity.In most of the democratic systems, right to equality hasbeen provided to thecitizens
irrespectiveof caste, creed, sex, and income. Thequestion beforethe policy evaluatorsis. how
much the policiesareabl eto serve thedisadvantaged sectionsof society and how farthepolicies
haveresultedin reducinginequalities. However, to someschol ars theconcept of equity isnot free
from controversy. Tothem, theconceptsof equity, fairnessand justice arerelated to political

power andinvolvesubjectivity. The processesinvol vingthedistributionof power in society influence
perceptionsabout them. | ndividual sand groups havedifferentval ues, objectives, andperceptions,

- What sati sfiesone person or group may not satisfy another,

ii) Efficiency

Efficiency refersto keepingcostsdown in achievingbenefits,asmeasured by benefitsminuscosts
or benefitsdivided by costs. In other words, it istheamount of outputscreated and their quality in
. relaion to theresources (capital and personnel) invested. It isthen ameasureof how productively
the resources (as converted into inputs) have been used. Efficiency isgenerally equated with
economicrationality. When efficiency isexpressed inmonetary terms, it refersto theratio of
monetary incomefrom theoutput to themonetary costsof inputs. The main probleminevaluating
efficiency depends on decisionson theamount of various, inputs, which theeval uator considersto
bereasonablefor producingthe outputs. M oreover, making judgmentsabout efficiency requiresa
proper perspectiveabout public policy in termsof identifiable units, such as, programmes, projects
or particular work processes. Butin many cases, itisdifficultto break government agencies and
certain policiesinto smaller unitsfor analysis. Again, there may beproblems of subjectivity,
measurementor quantification,

. 1ii) Effectiveness

Effectivenessreferstotheben ‘its 1 alterative public policies. | treferstotheextent
to which theplanned outputs, « . (immediateobjectives) and intended impacts are
being or havebeen proi 1o Dale (1998) believes that in practice, it may be
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appropriate to focus on the effects, especially on the outcome side, for two related
reasons: i) benefitsfor theintended beneficiariesareexpressedat thepoint of effects, which make
effects a much moresignificant measure of achievement than outputs; ii) being moredirectly
derived from theinputsand activitiesof the respectivedevelopment schemethan are theimpacts,
theeffectswill belessinfluenced by interveningexternal factorsand can beassessed quickly and
more reliably. o .

Measuring, effectivenessisnot asimpleexercise. Itisoften difficultto quantify or measurethe
impact. For example, it is not easy to measure the qualitative impact of educational policies,
environment related policiesor health policies. Wemay measurethe rateof literacy, but not the
leve of enlightenmentamong citizenry. We may quantify thedoctor-populationratioor the number
of hospital beds, but wecannot easily measuretheir real impact on level of health.

iv) ParetoOptimality

Asnotedearlier, efficiency isaconditionin which goodsare producedat the lowest possible cost
and in accordance with the highestpreference of consumers. Asper the Pareto definition, agiven
economic arrangement wasefficient if therecouild be no rearrangementthat would |eave someone
better off without worseningthe position of others. Under Pareto Optimality, thus, apolicy that
makes oneor several persons better off without hurting anyoneel seisdesirable. However, pareto
optimality isnot without limitations. Some policies,such as, those related towelfare do not fare
well under pareto optimality. Welfareis,in essence, socia transfers: someare made better through
thedistribution of social resources, and distribution requiresmaking somepoorer by taking their
wealth to makeothers better of f There may not be general acceptability to thisobjection. It is
argued, for example, that giving relief i sdesigned primarily toservethelarger economic andpolitical
order by ensuring social stability and only seconderily togivereief totherecipients. Supporting
thisargumentisthefact that welfare policies aretypically installedduring periodsadf social disorders.
Butthegenera validity of thisargument aside, if we view welfarein termsof aconflict- management
purpose, then pareto optimality sanctionsthedistribution:thewedthy gain by preserving social
stability, thepoor gain by getting assistance. Each classalso loses, of course. The wealthy lose
money, the poor arefixed morefirmly in thesystemaf prevailinginequdities. But onecould also
maintain that each class receivesanet gain, thus remainingtrueto pareto optimality.

v) Adequacy

Adequacy referstowhether agiven level of effectivenessresultsin the satisfaction of needsor

. values.’According to Theodore, whilethe policy effectivenesscriteriondeal swith therel ationship
between policy goals and what isachieved, the adequacy of a policy referstothe relationship
between thepolicy andtheproblemtowhichitisaddressed. A clear distinction exists between
adequacy and effectivenessin the sensethat apolicy may be judged to besuccessful in achieving
itslisted objectives, butit haslittleimpact upon the problem being addressed by the policy. For
exampl e, unidér the policy towardsrural upliftment, a number of programmesintroduced and

" implemented; grantsaredistributed, agriculturedevel opmentmeasuresaretaken, however, rural
poVvertyand unemployment persist. It may beadded that thedimensionof adequacy may point to
thecomplexity of relationshipsbetween costs and effectiveness Moreover, apolicy may meet the
criterion, of cost effectiveness, but theresultant outcomein termsof satisfactionlevel of people
turnsout to bevery poor. This means poor adequacy of the said policy. However, thecogeept of

-adequacy tooi s notfreefrom objections. Asin thecaseof effectivenessand efficiency, the rfeasuring
of adequacy is not asimple task; rather itinvolves moresubjectivityand is value-laden. Itis not
possibletosimply guz\ntif;y thelevel of adequacy. Systematicstudiesbased on rigorousmethodoelogy
arerequired toidentify the variousdimensionsof adequacy of certainpolicies.
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vi) Public Interest

Publicisinterested in theend product or thereal outcome o apolicy. It has been rightly pointed
out that thepublicisinterestedin law, not in thelaws, in themethodsof law, not in thesubstance;
in the sanctity o acontract, not in aparticular contract; an understanding based on custom, notin
thiscustom or that. The publicisinterestedin aworkable rule, which will defineand predict the
.behaviour of men sothat they can maketheir adjustments(Lippman). Publicmay often show a
keen interest in the processaof policy enactment. The public may a so be sometimesinterestedin
the issue or phenomenondueto oneor the other reason and may not beinterestedin their self.
Thus, itisdifficulttoexpresstheconcept o publicinterest in awel formulated definition. If we
view the publicinterest on thebasisaf mgjority strength, even then it does not comeout inaclear
sense becauseit isoften theminority in an overall Situation that has the victoriousstand. L et us
~ supposethat viewsd peopleon thiee differentissues, A, B and C are45 per cent, 30 per cent,
and 25 per cent respectively of thetota population. It means 45 percent peoplehaveinterestin
issue 'A" and asit hasmore strength thanforissuesB and C. Therefore, A isto be accepted. Now
if weanalyse it from another angle, 55 per cent of the peopleare againstissueA. Thatiswhy, itis
contended that whatever emerges out of the political struggle isconsidered public interest.
Redford (1958) has suggested threeapproachesfor determiningthe nature of publicinterest.
Firstly, it is possible that various interest groups bargain and coordinate with each other for
reaching an accord for presentingan agreed formula on public interestin areasaf conflicton public
policies. Secondly, well-accepted and continuously shared interestscan be highlightedaspublic
interests. Thirdly, thereisaneedfor evolving aprocedure for therepresentationand balancing of
interestsfor resolving issues, effecting compromisein policy enactment, and for executing

pdlicy properly.
vii) PublicParticipation/Responsiveness

Quite close to the concept oi' public interest are the concepts of public participation and
responsiveness. Public participationrefersto decision-making by thetarget group, the general
public, relevant interest groupsor other decision makers whoseinvol vement refl ectsadherenceto
democratic proceduresfor achieving given goal s. Consensus and consultationbecomethecentral
concerns, asthedetermination 6f objectives becomesentangled with thesearch for suitable means
and alternativesto achievethoseobjectives. Active partici pationleads to better acceptability and
implementation becomes lessconflictprone. Besides, the concept of respons venessindicatesthe
acceptanceleve aswell assatisfaction level of aparticular section(s) of society. Certainwelfare
measures, education or hedth policies, may satisfy theneedsof some sectionsadf society, but may
not invokegeneral positiveresponse.

viii) Sustainability

Sustainability isan impostantconceptin thedevel opment context. It refersto thecontinuation of
the practicesor work done or measurestaken under apolicy after the termination of current
interventions, under thesameor an aternativepolicy. In morespecificterms, sustainability would
mean: maintenancedt physical facilitiesproduced (such as, roads, buildings, etc.); continued use
d physicd andintangiblefacilities(human resource, knowledge, etc.); continued ability to plan.
and manages milar work; continued productiond thekindsof output created (such as, teachers,
doctors, engineers, €tc,); maintenanced impactscreated (such as, improved health and sanitation,
better environment, better consumer awareness,competitivenessin industry, and soon); and
inultiplication of effectsandimpacts. Sustainabilityisgeneraly foundtobea neglected criterionin
policy analysisand evauation. It isawaysimportant toutilisetheexisting Or created conditionsso
astobuild upon them the proposed policiesand measures. Thishel psin continuity, efficiency and
effectiveness.
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Still,theother criteriafor policy evauation are relevance and 'appropriateness. Relevancereflects
theextent to which a policy hasaddressed the problemsaf high priority beneficiariesand any other
peoplewho might have been itsbeneficiaries. Thusinstead of asking how productively allocated
resourceshave been utilised to that end, one may'ask whether the targeted people have received
the benefits. | n case of long-termpoliciesor programmes,an appropriatei ssuefor enquiry may be
whether original prioritiesarestill relevant. Thereisalso thequestion of consistency of current
policieswith other policiesin therelatedspheres. Closeto theconcept of relevanceisthecriterion
of appropriateness. It refersto the worth of theobjectives: | sthe policy based upon appropriate
values and operateswithin thezonesof acceptance?

It should be noted that different analystsadopt differentcriteriafor policy eval uation;some used
different combinations of them. Themost common criteria are efficiency, effectiveness,and adequacy
in tenns of satisfaction. Most analystsfocuson cost-benefit analysis, in combination with impact
anayss, and responsivenesshy differentsections d society. Thechecklistdepictedin thefollowing
table providessomeidea in thisregard.

Table 17.1: Criteria for Evaluation

Type of Criterion Question Illustrative Criteria-

Effectiveness Has avalued outcome Units of Service
been achieved?

Efficiency How much effort was Fixed Costs
required to achieve an - Fixed Effectiveness
evaluated outcome? :

Equity Are cogts and benefits Pareto Criterion
distributedequitably among the Kador-HicksCriterion
different groups? ' Rawls Criterion

Responsiveness Do policy outcames satisfy the Consistency with Citizen Surveys
needs, preferences or vaues of any )
particular groups?

Appropriateness Are the desired outcomes Publicprogrammesshould be
(objectives)actually worthy or . equitableas wel asefficient.
vauable?

Sour ce: Adapted from theU.S.General Accounting Office, Assessing Socia Programme |mpact
Evaluation: A Checklist Approach (Washington,D.C. U SGeneral Accounting Office, October
1978). (Exposuredraft).

17.4 POLICY EVALUATION: TYPES APPROACHESAND
METHODS

Policy evaluation isanimportant facet in thepolicy process. It hasawaysbeen theendeavour of
the policy makersto know about the utility and the outcomesof thepolicy through evaluation.
Different scholarshaveidentified different typesand approachesd policy evaluation, besides,
differentmethodol ogiesfor theexercise.
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17.4.1 Typesof Evaluation
Danie1 Lemner suggeststhefollowingthreetypes o evaluation:

1) ProcessEvaluation

Inan exercise of evaluation,policy anaystsareconcernedwith the two questions.Firstly, whether
aspecific policy hasbeen implementedin accordancewith the policy guidelinesissued at thetime
of po1icy-makingor not. Such an evaluationis known as 'process evaluation'. Itfocuses on two
points: whether or not the policy has been aimed and directed at the appropriate and specific
target group or target area; and whether or not thedifferent practices and interventionefforts
based o n strategieshavebeen taken up asspecifiedin thepolicy design or taken from theprinciples
explicated in such adesign.

ii) Iapact Evaluation

Impactevaluation attemptstoeval uatethe changes, both positive and negative, in terms of goals
attained. Theconditionsprevailing beforetheimplementationof thepolicy and after arereviewed
in ordler to bring totheforetheimpact of policy. Impact evauation requiresadesign, which allows
the investigator to demonstrate that the changesthat occur areafunction of theparticular programme
intervention and treatment.

iif) ComprehensiveEvaluation

Comyprehensive evaluation isthecombinationof processand impacteval uation asexplainedabove.
Such acombination wouldbringtolight, What actually istheoutcome?or How it has been made
possible? What arethe drawbacks?How improvementscould be ushered in? It does not mean
that e xclusive useof either processor impact eval uationdoesnot haveany utility. However, from
the pointof publicpoalicy, itiscomprehensiveeva uationwhichismoreuseful.

17-4.2 -Evaluation: Approaches

Poli cy evaluation isbasically concerned with describing, judging, and explaining policies; their
formulation, implementation, and outcomes. It deal s with thequestions, What has been done?
W hy and how thingshave been done?What has been achieved?What arethe future prospectsor
options?In thisprocess, anal ystsadopt different approaches.Someof theroutine approachesto
pdicy evauation havebeen identified,such as, Front-end analysis; Evaluability assessment; Process
evaluation; Effectivenessevaluation, and Eva uation Synthesi sapproach.

By front-end analysiswemear the kind of work, whichisbeing undertakenbeforeadecisionis
mad e togoahead of framing policy ona particular issue. The need and magnitudeof theproblem,
kind and number of personsor groupsto beaffected, amount of cost, cost-benefitfeasibility, etc.,
are some o theimportant parameters,whicharetaken cared a thepre-policy formulation stage.
Itenables theformul atorsto frame-policy which could deliver maximum goods with minimum.
inputs. Under thk eval uability assessment approach, acomparison of thepolicy's assumptionsis
made with the stated goal sand objectivesd the policy and the points regarding rationality and
utility of the assumptionsareraisedto ascertainthat whether thosecoul d match the stated obj ectives
of the policy. Thisapproachservesto determinethefeasi bility and usefulnessof performing full-
scale evaluation d the programme’s effectiveness. Thisapproach laysthegroundwork to answer
accountability questions. The purposed processeval uationapproachisto describeand analyse
retrospectively, the processesof implementedpolicies; strategiesadopted; cost incurred; problems
faced; and natureof interaction with theclientsand other organisationsconcerned. ItiSmeant to
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find out what is lacking where so far as the process part is concerned; and how, and where
improvements could be made. T he effectivenesseval uation approach, like processapproach, is
aso retrospective. Itspurposeis tofind out how well or badly apolicy isimplemented, what have
beenthe outcomes, what istherelationshipof theoutcomeswith theeffectivenessof implementation
of apolicy, and what changesare visi ble,etc. For determining thechanges, thecomparisons with
the past conditions of the samegroupor conditionsin experimental and control groups haveto be
made. Finally theEvaluation SynthesisApproach(ESA) isahighly versatileapproach. It hasthe-
capability of serving all three kinds of evauation purposes, that is, formulation, implementation,
and accountability. The ESA reanaysestheresultsor findingsfrom oneor a number of evaluations
foridentifying what havebeenknownaboutapalicy. It hesthecapacity to addressvariouseval uative
questions, of course, depending upon theavailability of eval uations madeand datacollected. It
could be both quantitativeas well asqudlitative.

17.4.3 Methods of Evaluation

Thevariousmethods avail ablefor studyingstructuresand changesof phenomenain soci etiesmay
beutilisedfor policy evaluation also, with some adjustments depending upon the purpose and
approach. In social sciences it hasbecome common to distinguish broadly between two major
approaches: quantitative and qualitative. In thewordsof Casley and Kumar (1988), themost
obviousdistinction between thetwo is that quantitative methods producenumerical dataand
qualitativemethods produceinformation in words..

In eval uativestudies, quantitativeanal ysismay besought to be used primarily for measuringef fects

and impacts. Quantitativemethodsin policy eva uation, mos commonly, includebenefit-costanaysis,
codt effectivenessanalysis,experimental designsand statistical surveys.

i) Benefit-Cost Analysis

Stokey and Zeckhauser claim that benefit-cost anaysisistheprincipal andytica framework, which
isused toeval uatepublicexpendituredecisions. Basically benefit-costandyssrequiressystematic
enumeration of al benefitsand dl costs, tangibleandintangible, readily quantifiableor difficultto
measure, whichwill accrue if aparticularproject isadopted. With all thisinformation at hand, the
andydt should beableto subtract thetotal cost of each aternativefromthetotal sumof itsbenefits
and identify thenet gainin each case.

In most cases, thecostsmay befairly realisticallyquantified. Rossi and Freeman (1993) mention

fivemeans of monetisingbenefits:

e  Direct measurement -

¢ Marketvaluation

¢  Economicestimation (indirect quantification based on explicitly stated assumptions)

e Hypothetical questions (asking target people, how they consider basically non-monetary
benefitsto beworth in monetary terms)

e  Observingpalitical choices(transformingobserved political prioritisation intosomejudged
indicated monetary value).

In practice, however, except thefirst two, rest arenot freefrom subjectivity.
i) Cost-EffectivenessAnalyss

Cost-effectivenessisconsideredto beasimplified version of benefit-costanalysis.Itisatechnique
foreval uatingvariousaternativesin terms of the degreetowhichthey efficientlyleadtothefulfillment
of stated objectives. Thealternative adjudged most preferableistheonewhich produces maximumn
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effectiveness for agivenlevel of cost or theminimumcost for afixed level of effectiveness. This,
method isnot only useful for comparing proposed aternativepolicies, but alsofor evaluating the
current Or previouspolicies.In theopinion of Ross and Freeman, the cost-effectivenessanalysis,

in itsconventional form, issimilar to thebenefit-cost analysis except that monetisingis required

only o thecosts, however, the benefitsbeing expressed in direct outcome units.

iii) Experimental M ethod

Experimental methodsare not uncommen in social research. Thebasisof evaluation isan ‘ideal’

laboratory-like Situation in which someunitsin apopulation.who received someservice under the
policy measureshave been randomly selected, whileothers have not received it. In evaluating the
performance of such policiesand programmes, samplesof different groups (who havereceived
and who havenot received) aresel ectedfor comparativeanalysis. Relevant variablesof thegroups
arethen studied before and after, and even during the programme period in order tofind out the
differenceof impact. Subsequently, statistical methodsareused for testingthe dataf or significance

'levels. Oneor more control groups can beselected to test theimpact of apolicy.

iv) Statistical Surveys

Survey method isquite common in socia research. In policy evaluation sphere, surveysarequite
useful. Information (data) iscollected and analysed by applying statistical tool sespecially with the
help of sampling techniques, questionnairesand i nterviewssupportedby observationmethod and
secondary data. Suitable hypotheses may be developed after identifying appropriate variables.
Groupsfrom the popul ation are sel ected on the basisof certain characteristics, such as, thelevel of
education,income, sizeof landholding,age, sex, socia backgrounds, etc. Subsequently, changes
aresought relatingto programme or policy interventionsand association between degreeof success
of the pol icy/programme and different characteristics of thesamples are tested statistically. A
number of authorsal so distinguish betweenthreetypesd studiesof changein onepopulation, that
is, trend design, cohort design and panel design. Such designsarc used tostudy thechangesfrom
different anglesover different timeperiods.

v) Qualitative M ethods

In anumber of cases/situations theinformation cannot bequantified (i.e. expressed in numerical
terms) or cannot bequantified in any meaningful way for the purposeat hand. Moreover, numerical

+ datausualy haveto beanalysed in acontext, which cannot be, or can only bepartly, quantified;

consequently, thedatawill havetobe wholly or largely explained qualitativety. Broadly spegking,
aqualitativeapproachis necessay in thefollowingsituations(Dale):

¢ Whenitisnot possibleto study statistically representativesamples of beneficiaries, -

e  Whenchangesaretheresult of complex processes, involvingmany interrelated factors.
e  Foranalysingrelevance,duetothevaluejudgmentsinvolved. |

e  Whenstudying theorganisational issues (involvedin policy implementation).

Theaboveanalysesof methodsof evaluation clearly indicatesthat both quantitativeand qualitative
methods areequally important in theexerciseof policy evaluation.

vi) Model Building

In order to effectively eval uatecosts and benefitsassociated with any given policy—and toaidin
thesearchfor the alternatives tosuch policy-models are often called into.play. In their crudest
form, suchmodelsmay beimply  aseries of tablesor graphssystematical Iyil@]iigfi1lgafﬁwd ghing
therelevant data. Other modelsmay involve theusedf mathematical€quations 6ér computer
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simulations. Themain purposeof modelsistoevaluate or gain insightintothe value of agiven
policy or alternatives than merely applying judgmentand experience.

17.5 EVALUATING AGENCIES

Another significant areaof study in thefield of policy evaluationistheroled various agencies
involvedinit. It is necessary to determine the agency, whichisthe most appropriatefor policy ,-
evaluation. Sometimes, morethan oneagency isinvolved in thejob of policy evaluation. Let us
now, examinetheroleand appropriatehess of theseagencies.

i) Evaluationby Specialised Agencies

Policy evaluation, aswe know, is not asimpletask. A policy at its various stages needsto be
lookedinto by aspecialisedagency preferably by outsideor independent experts. A maj or advantage
of independent expertsisthat they do not haveany vestedinterestin the given policy or theagency
concerned. AsWildavsky putsit: “No matter how good istheinternal analysesor theinternal
organisational arrangement, thereis something unsatisfactory about alowingit tojudgeitsown
cas=." Thespecialised agenciesmay behiredfor this purposeor theindependent public agencies
may beassigned the task. Certain research organi sations,such as, the Centrefor Policy Research,
ProgrammeEval uation Organisation (PEO),and universitiesmay fit intothiscategory.

i) Evaluation by I nternal Units

Evaluationby internal agencies/units isacommon practicei n somecountries. Themain advantage
of suchan arrangement i stheeasy availability of information or data, Such interna agencieshave
thefull basic knowledgeabout the nature and objectivesof agivenpolicy. Evaluationby interna
agenciesispreferred because it avoids clash with the policy-making agencies. I n thesphereof
policy analysis, research cells within the concerned Ministries or Departmentsmay perform the
task. Moreover, the implementing admi ni strati veagenciestheinsel veskeep on coll ecting thedata,
monitoring the progress, and may also prepare periodic performancereports. However, internal
evauation suffersfrom certain shortcomings.Firgtly, theadministrativeagenciesmay lack the skill
and capability of investigation or research. Policy eval uation being aspecialisedtask isrequiredto
belooked into by expertsand not by routine administrators. Secondly, the element of biasis
awaysthere. Asthe adagegoes, nooneshould beaJdudgeinhisowncase. In thiscontext, how
onecan expect objective evaluation by thosewho areinvolvedin theimplementation of theirown
policiesand programmes. Thirdly,theadministrators alwaysressteconomicanalysisand databased
reports. Therefore, analysis, such as, cost-benefit or cost-effectiveness may not becarried out
faichyFinally, therearechancesof distortiondf information,concealment of critical data, window-
dressing, etc. dueto administrative compulsions or political pressures.

iii) Evaluation by L egidative Committees . .

A common practicein democratic countriesis theinvolvement of legislative bodiesin policy
evaluation. Sincethe Legislature/Parliament arelarge bodiesand overburdened withroutine
work, itistheir smaller committees, which takeup detailedinvestigativeand eval uativework. In
India, for instance, we have anumber of such committees, viz., Public Accounts Committee;
Committeeon Public Undertakings, Committee on\WWomen Welfare; Committeeon theWelfare of
SC/STs, etc. |

iv) Evaluation by Special Committees
Appointment of certain commissionsor committeesfor policy evaluation isacommon practice by
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governments in many countries. They areusudly appointed to conduct athoroughexamination of
certain policy measures. Such commissions/committees |00k intotheexisting policies, especially
their workingand impact; and identify the positive and negativesi des, and also makealong list of
recommendationstowardspolicy correctionsor for futurepolicies. These commissions takethe
help of official inacliinery,experts, and public. They take along period of timeto submit the
reports. Someof thewel known commissionsin thelndian context are: National Commissionon
Agriculture; Law Commission; Education Commission; AdministrativeReformsCommission; .
Agricultura PricesCommission,CommissononWelfared WWomen and Children; Nationa Hedlth
Commission; Mandal Commission;and soon.

17.6 PROBLEMSINPOLICY EVALUATION

Policy evaluationiscomparatively aneglected areain thetota policy process. It facesa number of
problems, challengesand dilemmas. A number of authors,such as, Stuart Nagel, JamesColeman,
Guy Petersand Robert Glombiewski haveidentifiedsome problemsin policy evaluation. Inthe
opinionaf Peters(1988), theeva uation processright fromtheinitia stagedf goal specificationto
that of measurement of performancemay appear to besimplepolicy,but in thepublicarenaitis
quite arduous. Several barriers stand in the way of those who try to produce such evaluations.
Theseproblemsare briefly explainedbelow.

1) Goal Specification

Evauation isassociatedeven withtheinitial processd god identification. Policy instrument, such
as, statutes areoften drafted in ambiguouslanguageand the goalsare vaguely defined. Policy
specificsare not spelt out; often they are grandiosestatements of aspirations. Even, somepolicies
arenot provided adequatebudgetary support. Diversion of funds or non-release of funds isalsoa
recurringfesture. Many atime, diversonsaremade tosatisfy political or ulterior motives of those
who can call the shots. Merton callsit aprocessof “displacement of goals.

Moreover, wherever the goal sareclearly expressed,they may notbe practical. A large number of
statutory instruments carry anumber d p ovisions,which are not practica . Equdity, full-employment,
poverty alleviationand many moreremain at best political goalsonly, and intendedto servethe
purposesof propagandaand political mobilisation. Given thisscenario, goal specificationrarely
exigts, thereby making policy evaluation afutileexercise,

i) Measurement .

In the public sector, measuringresultsor output isdifficult. One fundamental problemthat limits the
efficiency and effectivenessof governmenti sthe absencedf any ready means of judgingt he value
of what is being produced, say in the case of welfare, health or defence, easy yardsticksfor
evaluationare not available. Theremay beanumber of parametersand new diseases, new social

problemsor new enemies may arisefrom timeto time. Another problem in measurement, in
government, isthe problem of timespan over which the benefitsof many public programmesare
ddivered. Long-termgoasin hedth',education,rura development,etc. relateto quality of lifeand
enlightenment, which areelusivequalitiesto measurewhen an evaluation must bedonequickly. In
caseof sustainability or durability, somemeasures, for exampl e, produce resultsafter they have
been in existence for years, whereas others show immediate impacts. Here, again political

compulsionscreepin when thepartiesare short of timetowait for long-termresults, thus, leading
tomanipulation and distortions. However, thefactors associated with thecharacteristics of the
population &l so cause problemsin eval uation. For instance,among the poor sectionsadf society, it
isdifficult to assesstheimpact of health policiesbecaused theirinherent problemof malnutrition
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and theunhygienicenvironment in which they live. Similarly in the measurement, problems of
administrativeorganisation, skill and competence of the personnel also pose problems. Lastly,
temptation to inflate or cook-up datatend to defeat thevery purposed objectivemeasurement.

i) Targets

God's fulfilment isrelatedto theachievmeent d targets. | n thiscontext, itisimportantto know not
only what you intend to do but also to whom you intend to doit. For example, programmesthat
havesignificanteffectson the population asawhole may not havethe desired effectson atarget
population. In anumber of cases, the advantaged sectionsof society grabthe programime benefits,
though the benefits.are in fact meant for thedisadvantagedstrata. In India, anumber of schemesof
rural development, women and child welfare, poverty alleviationand housing, besidessubsidies,
have not mademuch impact on thetarget groups, but thepolicy eva uationindicatestheful filment
o targets. Thus, programmes may create af al sesense of succeds, although most of thetimethe
creamy layer knocksoff the benefits. Programmes that havestringent criteriafor admission may
select clientswho actually need littlehel p rather than thosewho have the greatest need. Thus, the
"'uccess” of such policiesismideading.Withmuchof policy evauation, definingthetarget population
tendstobeapolitical exerciseand much lessan exercisein rationa policy analysss.

iv) Efficiencyand Effectiveness

Much likethedifficultyinmeasuring results, it isoften difficult to assgn coststo particular results,
evenif thoseresultsaremeasurable. For the samereason, similardifficultiesmay arisein measuring
effectivenessMuchdf theassessmentof performancein government dependson theeval uationof
procedural efficiency.Inatechnical sense, thelatterislinkedwith thefulfilmentadf legal requirements
besidesexpected procedures, such as, budgeting, accounting and audit compulsions. Itisthe
‘efficiency’, whichisprojected and measured rather than the servicesproduced,

v) Vauesand Evaluation

Thereare also problems of values and perceptionsamong the policy evaluators, which make
proper valuation of the outcomes of aprogrammedifficult. Thisisespecially true when the.
programme has significant unintended effects that must be weighed against the intended
consequences. Moreover, value system of theanalyst/evaluator may haveasubstantial influence
over thefinal evaluation of outcomes. Theorganisationsinvolvedin evaluationmay also havetheir
own collective valuesto guide themineval uatingoutcomes. Professionalismaof ahigh order can
enableobjectiveeval uation. Besidesabove, theana ystsalso confront anumber of other common

problems.

vi) Informationand Data

For any objectiveanalysisthereisaneed of accurate, comprehensive, and comparabl edata.
Infact, beforebeginningthe process of evaluationit needsto beascertainedas to what typeof data
isrequired,and how it can becollected?Datacollection isnot asimpletask, it requiresal ot of
time, skill, energy, and resources, which theeval uation agenciesmust possess. At times, it is not
easy toextract accurate information, particularly whenitisof qualitativenature. Also theremay be
problemsdueto non-availabilityof recordsor data i n thedesiredformats, which poseconstraints
topolicy evauation.

vii) Methodological Problems
Besidesproblemsinregardto availability and col I.ecti onof data, theremay beproblemsinregard
to techniquesand methodsemployed for evaluation. Inthisregard, capability of policy analystsor
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agenciesinvolvedin evaluationisvery crucial. However, in theeval uationwork, thereisalwaysa
doubt in regard to the methodol ogy empl oyed and the accuracy of results.

viii) Problem of Resources

A common problem in government, particularly in the devel oping countries, is theshortage of
resources—human, financial and infrastructural. Whilethe scopefor evaluationis on theincrease
thereisno commensurateinvestmentin theresource basefor eval uationeither within thegovernment
or within universitiesand researchingtitutionsin India.

iX) TheOptimising Dilemma

Policy optimisation requiresthe adoption of apolicy that wouldoptimiseor maximise theexpected
policy goa sunder differentconditions,congtraints, and challengesrather thanemphasising exclusively
on prediction. Generally,eval uation reportstalk about rel ati onshi pbetween policiesand goals. In
fact, theactual needfor asociety istolist more o the prescriptiverequirements than to place
emphasi son predictivefindingsand rel ationship between policiesand goals.

X) TheUnforeseen ConsequencesDilemma

During theeval uation process, theevaluators comethrough anumber of unforeseen consequences,
which they had never thought of . Normally, whiledealingwith such unforeseen consequences, the
evaluator goes by thedataand themethodology adopted regardingknown consequences. Thisis
likely to affect thefinal eval uation report to aconsi derableextent. | n such cases, in theabsence of
contingency models, theevaluation report would nat beabletoreflect redlities.

xi) TheEquity Dilemma

It isrelated tothefrequent conflictin policy eva uation between policy goals of equity and efficiency.
It can haveenough scopefor subj ectiveanaysisand eval uation. Stuart Nagel says, “ theimportant
point is not the technical aspect of theapproach taken to equity of benefits, equity o costs, and
efficiency, but rather theconsciousconsiderationd thesecriteria. Policy evaluatorsmay not have
anobligationtoreachasolution, that is, both efficient and equitabl e; it may indeed beiinpossibleto

doso. They should, however,beobligated to discusstheseissuesexplicitly intheir policy evaluation.”

xii) ThePartisan Dilemma

As noted earlier, problemsadf apartisanapproach creepin theprocess of evaluation. Evaluators,
mostly government employees, many atimes fall aprey to what their political masterswant rather
than going about their job of evaluationin an impartial manner. The elements of objectivity,
commitment to publicinterest, and offering resistancetodifficult political and other pressuresare
obtainedin countrieslikelndia. The'Yes, Minister' syndromeistheonethat rules theroost.

Above wehave noted a number of problemsand dilemmasin policy evaluation. Thesemay valy

from country to country, dependingupon anumber of factors, such as, the natureof thepolitical

system, the party system, interest groups, media, citizenry, admini strativecapability, competence
level of human resources, level of economicdevel opment and so on. An effectivesystem of policy

evd uationrequires political will. Other requirementsare: thecapability and supportof administrative
agencies,involvementaf universities, research organisations, proviston of adequateresourcesto
the eval uatingagencies, trainingof eval uationpersonnel , useof standardi sed methodol ogy, efficient
information system, and accessto communication technologies. Abovedl in orderto minimise the
problems in policy evaluation, and to makeit an effectiveexerci seproper coordinationand sincere
effortsarerequired at dl levels.
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17.7 CONCLUSON

Evidently policy eval uationisof immensesignificance in thetota policy process ThisUnithighlighted
thefact that evaluation cannot be disassociated from policy formulation, implementation,and
accountability.Policy evaluation should enableari objective assessment of the performanceof a
. programme, and identify the needfor anew policy to beframedin an optimal manner. ThisUnit
dealt with the varioustypesof approaches and methods of evaluation like methods of policy
evauation,ethical i ssues, problems in policy evaluation, and need forimprovementsintheeval uation
process. |n addition, role of various agenciesin evaluation especially by specialised agencies,
internal units, legidativecommittees, and special committeeshavebeen explained. L agtly, problems
in evauation, such as, goal specification,measurement, target achievement, fulfilment of criteriadf
efficiency and effectiveness,and theroled valuesd evaluators; problems of methodology;lack of
adequate resourcesfor eval uation; and thedilemmasdf optimisation,equity and partisasnshiphave
al so been described briefly.

17.8 KEY CONCEPTS -

Appraisal . Critical evaluationdf an activity of programmesnormally beforeit
isapprovedfor implementation or funding.

Benefit-cost analysis ~ : Systematicenumeration,preferably in quantitative monetary terms,
of al benefitsandcostsof apolicy/programme/project.

Data Facts, statisticsand other forms of informationthat provide the
raw material for analysis.

Effectiveness . It refers to the extent to which desired outcomes or expected
impacts areachieved.

Efficiency Itistheratioof the benefitsto theinvestmentsmadein aprogramme/
project. ,

Monitoring Current assessment of the progress of a project, including
Identificationdf constraintsin obtainingtheexpectedresults.

Par etooptimality Aneconomicor political arrangement.under apolicy that makes
oneor several personsbetter off without worseningtheposition of
others.

Quantification Theassignmentof numerica valyes tovariablessothat they can be
measured or compared by quantity.

Simulation . Processd making thingsresemblesomethingreal throughheuristic
exercisesor statistical computations.

Sustainability : Continuation of the practices or work done or measures taken

under apolicy afteritstermination.
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17.10 ACTIVITIES

1)  Onthebasisof any major policy of thetop managementof your organisation, discusstherole
of evaluation agency inevaluaingthepalicy. Critically eval uatetheeffectivenessof theagency.

2) Given theresources and assistance, if you are askedtoeval uate'the policies of thelocal
government d your areawhat problemswouldyou face?Explain.






