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1. The Paris declaration and the new Aid environment
 
Aid is in the spotlight as never before. Following the recent commitments made at the G8 summit at Gleneagles, the UN Millennium Summits and the EU, the amount of aid provided to Least Developed Countries is expected to increase by nearly 60% (about an additional USD 50 billion) by 2010. Yet aid increases will not help reduce poverty in the absence of major improvements in the quality of aid. This requires ambitious reforms in the aid system. Not only from donors, who could do a much better job at delivering aid more effectively, but also from developing countries who could improve the way they manage it. For many years reforms in these areas have been slow to materialise and, all too often, it has been business as usual within the development community.

Today, however, there are some good reasons to believe that the situation will change. On 2 March 2005, for example, over one hundred donors and developing countries agreed in Paris to undertake some landmark reforms in the way they do business together. The Paris Declaration marks an unprecedented level of consensus and resolve to reform aid to make it more effective at combating global poverty.
	Box 1.   High-level representation at the Paris High-Level Forum
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One reason why reform in the aid system has been slow to materialise is the weakness of accountability mechanisms within this system. All too often, neither donors nor developing country governments are truly accountable to the citizens of the North and South on the use of development resources. Significant progress towards making aid more effective therefore requires stronger mechanisms for accountability for both donors and partner countries. The Paris Declaration seeks to address this “accountability gap” by promoting a model of partnership that improves transparency and accountability on the use of development resources.

From donorship to ownership. Aid is more effective when partner countries exercise strong and effective leadership over their development policies and strategies. Ownership is therefore the fundamental tenet underpinning the Paris Declaration. Governments of developing countries are accountable to their own parliaments and citizens, not to donor organizations, for their development policies. In many countries, this means strengthening parliamentary oversight of development policies and budgets and reinforcing the role of civil society. It also requires donors to scale down their sometimes excessive demands for accountability from developing countries by:

● Relying as much as possible on country systems and procedures.

● Avoiding intrusive conditionality.

● Decreasing the number of project implementation units (PIUs) that undermine national administrations.

● Providing timely and transparent information on aid flows so as to enable partner authorities to present comprehensive budget reports to their legislature and citizens.

Stronger and more balanced mechanisms for mutual accountability. At present accountability requirements are often harder on developing countries than donors. The Paris Declaration recognises that for aid to become truly effective, stronger and more balanced accountability mechanisms are required at different levels. At the international level, the Paris Declaration constitutes a mechanism in which donors and recipients of aid are held mutually accountable to each other and compliance in meeting the commitments will be publicly monitored.

More so than previous agreements, the Paris Declaration goes beyond a statement of general principles and lays down a practical, action-oriented roadmap to improve the quality of aid and its impact on development. The 56 partnership commitments included in the Paris Declaration are organised around five key principles:

Figure 1. Paris Declaration Key principles
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● Managing for results – Both donors and partner countries will manage resources and improve decision-making for results. Donors should fully support developing countries efforts in implementing performance assessment frameworks that measure progress against key elements of national development strategies.

● Mutual accountability – Donors and developing countries pledge that they will hold each mutually accountable for development results as outlined in the aid effectiveness pyramid below.

● Harmonisation – Donors aim to be more harmonised, collectively effective and less burdensome especially on those countries, such as fragile states, that have weak administrative capacities. This means, for instance, establishing common arrangements at country level for planning, funding and implementing development programmes.

● Alignment – Donors will base their overall support on partner countries’ national development strategies, institutions and procedures. For example, this means that donors will draw conditions, wherever possible, from a developing country government’s development strategy, instead of imposing multiple conditions based on other agendas. 

● Ownership – Developing countries will exercise effective leadership over their development policies, strategies and co-ordinate development efforts. Donors’ are responsible for supporting and enabling developing countries ownership by respecting their policies and helping strengthen their capacity to implement them.

Increased aid flows are unlikely to make a serious dent into global poverty if donors do not change the way they go about providing aid and developing countries do not enhance the way they currently manage it. Business as usual will not only erode the credibility of development assistance in the North and South, but more importantly, will undermine the international community’s ability to reach the MDGs by 2015. Disappointing results could make aid, not poverty, history. (IDS, 2005)
This is why the challenge of the Paris Declaration is to reform the way donors and partner countries work together to meet common objectives and make best use of limited development resources. Put simply, the Paris Declaration is about changing behaviour. Taken together, the agenda set out by the Paris Declaration and the strengthened mechanisms for mutual accountability create some very powerful incentives to change patterns of behaviour.
1.1 The strategic role of Monitoring & Evaluation within the new Aid environment 

Within the changing development framework, the evaluation function is expected to play a strategic role to better serve the increased demand for mutual accountability, evidence for decision making and learning. This process of reshaping the evaluation function is just beginning. Nevertheless, in order to stimulate debate, it is desirable to attempt to formulate the key trends, using the five principles of the Paris Declaration as framework.
● Managing for results
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Due to the higher attention to development of high quality, which translates in MDG-based national development plans such as those articulated in poverty reduction strategies (PRS), the focus of evaluation is shifting from small projects to national programmes and policies. This shift requires a systemic approach to evaluation so that policy decisions can be informed by knowledge streams that are the result of continuous analysis, not individual evaluation reports only. Knowledge streams are produced by relevant and integrated Monitoring & Evaluation systems whose data inform major evaluations strategically designed to inform key decision-making milestones. To ensure such outcomes, Monitoring & Evaluation is being institutionalized in Governments institutions.
● Mutual accountability
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In line with the commitment to reinforce participatory approaches in decision-making processes, the evaluation function should also embrace such principle. In this context, evaluation professional organizations have a potentially significant role to play. This is even more true as in the last 10 years the number of national and regional Evaluation professional organizations increased dramatically, passing from half a dozen in 1997 to more then 50 in 2007 – with most of the new organizations located outside Western Europe and North America. Moreover, two global organizations have been created. These are the International Organization for Cooperation in Evaluation (IOCE) and the International Development Evaluation Association (IDEAS) (Segone, 2006). 

Figure 2. Evaluation Associations and Networks
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IOCE
, launched in Peru in 2003, is the coalition of regional and national evaluation organizations from around the world; membership is made up of organizations and not individuals.  IOCE seeks to legitimate and strengthen evaluation societies, associations or networks so that they can better contribute to good governance and strengthen civil society. It aims to build evaluation capacity, develop evaluation principles and procedures, encourage the development of new evaluation societies and associations or networks, undertake educational activities that will increase public awareness of evaluation, and seek to secure resources for co-operative activity. 

IDEAS
 held its first conference in India in 2005.  IDEAS was created to attract individual members from all over the world (particularly from developing countries and transition economies), who will: a) promote development evaluation for results, transparency and accountability in public policy and expenditure; b) give priority to evaluation capacity development; c) foster the highest intellectual and professional standards in development evaluation; and d) encourage national and regional development evaluation groups.

The national, regional and global Evaluation professional organizations can foster democratic approaches to evaluation, not only by helping to share experience and expertise, but also by providing a forum for greater dialogue among civil society, academia, governments and donors, in line with the important growing role of civil society, academia and the private sector in national development. Quesnel (2006) suggests the importance of strategies for promoting partnerships with the mass media and parliaments to further the use of evaluation as instrument for transparency and accountability.

● Harmonization
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Developing countries demand more and more coordination and harmonization among Donor countries and International agencies. This trends is visible in the Evaluation arena too. 
Quesnel (2006) mentions that the main body that introduced greater harmonization in the evaluation of official development assistance was the Expert Group on Evaluation of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). It provides a forum for evaluation specialists from 30 governmental and multilateral agencies to work together to improve the relevance and effectiveness of development cooperation.

Another potent leverage used by governments for greater systematization of the use of evaluation is the system of international financial institutions. These institutions, such as the International Monetary Fund, World Bank Group
, regional and sub-regional multilateral development banks or international funds, are governed by assemblies of government representatives. Each organization has an evaluation unit. The Evaluation Cooperation Group (ECG)
 brings together the heads of evaluation of the global and regional organizations. They have done much to harmonize and develop new evaluation approaches in response to evolving development policy challenges.

The United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG)
 brings together some 38 heads of evaluation across the UN System.  UNEG aims to improve the use of evaluation within the UN System, to contribute to harmonization and simplification and to undertake joint evaluation work, especially at the country level. 
At country level, more and more evaluations are carried out jointly to ensure harmonization and synergy among donors. In the case of the United Nations, several UN specialized agencies develop the UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF)  to ensure that results are delivered in a coordinated manner and are aligned to National development priorities. The UNDAF document also includes a common Monitoring & Evaluation Plan.
● Alignment
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International development agencies should focus efforts on supporting existing national Monitoring & Evaluation systems, aligning their Monitoring & Evaluation assistance with national Monitoring & Evaluation plans and priorities. 

Strategic contributions by international development agencies include supporting sustainable national Monitoring & Evaluation capacity development, taking into consideration the value of diversity in evaluation approaches and always focusing on the quality of the knowledge produced by evaluative processes. 

To ensure the quality of the knowledge produced by evaluative processes, respect for Evaluation standards should be a priority.
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● Ownership

Integrated Monitoring & Evaluation systems should be nationally owned. Country-Led Evaluations in South Africa and in Bosnia & Herzegovina are the first attempts to translate this principle in reality. UNICEF in Bosnia & Herzegovina is supporting the Government in carrying out a Country-Led Evaluation of the Social Protection chapter of the local PRS, with focus on good governance for children. The Government is leading the evaluation process, notably by identifying the scope of the evaluation, the evaluation questions that respond to the national information needs to inform the design of the next cycle of the PRS, and by involving all the major stakeholders, including civil society organizations, international development organizations - such as the World Bank - and the European Commission. UNICEF thus aligned itself to the Government Monitoring & Evaluation needs, by providing the required technical assistance and strengthening national evaluation capacities.
IDEAS is also working towards strengthening Country Led Evaluations and Systems (CLES). Within this scope, IDEAS already organized Regional Workshops on CLES in Central and Eastern Europe, and Africa. 

2. The Role and Strategic Intent of Monitoring & Evaluation

Decision-makers are looking to Monitoring & Evaluation as the strategic function to make the key principles of the Paris Declaration a reality. Monitoring & Evaluation can provide unique information about the performance of government policies, programs and projects. It can identify what works, what does not, and the reasons why. Monitoring & Evaluation also provides information about the performance of a government, of individual ministries and agencies, of managers and their staff. And it provides information on the performance of donors which support the work of governments.

It is tempting - but dangerous - to view Monitoring & Evaluation as having inherent value. The value of Monitoring & Evaluation comes not from conducting Monitoring & Evaluation or from having such information available; rather, the value comes from using it to help improve government performance. There are several ways in which Monitoring & Evaluation information can be highly useful to governments and to others: 

· To enhance results-based management, by supporting Governments in managing public policies and programmes, including government service delivery and the management of staff. 

· To enhance transparency and support accountability relationships. These include the accountability of government to the Parliament or Congress, to civil society, and to the donors. Monitoring & Evaluation also supports the accountability relationships within government, such as between sector ministries and central ministries, and between ministers, managers and staff. Monitoring & Evaluation  provides a vehicle to magnify the voice of civil society and to put additional pressure on government to achieve higher levels of performance. Civil society can play an important role in Monitoring & Evaluation in at least four ways. First, it can present beneficiary views on government service delivery. Second, it can produce analysis and reviews of government performance, via activities such as budget analyses and citizen report-cards. Third, by providing independent scrutiny of Monitoring & Evaluation findings which governments produce. Finally, civil society is a user of Monitoring & Evaluation information -- via media reporting and also the activities of universities, think-tanks and NGOs. 

· To support evidence-based policy-making, particularly in the context of the national budget cycle and for national planning. These processes focus on government priorities among competing demands from citizens and groups in society. Monitoring & Evaluation information can support government’s deliberations by providing evidence about the most cost-effective types of government policies. 
Being Evidence-based policy-making at the heart of the new Aid environment, the next chapter focuses on analyzing the role and strategic intent of Monitoring & Evaluation in evidence-based policy-making.

3. Evidence-based policy making

3.1 What is Evidence-Based Policy? 

Evidence-based policy has been defined as an approach that “helps people make well informed decisions about policies, programmes and projects by putting the best available evidence at the heart of policy development and implementation” (Davies, 1999a). This definition well match the UN one available in the MDG guide, where it is stated that “Evidence-based policy making refers to a policy process that helps planners make better-informed decisions by putting the best available evidence at the center of the policy process”. Evidence may include information produced by integrated monitoring & evaluation systems, academic research, historical experience and “good practice” information.

This approach stands in contrast to opinion-based policy, which relies heavily on either the selective use of evidence (e.g. on single studies irrespective of quality) or on the untested views of individuals or groups, often inspired by ideological standpoints, prejudices, or speculative conjecture. 

Many Governments and Organizations are moving from “Opinion-based policy” towards “Evidence-based policy”, and are in the stage of “Evidence-influenced policy”. As we will see later on, this is mainly due to the fact that a) policy making process is always inherently political and b)  processes through which this evidence is put to turn it into policy options often do not meet required quality standards. 

Proponents of evidence-based policy and practice acknowledge that not all sources of evidence are of a sufficient quality to form the basis of sound policy making (Davies, Nutley and Smith, 2000). Many research and evaluations are flawed by unclear objectives, poor research/evaluation designs, methodological weaknesses, inadequate statistical reporting and analysis, selective use of data, and conclusions that are not supported by the data provided (Davies, 2003).

Figure 3. Dynamic of Policy Making
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The concept of ‘evidence-based policy’ has been gaining currency over the last two decades. Literature suggests that this new interest in bringing impartial evidence to the policy making process comes in response to a perception that Government needs to improve the quality of decision-making and, as consequence,  is related to the loss of public confidence suffered in recent years. Traditionally, politicians and policy makers operated based on the unquestioning faith of their followers. But citizens are less and less inclined to take policy views on trust. Policy makers are increasingly asked  to explain not just what policy option they advise and why they think it is appropriate, but also what they know of its likely efficacy.

	Box 2: Modernising policy making

	The UK government’s vision of modernised policy making was set out in Professional Policy Making (SPMT, 1999). Nine core features were identified:

● 
Forward looking: takes a long term view of the likely impact of policy

● 
Outward looking: takes account of influencing factors and learns from elsewhere

● 
Innovative and creative: questions the status quo and is open to new ideas

● 
Evidence based: uses the best available evidence from a wide range of sources

● 
Inclusive: is fair and takes account of the interests of all

● 
Joined up: works across institutional boundaries and considers implementation

● 
Reviews: keeps policy under review

● 
Evaluates: builds evaluation into the policy process

● 
Learns lessons: learns from experience of what works and what does not

Source: NUTLEY, S., DAVIES, H. and WALTER I., 2002.


3.2 The nature of evidence

“The driving force for evidence in government should be the type of question being asked, rather than any particular research method or design.”  Jerry Kee

If we are indeed interested in developing an agenda in which evidence is to be more influential, then first of all we need to develop some agreement as to what constitutes evidence, in what context, for addressing different types of policy/practice questions. This will involve being more explicit about the role of research and evaluation vis-à-vis other sources of information, as well as greater clarity about the relative strengths and weaknesses of different methodological stances. Such methodological development needs to emphasise a ‘horses for courses’ approach, identifying which policy and practice questions are amenable to analysis through what kinds of specific research and evaluation techniques. Further, it needs to emphasise methodological pluralism, rather than continuing paradigmatic antagonisms; seeking complementary contributions from different research and evaluation designs and sources rather than epistemological competition.

The disputes between researchers and evaluators about the superiority or inferiority of quantitative versus qualitative studies, or experimental versus experiential research designs, can lead to no useful evidence being produced, or to evidence that is technically very good but of little use to policy makers or anyone else. In the meantime, there are plenty of other policy forces – from lobbyists to pressure groups – that are less thorough but more readily available to policy makers. It is not surprising that such forces are often more successful in finding its way into policy making. 

Figure 4. Type of Sources 
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The evidence-based policy movement has built its claim to influencing policy and practice on the basis of using research and evaluation evidence that has been systematically searched, critically appraised, and rigorously analysed according to explicit and transparent criteria. Systematic reviews and meta-analyses of existing evidence are accorded such a high premium amongst proponents of evidence-based policy and practice because they overcome the shortcomings of single studies (Cooper and Hedges, 1994; Davies, 2003). Single studies and evaluations can provide an unbalanced and unrepresentative view of the total available evidence on a topic or policy issue. This is because they are almost always sample-specific, time-specific, and context-specific. Also, some single studies and evaluations lack methodological rigour or are not undertaken to high quality standards. Such studies should not be included in the evidence base for policy making or practice. Systematic reviews, by contrast, use explicit and transparent quality criteria, and rigorous standards for searching and critical appraisal, in order to establish ‘the consistencies and account for the variability of similar appearing studies’ (Cooper and Hedges, 1994:4). By only accumulating evidence that can warrantably be accumulated, and identifying studies that are sample, time, or context specific, systematic reviews are able provide generalisations, and the limits of these generalisations, amongst existing research evidence. 

Single Studies and evaluations
Single studies and evaluations are more commonly used than systematic reviews to support government policy and practice. Indeed, the vast majority of the research and evaluation undertaken by, or on behalf of, Governments and the Development community consists of single studies or evaluations, often without any accumulation of existing evidence using systematic review methodology. If undertaken to the highest possible standards, single studies and evaluations can provide valuable and focussed evidence for particular policies, programmes and projects in specific contexts. Unlike systematic reviews, however, single studies are less able to say much about the variability of populations, contexts and conditions under which policies might work or not work. 

Pilot Studies and Case Studies 
Pilot studies and case studies are other sources of evidence for policy making and policy implementation. The UK Cabinet Office recommended that “the full-scale introduction of new policies and delivery mechanisms should, wherever possible, be preceded by closely monitored pilots” (UK Cabinet Office, 2003). 

It is sometimes argued that the tight timetables and schedules of the policy making process make it impossible for systematic reviews, single empirical studies, pilots or case studies to be undertaken before rolling out a policy, programme or project. This reasoning is often deployed to justify the use of whatever evidence is readily available, regardless of its scientific quality or source. Such urgency and rapidity of action may be understandable, especially in the absence of a well established evidence base for many areas of public policy, but it is short sighted and possibly counter productive. Evidence that is selective, and not subjected to careful critical appraisal and risk assessment, can often lead to inappropriate courses of action which cause more harm than they are intended to prevent. 

Experts’ Evidence 
Expert opinion is also commonly used to support government policy and practice, either in the form of expert advisory groups or special advisers. Using experts as a basis for policy making and practice, however, again raises the problems of selectivity of knowledge and expertise, as well as ensuring that the expertise being provided is up to date and well grounded in the most recent research evidence. 

Internet Evidence 
The internet age has brought a revolution in the availability of information and knowledge. Most, though not all, government departments have desktop access to the internet. It is anticipated that more and more government departments will have internet  access within the near future. This means that there is uneven access across government departments to these important sources of potential evidence 

Not all of the information available via the internet, however, is of equal value or quality. Many sites provide ‘evidence’ that is either scientifically or politically biased, or both. The uncertain scientific and political basis of much of the information and knowledge on the internet makes it difficult to be assured that it meets the required quality to be counted as sound, valid and reliable evidence. 

An optimistic scenario for the future is that initiatives that encourage consultation, through devices like policy action teams and service planning fora, will widen the membership of policy and practice communities. The involvement of wider interests in these teams is likely to set a different agenda and lead to a more practice based view of policy and delivery options. The use of research and other evidence under such a scenario is likely to be diffuse. 
	Box 3: Types of research/evaluation utilisation

	1. Instrumental use

Research feeds directly into decision making for policy and practice.

2. Conceptual use

Even if policy makers or practitioners are blocked from using findings, research and evaluation can change their understanding of a situation, provide new ways of thinking and offer insights into the strengths and weaknesses of particular courses of action. New conceptual understandings can then sometimes be used in instrumental ways.

3. Mobilisation of support

Here, research and evaluation becomes an instrument of persuasion. Findings – or simply the act of research – can be used as a political tool and can legitimate particular courses of action or inaction.

4. Wider influence

Research and evaluation can have an influence beyond the institutions and events being studied. Evidence may be synthesised. It might come into currency through networks of practitioners and researchers, and alter policy paradigms or belief communities. This kind of influence is both rare and hard to achieve, but research adds to the accumulation of knowledge that ultimately contributes to large-scale shifts in thinking, and sometimes action.

Source: adapted by NUTLEY, S., DAVIES, H. and WALTER I., 2002.


4. Knowledge as power? The need for evidence-based policy options

As mentioned earlier, the policy making process is political. Public policies are developed and delivered through the use of power, in many countries ultimately the coercive power of the state in the hands of democratically accountable politicians. For politicians, with their advisers and their agents, securing and retaining power is a necessary condition for the achievement of their policy objectives. There sometimes, then, seems to be a tension between power and knowledge in the shaping of policy. A similar tension exists between authority and expertise in the world of practice.

Emphasising the role of power and authority at the expense of knowledge and expertise in public affairs seems cynical; emphasising the latter at the expense of the former seems naïve. 

Figure 5. Factors Influencing Policy Making
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Maybe the two are more complementary than conflicting. This interdependence of power and knowledge is perhaps more apparent if public policy and practice is conceived as a continuous discourse. As politicians know too well, but social scientists too often forget, public policy is made of language. Whether in written or oral form, argumentation is central in all stages of the policy process.

In this context, evidence is an important part of the weaponry of those engaged in the discourse. If this seems too crude a metaphor, bear in mind that – to be effective – weapons must be handled with care, their use confined to skilled personnel aware of their limits and capabilities. They must not be deployed casually or wastefully, and must always be used with as full regard to the risks for those who use them as to those against whom they are used. Knowledge is open to misuse quite as much as other sources of power.

The lobby system and pressure groups are other factors competing with evidence to influence policy making and policy implementation. Think-tanks, opinion leaders and the media are other major influences. The ways in which these groups work to influence policy can be under-estimated and misunderstood by proponents of evidence-based policy and practice. It is not that these groups fail to use evidence to promote particular policies, programmes or projects. Rather, it is that such evidence is often less systematic, and more selective, than that used by supporters of evidence-based policy and practice. 

Once we acknowledge that evidence is used in various ways by different people in the policy process, governments do not appear to be the ‘evidence-free zone’ that is sometimes depicted. The evidence that is used is wide-ranging. Policy makers need information, not only about the effectiveness of a procedure and the relationship between the risks and the benefits, but also about its acceptability to key constituencies. They use information in the way that they do because the central challenge is not just to exercise sound technical judgement, but to conciliate between all the interests and institutions of the society, and between the interests and institutions represented in the policy-making process (Perri, 2002). The quest for evidence based policy should not, it is argued, be driven by a desire to reduce policy making to technical analysis. Accommodating divergence rather than imposing convergence appears to be the key to a well functioning democratic polity.

Thus, evidence base must be both broad enough to develop a wide range of policy options, and detailed enough for those options to stand up to intense scrutiny.
Other factors that influence policy making and policy implementation are the sheer pragmatics of political life such as parliamentary terms and timetables, the procedures of the policy making process, the capacities of institutions, and unanticipated contingencies that may arise. These factors need not be the enemy of evidence-based policy and practice. First, evidence-based policy is a strategic as well as an operational activity, and part of its role is to build an evidence-base for future generations of policy makers and practitioners. Second, evidence-based policy and practice should be the first line of response to unanticipated events in the sense of identifying what is already known about the problem and what is not. 

Policy making and policy implementation take place within the context of finite (and sometimes declining) resources. This means that policy making is not just a matter of ‘what works’, but what works at what cost and with what outcomes (both positive and negative). This requires sound evidence not only of the cost of policies, programmes or projects, but also the cost-effectiveness, cost-benefit, and cost-utility of different courses of action. 

Last but least, another important factor that clearly influence policy and practice is the experience, expertise and judgement of decision makers. These factors often constitute valuable human and intellectual capital and include the tacit knowledge that has been identified as an important element of policy making (Nutley, Walter and Davies, 2003). Such influences may, or may not be informed by sound evidence. Indeed, judgement based on experience and expertise may be of critical significance in those situations where the existing evidence is equivocal, imperfect, or non-existent (Grimshaw, et al, 2003). Consequently, a major goal of evidence-based policy is to ensure that policy making integrates the experience, expertise and judgement of decision makers with the best available external evidence from systematic research. 

In conclusion, evidence for policy has three components:

· First is hard data (research, evaluations, etc) 

· Second is the analytical argumentation that sets the hard data in wider context 

· Third, an evidence base comprises stakeholder opinion 

	Box 4: Evidence into policy

	Attention is more likely to be paid to research findings when:

● 
The research and evaluation is timely, the evidence is clear and relevant, and the methodology is relatively uncontested.

● 
The results support existing ideologies, are convenient and uncontentious to the powerful.

● 
Policy makers believe in evidence as an important counterbalance to expert opinion, and act accordingly.

● 
The research and evaluation findings have strong advocates.

● 
Research and evaluation users are partners in the generation of evidence.

● 
The results are robust in implementation.

● 
Implementation is reversible if need be.

Source: adapted by NUTLEY, S., DAVIES, H. and WALTER I., 2002.


5. Evidence into practice: Increasing the uptake of evidence in both policy and practice

A stronger commitment to make research and evaluation not just useful but useable, and increasing the uptake of evidence in both policy and practice has become a preoccupation for both policy people and service delivery organizations. The primary concern for those wishing to improve the utilisation of research and evaluation is how to tackle the problem of underuse, where findings about effectiveness are either not applied, or are not applied successfully. However, concerns have also been raised about overuse, such as the rapid spread of tentative findings, and about misuse, especially where evidence of effectiveness is ambiguous (Walshe and Rundall, 2000). 

A strategic approach to knowledge creation: the Integrated Monitoring & Evaluation Strategy (IMES)

Whichever part of the public sector one is concerned with, one observation is clear: the current state of research and evaluation based knowledge is insufficient to inform many areas of policy and practice. There remain large gaps and ambiguities in the knowledge base, and the research literature is dominated by small, ad hoc studies, often diverse in approach and of dubious methodological quality. In consequence, there is little accumulation from this research of a robust knowledge base on which policy makers and practitioners can draw. 
Furthermore, additions to the research literature are more usually research producer-driven than led by research users’ needs. Recognition of these problems has led to attempts to develop Integrated Monitoring & Evaluation Strategy (IMES) and Plans to address these problems . Developing such strategies and plans  necessarily requires addressing a number of key issues:

• What research and evaluation designs are appropriate for specific research questions, and what are the methodological characteristics of robust research?

• What is an appropriate balance between new primary research and the exploitation of existing research through secondary analysis?

• How can the need for rigour be balanced with the need for timely findings of practical relevance?

• What approaches can be used to identify gaps in current knowledge provision, and how should such gaps be prioritised?

• How should research and evaluation be commissioned (and subsequently managed) to fill identified gaps in knowledge?

• How can research and evaluation capacity be developed to allow a rapid increase in the availability of research based information?

• How are the tensions to be managed between the desirability of ‘independent’ researchers and evaluators free from the more overt forms of political contamination, and the need for close co-operation (bordering on dependence) between research users and research providers?

• How should research and evaluation findings be communicated and, more importantly, how can research and evaluation users be engaged with the research and evaluation production process to ensure more ready application of its findings?

Stakeholder involvement in the creation of wide-ranging Integrated Monitoring & Evaluation strategies is crucial, and such strategies need to address capacity building as well as priority areas for future research and evaluation.

Getting Appropriate ‘Buy-In’ 
The literature suggests that getting policy makers and practitioners to own and use evidence also involves getting commitment and buy-in at the most appropriate levels. In central government this usually means getting Ministers and senior policy officials to sign up to the ownership of a project and the evidence that goes to support it. This in turn means a commitment to use findings that are contrary to expectations, and not to continue with a policy, programme or project if the available research evidence indicates that this is ineffective. At the level of ‘front line’ service delivery it means getting key decision makers to ‘own’ and champion the evidence that supports good practice (Davies, 1999b, 2004). This is most likely to take place, and most likely to be effective, in organizational structures that are non-hierarchic, open and democratic (Dowd, 1994; Martin, 1997). 

The need to improve the dialogue between policy makers and the research/evaluation community

A closely related issue is getting policy makers and practitioners to own the evidence needed to support and implement policy effectively. This stands in contrast to a position where evidence is solely the property and domain of researchers and evaluation or, perhaps even worse, managers and bureaucrats who try to impose less than transparent evidence upon practitioners and front line staff. Ownership of the best available evidence can enhance its use to make well informed and substantiated decisions. 

To improve ownership, the need to improve the dialogue between policy makers and the research and evaluation community is paramount. It is sensible that such dialogues should not be constrained by one policy issue or one research project. This raises questions about what the ongoing relationship between policy makers and external researchers and evaluators should be. Using the analogy of personal relationships, it has been suggested that promiscuity, monogamy and bigamy should all be avoided. Instead, polygamy is recommended, where policy makers consciously and openly build stable relationships with a number of partners who each offer something different, know of each other and can understand and respect the need to spread oneself around (Solesbury, 1999).

Overall, a striking feature of the existing literature on ways of improving the uptake of evidence in both policy and practice is the common conclusion that the way forward should be to develop better, ongoing interaction between evidence providers and evidence users (Nutley et al, 2002). The traditional separation between the policy arena, practitioner communities and the research and evaluation community has largely proven unhelpful. Much of the more recent thinking in this area now emphasises the need for partnerships if common ground is to be found (Laycock, 2000; Nutley et al, 2000).

This echoes Huberman’s (1987) call for ‘sustained interactivity’ between researchers and practitioners throughout the process of research, from the definition of the problem to the application of findings. Closer and more integrated working over prolonged periods would seem to be capable of fostering crossboundary understanding. Doing so, however, is not cheap or organizationally straightforward, and it raises some serious concerns about independence and impartiality.

The vision should be of a society where analysts and experts are ‘on tap but not on top’ – a society, which is active in its self-critical use of knowledge and social science (Etzioni, 1968, 1993). In such a vision research evidence may well be used as a political weapon but ‘when research is available to all participants in the policy process, research as political ammunition can be a worthy model of utilisation’ (Weiss, 1979). Of course, a problem arises when certain groups in society do not have access to research and other evidence, or their ability to use this evidence is restricted because of their exclusion from the networks that shape policy decisions

Matching strong demand with a good supply of appropriate evidence 

A distinction can be made between people who are users of research and evaluation and those who are doers of research and evaluation. Whilst it may be unrealistic for professional decision makers and practitioners to be competent doers of research and evaluation, it is both reasonable and necessary for such people to be able to understand and use research and evaluation in their professional practice. Integrating research and evaluation into practice is a central feature of professions. Knowing about the different kinds of social, economic and policy research and evaluation that are available, and how to gain access to them and critically appraise them, is an increasingly necessary skill for professional policy makers and practitioners to have. Without such knowledge and understanding it is difficult to see how a strong demand for research and evaluation can be established and, hence, how getting research and evaluation into practice can be enhanced. Joint training and professional development opportunities for policy makers and analysts may be one way of taking this forward and for matching strong demand with a good supply of appropriate evidence. 

Improving “understandability” of Evidence 
A further challenge for researchers and evaluators is to make the findings of  research and evaluation accessible to the policy making community. Too often research and evaluation is presented in an unclear way with as much, if not more, emphasis given to the caveats and qualifications of research findings (the ‘noise’ of social research) than to the message and implications of these findings for policy and practice (the ‘signal’). Researchers and evaluators often need to ‘translate’ social science evidence into a language that is useful to the users of evidence, without distorting or misrepresenting the research evidence. 

Effective dissemination and wide access

Whether the focus is on primary research or on the systematic review of existing studies, a key issue is how to communicate findings to those who need to know about them. The strategies used to get research and evaluation findings to where they can be utilised involve both dissemination (pushing information from the centre outwards) and provision of access (web based and other repositories of information that research and evaluation users can tap into). For example, some UN and Development agencies make available their own Evaluation database in the Internet.
Much effort has gone into improving the dissemination process, and good practice guidance abounds (see Box 5). This has developed our appreciation of the fact that dissemination is not a single or simple process; different messages may be required for different audiences at different times. It appears that the promulgation of individual research findings may be less appropriate than distilling and sharing predigested research summaries. Evidence to date also suggests that multiple channels of communication – horizontal as well as vertical networks as well as hierarchies – may need to be developed in parallel (Nutley and Davies, 2000).

	Box 5: Improving dissemination

	Recommendations for research/evaluation commissioners
	Recommendations for researchers/evaluators

	● 
Time research/evaluation to deliver solutions at the right time to specific questions facing practitioners and policy-makers

● 
Ensure relevance to current policy agenda 

● 
Allocate dedicated dissemination and development resources within research/evaluation funding

● 
Include a clear dissemination strategy at the outset

● 
Involve professional researchers/ evaluators in the commissioning process

● 
Involve service users in the research/ evaluation process

● 
Commission research reviews to synthesise and evaluate research
	● 
Provide accessible summaries of research

● 
Keep the research/evaluation report brief and concise

● 
Publish in journals or publications that are user friendly

● 
Use language and styles of presentation that engage interest

● 
Target material to the needs of the audience

● 
Extract the policy and practice implications of research/evaluation
● 
Tailor dissemination events to the target audience and evaluate them

● 
Use a combination of dissemination methods

● 
Use the media

● 
Be proactive and contact relevant policy and delivery agencies

● 
Understand the external factors likely to affect the uptake of research

	Source: adapted by NUTLEY, S., DAVIES, H. and WALTER I., 2002.


Incentives to Use Evidence 
Recent government reports aimed at improving the process by which policy is made set out a number of recommendations for increasing evidence use (see Box 6). 
Practitioners need incentives to use evidence and to do things that have been shown to be effective. These include mechanisms to increase the ‘pull’ for evidence, such as requiring spending bids to be supported by an analysis of the existing evidence base, and mechanisms to facilitate evidence use, such as integrating analytical staff at all stages of the policy development process. 

	Box 6: Encouraging better use of evidence in policy making

	Increasing the pull for evidence
	Facilitating better evidence use

	● 
Require the publication of the evidence base for policy decisions

● 
Require departmental spending bids to provide a supporting evidence base 
● 
Submit government analysis (such as forecasting models) to external expert scrutiny

● 
Provide open access to information – leading to more informed citizens and pressure groups.
	● 
Encourage better collaboration across internal analytical services (e.g. researchers, statisticians and economists)

● 
Co-locate policy makers and internal analysts

● 
Integrate analytical staff at all stages of the policy development process

● 
Link R&D strategies to departmental business plans

● 
Cast external researchers more as partners than as contractors

● 
Second more university staff into government

● 
Train staff in evidence use

	Source: NUTLEY, S., DAVIES, H. and WALTER I., 2002.


6. Conclusion
The consensus reached by hundreds of leaders of Governments and Civil Society Organizations from both developing and developed countries on how to improve effectiveness of Aid is an historical milestone. The international agreement on the five key principles to ensure results in winning the fight against poverty is a value added for all stakeholders. And Monitoring & Evaluation is expected to play a strategic role in ensuring that such principles are translated into reality.  By providing the evidence needed to take informed policy decisions. And keeping the promise to improve the life of millions of people around the world. 

For the first time, Monitoring & Evaluation has a clear Strategic Intent that goes well beyond measuring and tracking, accountability and reporting. And the international evaluation community has a clear responsibility in delivering. Let’s keep the promise!
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Mutual accountability

Partner countries reinforce participatory approaches by systematically involving a broad range of development partners when formulating and assessing progress in implementing national development strategies
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