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Abstract

This paper aims to present some of the results &@tudy in progress, focusing on the influence of
the distance between evaluators and evaluees ariilization of evaluations. The basis for the tesu
presented here is an analysis of ten case studi@sSwitzerland. These cases involve evaluatioats th
were assigned in different institutional context#h widely varying distances between evaluatord an
evaluees. "Qualitative Comparative Analysis" (QC@¥fs been used to interpret the cases, in order to
allow a combination of case- and variable-centrethgarisons. The analysis indicates that under
certain conditions, the distance between evaluadoid evaluees has no influence on the use of
evaluations. In particular, formative objectives dze achieved quite independently of the distance.
When interpreting the results, however, one shaoloheglect the fact that they are solely based on
systematic evaluation of ten case studies with QGéneralization is not permissible on this basis,
nor is this the aim of the present article. On ¢batrary, the objective is to continue developihg t
debate about the influence of the distance betvea@tuators and evaluees on the utilization of
evaluations.

Keywords: evaluation utilizationgualitative comparative analysis (QCA), institutibaesign, Swiss
federal administration, Switzerland

1 Introduction and question to be answered'

Whenever evaluations are arranged and carriedcang, is taken to ensure that they yield results
which can be utilized for policy purposes. Theirgilion of evaluations is one of the most prominent
issues in the international literature on evaluatid/hile there is extensive literature on types of
evaluation usage (Widmer et al. 2004; Weiss €2@05) and the mechanisms governing the outcomes
of evaluation (Henry et al. 2003), only a few cdnitions can be found dealing with the influence of
evaluation-specific institutional design on utitivem (Rogers et al. 1995; Williams et al. 2002).
However, this design normally defines the distdmeeveen evaluators and evaluees. This distance is a
highly important factor of influence on the utiltian of evaluations. In a recent article in thisnjoal,
Widmer and Neuenschwander (2004) presented solighissnto the relationship between utilization
and institutional design in analyzing Federal Sweigaluation practice. They conclude that the lack o
use of an evaluation is often due to a bad mattledsa the institutional setting and the given psgo

of an evaluation. The present article developsitsge further, focusing on the influence exerted b
the distance between the evaluator and the evalndbe intensity of the utilization of evaluations.
This analysis is presented with the help of "Qaéiie Comparative Analysis" (QCA), a method that
allows a combination of case- and variable-centmdparisons.



We present our analytical framework in the firattems of the article, followed by descriptionstioé
method and database. After presenting the resttteeaanalysis, we conclude with a synthesis of the
findings and a discussion of the method.

2. Analytical framework

The utilization of evaluations can be investigatedvery different ways. Recent contributions by
Henry and Mark have advanced this discussion, miogoa model that will lead to greater
systematization of research on the subject (Hef802Henry et al. 2003; Mark et al. 2004). This
work recombines some of the existing categoriegwa#luation use, and it attempts to make the
processes by which influence is exerted both cdnedlp distinct and better integrated (Weiss et al.
2005: 14). However, a simpler approach seemed atiedor the purpose of our analysis. This
approach distinguishes four types of evaluatiogegastrumental, conceptual, process and symbolic
use) and three categories of factors that influéneaise of evaluation results.

2.1 Types of evaluation usage

Much of the experience described in the empiriitatdture, together with a great deal of practical
experience, is captured by tfoar types of evaluation usagehich we use. This classification is very
similar to a distinction proposed by Vedung (Veddi®97; Vedung 1999) which was recently used by
Widmer and Neuenschwander (Widmer et al. 2004) adswl by Weiss (Weiss et al. 2005):

- the first type isinstrumental usdor policy decision-making and problem-solvingstiumental
use is defined as "using evaluation results a<titire for decision making" (Weiss et al. 2005:
13). Accordingly, the term "instrumental use" maydpplied if evaluations provide impetus that is
intentionally incorporated into the policy formutat processes in a manner which can be proven,
for example by the implementation of their recomdagions.

- the second type of use is described axtimeeptual usef results: Weiss (1977) defines this type
of use as "gradual sedimentation of insights, tlesproncepts and ways of looking at the world".
Weiss has made particular reference to this formsirig evaluation results, and she has coined
the term "enlightenment"” for it.

- the third form is thesymbolic useof evaluation results. This term may be used wietision-
makers use evaluations in order to confirm theirspective and to obtain legitimation for
themselves (Weiss et al. 2005: 13). With refereénc®wen (Owen 1993), Clarke (Clarke 1999:
177) mentions the "symbolic use' of evaluationeagsh, [in] the case when an evaluation is
commissioned by an individual or organization feasons other than the improvement of a
program or service".

- Fourth, authors such as Patton (Patton 1997; P&f68) and Wholey (Wholey 1994) point out
that the process-related usef evaluation must not be underestimated. Forgk aolleagues
distinguish five types of process use: "learningdarn; developing networks; creating shared
understanding; strengthening the project; and bupstorale" (Forss et al. 2002: 29). In the view
of Weiss et al. (2005: 14), process use is notllghta the other three forms because it is a tesul
of a process, not of an evaluation.



2.2 Factor s of influence on the use of evaluations

Research has also devoted intensive attention toeraus factors of influence on the use of
evaluations Alkin (Alkin et al. 1985), for example, differaates 50 factors that help determine the
use of evaluation. Huberman and Gather Thurler @dulan et al. 1991) identify 47 factors of
influence that have proven significant in termsroplementation. Shulha and Cousins (Shulha et al.
1997: 196) have summarized the results of scientifisearch into the use of evaluations. They
compiled a sort of "shopping list" of factors thaftuence the use of evaluation results. On théshafs
this and other literature (e.g. Henry et al. 20083, differentiatecthree categories of factors that
influence the use of evaluation resultise institutional context, the evaluation envit@ant and the
evaluation process. This is obviously a massivepliication of the reality, but it was necessary in
order to permit a systematic comparison of the eha@sses.

- Institutional context: every public administrative institution (e.g. a Eesl agency or a
monitoring body) has a more or less formalized ficac- regardless of the specific evaluation
project — that specifies how evaluations are tetepared and carried out. This practice, which
regulates the distance between the evaluator @neMdluee, may be described as the institutional
context of an evaluation.

- The environment of the evaluatidhere is no doubt that the environment of a djgeevaluation
also influences its use. In this connection, Kingdoentions the importance of "windows of
opportunity” and stresses that new scientific arguts can only be used in politics if suitable
opportunities arise to do so (Kingdon 1984). Lested Wilds (Lester et al. 1990: 315) speak of
"contextual variables": "These factors relate te tlature of the political environment within
which policy analysis occurs: nature of the problgnlitically feasible, immediate decision
needed, centralized decision-making, single agéseye, proposed funding change, amount of
conflict, issue salience and bureaucratic varigbleser characteristics, clear definition of
objectives by decision-maker, decision-maker irsterelecision-maker style, decision-maker
participation.”

- The process of evaluatiomarious studies also suggest that factors relatinthe manner of
undertaking an evaluation are very important asnggythe use of the evaluation results. These
include (for example) the works by Greenberg anchdiéll (Greenberg et al. 1995). Lester and
Wilds (Lester et al. 1990) call these influencechnical variables”. These variables relate to the
guality of an evaluation as defined by the "Joirarmnittee on Standards for Educational
Evaluation" (Joint Committee on Standards for Etiooal Evaluation et al. 2000). These
standards are based on a fundamental assumptiordénto be considered as of high quality, the
process of an evaluation must simultaneously satrgfquirements regarding usefulness,
implementability, correctness and accuracy (cf.iméd 2000).

These factors were taken as the basis for tenstadis dealing with evaluation practice in the Swi
Federal Administration. The next section descris these cases were selected and analyzed.



3.
31

Method
Database

A three-stage process was used to select the taBess

In the first stagewe assembled a comprehensive list of all the etiis undertaken in the Federal
Administration between 1999 and 2002. This list poses about 340 studies. 32 of the total of 46
Swiss Federal agencies carried out evaluationsgltine period examined (cf. Balthasar 2003);

In the second stageye selected ten of the 32 Federal authorities hdub carried out at least one
evaluation. The following two criteria were takama account for the selection: firstly, the Federal
authorities had to differ in terms of their institunal context, in order to ensure maximum variapil

of the influencing variables that interest us hémethis phase of the project, the information used
assess the institutional context was based on igpfwabbtained from discussions with experts and
from the literature (e.g. Widmer et al. 2001). Swetlp, we took account of the requirement that the
Confederation's control bodies and all seven oDigpartments had to be represented in the case
studies. The following box gives a brief preseptatbdf the ten institutions we chose for further
investigation, indicating the distance between @ai@rs and evaluees in each context. This indigatio
is based on expert interviews and an assessmernte afuthor about the institutional context key

influencing factors described in section 3.2:

Box 1: Institutional settings under investigation

Institution Short description of theinstitution Distance
Parliamentary The PCA is the competence centre of the Federal nitdye responsible for large
Control of the evaluations. It supports parliamentary supervidiorough scientific assessments
Administration and it evaluates the concepts, implementation anhét of the measures taken py
(PCA) the Federal authorities. The evaluation subjectes defined by theControl
Committees (CC) of the Federal Assembly.
Swiss Federal Audit | The SFAO has a Competence Centre for Performancet Aandi Evaluation tq large
Office (SFAO) scrutinize the completeness and impact of Confeideratitiatives with particulan
financial significance. In this way, the SFAO tal@sthe duties of an autonomops
court of auditors in Switzerland. The selectionsobjects for evaluation by the
SFAO and the financing of the studies are handiedroautonomous basis.
Swiss Agency for The SDC has been dealing with evaluation for abbirtyt years. Nowadays, small
Development and evaluation functions are embedded in Program Clyldeagement (Lehmann et al.
Cooperation (SDC) | 2004). The SDC differentiates between different ®iwhevaluation. In most cases,
the responsibility for carrying out an evaluatiogsts with the sections that are
responsible for managing the programs under exdaminaFinancing is provided
from the budget for the program.
Swiss Federal Office | Evaluation began to play a part at the SFOPH idatee1980s (Widmer et al. 2004).quite large
of Public Health Todaythe directorate-level "Centre de Compétences en Btiahi supports all the
(SFOPH) SFOPH's evaluation activities, acting as an intelierg between practitioners and
scientists in order to define the objectives anclifoof a study. Nevertheless, the
administrative units are still responsible for dlang the requirements fo
evaluations, and for their content. It is also aiphem to finance evaluations.
Federal Office for Evaluations have not played a very important pathe FOM up to now, and thgysmall
Migration (FOM) are carried out infrequently. The FOM still does$ have a central contact person|or
a budget for evaluations. Staff with responsibifity the actual measures are also
responsible for planning and implementing any eatiduns.
Inspectorate of the | The Inspectorate of the DDPS is the Departmenterrial audit body. The quite large
Federal Department | Inspectorate has its own budget. The audit subgretspecified by the Head of the
of Defence, Civil Department - a fact which can reduce the autonohteinspectorate. Apart from
Protection and Sportg this, the Inspectorate is independent from theaktte Department.
(DDPS)
Swiss Federal Office | The FOP has neither a central unit with responsitfibr evaluations nor a budgetquite small
of Personnel (FOP) | for this purpose. Evaluations consist either ofcfffireassessments of representatjve
personnel surveys carried out by the FOP, or oksvarhich the FOP has compiled
on behalf of the Swiss Federal Council. TFOP carries out most evaluations it:




and has no special budget for this activity.

Swiss Federal Veteri-
nary Office (SFVO)

The SFVO is mainly concerned with the health ofrais in Switzerland. This brigf quite small
requires numerous monitoring activities to ensurgaing supervision — fo
example, in connection with combating epidemics:pBgt policy evaluations as
such are rare. The SFVO does not have a centrahithi responsibility for evalua
tions. The points of contact are the individualspansible for the Controlling and
Research sections; they cooperate very closelythvlstaff who are responsible for
the measures.

Federal Office of
Transport (FOT)

Until recently, no systematic evaluations were iedriout in the FOT. This mearssmall
that the Office does not have a culture of asadrtgithe effects of measures after

they have been implemented. Until 2004, the Offigal neither a central unit
responsible for evaluation nor a dedicated budye¢¥aluations.

Swiss Federal Office
of Energy (SFOE)

Systematic evaluation in the Swiss Federal OffieEaergy started in 1991 quite large
(Balthasar 2000: 201-220). The senior evaluatiorhaity is the Head of the
Energy Policy Department, who makes the final desson the implementation of
studies. The SFOE has a unit responsible for etialyavhich works as an interfage
between the internal Office players and the evahgatThe SFOE has a specjal
budget dedicated to evaluation.

In the third stagea random process was used to identify one evaludtr each of the selected
authorities, to be examined in an in-depth casdysithe random selection process was chosen in this
stage of the election process as this was considerbe the best way of finding a typical case for
each of the ten selected institutional settingse fdllowing box briefly presents the cases thatewer
studied. The aim here is not to deal systematiaaitlly all the variables, but to give an impressain

the variety of evaluations. A separate column iatdis the general assessment of the utility of each
evaluation. This assessment was made by the agsponsible for managing the evaluation (see
section 3.2)

Box 2: Evaluationsinvestigated

Institution Short description of the evaluation Assessment
of utility
Parliamentary In 2000, the Control Committee (CC) of the Swiss NatidDouncil commissioned therather low
Control of the PCA to compile a report on the implementation of Swgartel law (Parlamentarische
Administration Verwaltungskontrolle 2000). This report identifiedimerous problems regarding the
(PCA) implementation of Swiss cartel law. The level of as this study was assessed as rather
low. The reason was that the parliamentary disongsiocess had already led to similar
assessments before the study was completed, sevihlisation came too late to reveal
anything new.
Swiss Federal In 2001, the SFAO carried out an analysis of the f@igration's subsidies fqrrather low
Audit Office permanent workshops for disabled people. Theseshops — about 300 in nhumber|—
(SFAO) offer disabled persons the chance to carry outlisefivities that provide them with an
income. The analysis by the SFOA did not reveal aimgdamental errors, but it did
identify some weak points and substantial possislifor improvement (Eidgendssische
Finanzkontrolle 2002). The main problem regardihg tise of this report was that
responsibility for the permanent workshops hadeahifted from the Confederation {o
the Cantons as part of a redistribution of tasks.
Swiss Agency for | The evaluation under investigation must remain gnmmus since it ended in a conflicthigh
Development and | between the SDC and the evaluated private parthés.evaluation assesses the results
Cooperation (SDC) delivered by this partner, the partner's entrepreéakcapacity and competitiveness, and
the relevance and significance of the different dedes, with recommendations
regarding future collaboration. The evaluation waslertaken by a team that was
commissioned without a formal invitation to tender.
Swiss Federal The evaluation of the 2001 National Flu Preventi@empaign was triggered by thequite high
Office of Public "Centre de Compétences en Evaluation" of the SFORE.eValuation was carried out
Health (SFOPH) | by specialists external to the administration wherewv selected in a competitiye
procedure. One aim of the study was to supply mé&dion about doctors' acceptance| of
the campaign and its messages (Sardi et al. 200R)st of the suggested
recommendations were implemented.
Federal Office for | The evaluation of counselling on returning homéhia asylum sector was triggered pyuite high
Migration (FOM) | the section responsible for this subject area. skhdy was carried out externally to the
administration (Jaggi et al. 2000). The evaluatwese designated without obtaining
different offers. A group of responsible FOM stafbvided intensive follow-through for




the study. The evaluation singled out some possilags of optimizing the way thi
assistance is provided, and the majority of themeunendations were implemented.

oY

Inspectorate of the
Federal Depart-

As a basic rule, the internal audit reports of Bi#EPS are not accessible to third parti
except members of the Federal Parliament. The reguwse use we examined in def

egjuite high
th

ment of Defence, | took a very critical look at the activities whichdssessed. Nevertheless, it was well
Civil Protection received by most of the parties involved, and noéshe recommendations it proposed
and Sports (DDPS) were implemented.
Swiss Federal The case study deals with the evaluation of thectffeness of measures to promotquite low
Office of Personnel women in the Federal Administration. The evaluatias carried out internally, mainly
(FOP) on the basis of data from the central personnelir@igtration and a representatiye
written survey in four offices (EidgendssischessBralamt 2002). A group of personnel
managers provided intensive follow-through for tseudy. It contains various
recommendations, but only a small proportion ofrthveere implemented.
Swiss Federal A comparatively new methodological approach wasliegpin the evaluation of a quite high
Veterinary Office | measure to promote the keeping of milk-cows in axmea suitable to the speciges
(SFVO) (Danuser et al. 2002). Follow-through and financirege jointly provided by the SFVO
and the Swiss Federal Office for Agriculture. Moéthe evaluation was undertaken py
a doctoral student who was writing a dissertationd avorking in the SFVO. Ng
competitive procedure to select the evaluation teeas carried out. In this study,
practice-oriented recommendations are given loweprity than the scientific
presentation of the results.
Federal Office of | The case study concerns an evaluation of the sffefctneasures implemented to shifhigh
Transport (FOT) | goods traffic from railways to roads. The reporsweampiled by the FOT itself, within
the administration, for the Swiss Federal Councitl ahe Parliament. The repofrt
contains a number of recommendations, most of whighre implemented
(Schweizerischer Bundesrat 2002).
Swiss Federal In 1998, the SFOE commissioned an evaluation of the styategl services used torather low
Office of Energy | implement energy-saving measures in small and mediaed enterprises (Gerheuser
(SFOE) 1999). The work had to be carried out against &dracind of mistrust and lack of
interest from the staff responsible for this irtitia. The report arrives at a critical
overall assessment of the activities supportechbyFederal Office. This evaluation had
some influence at the conceptual level but in garterms, its use is assessed as rather

low.

3.2

It is clear that the case studies yielded insightts a great variety of outcomes from the analyzed
evaluations, with varying degrees of intensity. Bhalies also highlight a large number of influagci
factors. To arrive at a systematic and transpaceniparison of the ten cases, it was necessary to

Definition of factors and data collection

identify factors and categories on the basis ofttaytical framework described in section 2.

In order to answer the question that was set, farget factors were defined together with four
influencing factors originating from the institutial context, the evaluation environment and the

evaluation process:

inherent in the QCA method which we intended tohyapp

led us to the following six factors:

target factors relating to the types of use of eatibns the four types of use mentioned in
Section 2 — namely "instrumental use" (INST), "cgptcal use" (CONC), "process-related use"”
(PROC) and "symbolic use" (SYMB), together withatbr related to general use (GENE) —
were defined as target factors. Interest focusethercombinations of the factors on which the
type and intensity of use depend. For each ofitleefactors, two levels of intensity were defined
(high or low intensity of use). This simplificatiowas necessary to overcome a restriction

the "institutional context" key influencing factam: order to identify the relevant factors that can
define the distance between evaluators and evalueeanalyzed the available literature (Rogers
et al. 1995; Widmer et al. 2004) and conductedudisions with experts. This preliminary work




— the existence of a unit responsible for the evanawe assumed that the distance between
evaluators and evaluees is greater if a unit lacatéside of line responsibility is in charge
of administering the project than if the programedior handles the evaluation himself.

- the existence of an evaluation budgete further assumed that the distance between
evaluators and evaluees is greater if the evalh®mittm not have to be financed from the
funds for the evaluated action.

— way of triggering the evaluatiorwe assumed that in a case where an evaluatidrousi
decision-maker can trigger the evaluations, thtadie between evaluators and evaluees is
greater than in a case where the individuals resplenfor the programs or actions can
trigger it.

— allocation practiceit is assumed that the distance between evalkiatof evaluees is greater
if there is a competitive procedure (invitationtémder) for assigning evaluations than in a
case where projects are directly awarded to evaisiatho appear suitable.

— publication practicewe further assumed that the distance between&eat and evaluees
is greater if the reports are published systemigtida this case, the evaluator not only has a
responsibility to the contractor but also to thélfuand the evaluation community who will
judge the quality of its work.

— role of external evaluatiorthe applicable assumption is that the distanted®n evaluators
and evaluees is greater for external evaluatiangs tlear that if external evaluation is
controlled by a strong internal steering grouploiés not necessarily produce a large distance
between evaluators and evaluees. However, we agbaia any case, the distance when an
external evaluator is present is greater than gmifaevaluation.

On the basis of these six factors, we formed the ikfluencing factor of "distance between the
evaluator and the evaluee" (DIST). This value esgge whether - and how - the evaluees are able to
influence the evaluation. We assume that the eeauafluence on the evaluation increases as the
distance between the evaluator and the evalueeesdilihe DIST factor has two levels of intensity:
DIST is described as "large" if (in the case of ¢évaluation under consideration) at least fourhef t
six questions about institutional factors describbdve can be answered in the affirmative. On the
other hand, DIST is "small" if only one or two bisse questions can be answered in the affirmative.

Influencing factors arising from the environmentlué evaluationas part of the present analysis, two

factors arising from the environment of the evabratare incorporated into the assessment: the
differences between cases in terms of the purpiodes @valuation, and the question as to whether th

evaluation was initiated in order to reach a deaish a specific context. These two factors were
chosen from a total of six because they vary gréaim case to case:

— the "purpose of evaluation" factor (PURP) descritiess basic objectives specified for an
evaluation. In this case, a distinction is drawrnween more summative (accountability-
oriented) evaluations and more formative (optingziones (Vedung 1997). In addition, some
evaluations may have both a summative and a fovematharacter. The "purpose of
evaluation" factor therefore has three levels.

— the "routine" variable (ROUT) indicates whethermmt the evaluation was carried out in a
context where evaluation is part of the routineoTevels are allowed (yes/more yes, more
no/no).



— influencing variables related to the evaluation g@es our analysis considers the "usefulness"
(USEF) variable as representing the influence efdhaluation process on the use of evaluation
results. "Usefulness" was chosen out of four factiescribing the evaluation process because it
varies greatly from case to case. This factor arste question as to whether the evaluation is
geared to the information requirements of its eapgsl users and therefore was potential for
implementation. For this reason, it incorporatesabncerns of the usefulness standard, which aim
to ensure that the evaluation is set up so thaait be useful (cf. Widmer 2000). The USEF
variable includes two levels (yes / more yes, nmxré no).

The data were collected in two stages:

— in the first stage, the listed variables for eatthe ten selected evaluations were recorded daring
semi-standardized interview conducted with the\ildial in the Federal authority who was
responsible for managing the evaluation in questiois clear that in many cases, this agent is not
the most important user of an evaluation, but heoisnally the person with the best knowledge
about the institutional context of the case.

— in order to overcome the problem of the supposkdiyed neutrality of the person in charge of a
special evaluation, interviews were conducted pitkential users of the evaluation in the second
stage. Interestingly enough, there were some ocaBese the person in charge of the evaluation
was also its best-informed user. In other casesp#rson in charge of the evaluation was more
critical about the use of the evaluation than thptial user who was interviewed.

3.3 Data analysis

The case studies were assessed using the "Quali@omparative Analysis" methodology. From a
small number of cases, the QCA method makes itilest® derive factor combination patterns that
link the cases (Ragin 1987; Varone et al. 2005;Mz=ir et al. 2002). QCA is based on Boolean
algebra and is used to search systematically fomeonalities and differences between cases. QCA
indicates the importance of combinations of cafisespecific results. The method starts out froen th
idea that observable effects depend on combinatitin other factors. Consequently, it does not
involve the individual explanatory factors as sich rather the combinations in which these factors
occur, which — according to the logic of QCA — offiee only possible way of explaining the particula
result’ We carried out the QCA analysis in three stagesNRur et al. 2002; Ledermann 20D4)

In the first stagethe configurations of factors for the ten cases @esented in a table with their
respective levels of intensity. If two or more castowed the same configuration, they were grouped
together and shown as one configuratiorthe second stage of the wottke cases observed in reality
were minimized using an algorithm based on Bookldgrebra. At this point, two configurations were
combined to form one configuration if they onlyfdied in respect of one level of a variable. Asdar
possible, this combination aims to minimize the hamand complexity of the configurations for the
respective level of each target outcortre.the third stage of the analysithe factor combination
patterns were simplified even further. In this stdmse configurations which were theoretically
possible but which were not observed in the teeséso-called "logical cases") were included in the
minimization. In this context, it is assumed thhé toutcome of the combinations that were not
observed contributes towards the simplificatiorthef solution. If the assumptions do not contribute
towards a simplification, it is supposed that theses with the corresponding combination of
independent factors (if any) would have the opposiitcome. In principle, the inclusion of logical
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cases generalizes the explanatory patterns thasugested by the observed cases. Although the
method is no longer purely descriptive but industithe inclusion of logical configurations is
nevertheless an instructive research step. At argetevel, one could say that such a procedure is
needed in any scientific enquiry, since scientibtsearchdoesmake inferences that go beyond the
specific observations collected. Furthermore, usagical configurations can produce further researc
guestions. However, one problem is that in somes;asimplifying solutions are only possible if
contradictory logical cases are included. In ttase; a careful interpretation of the results halseto
combined with a re-examination of the real casesm@¢rborght et al. 2003).

4, Results of the QCA analysis

The following analyses focus on the effects of thstitutional context of an evaluation on the
intensity of the various types of use of the evéduaresults (instrumental, conceptual, process-
related, symbolic, general), taking account of ctele factors related to the evaluation environment

and the evaluation process. Let us start by consgléhe configurations of variables for the teses
that were studied.

Figure 2: Table showing influencing factors andgat factors

Influencing factors Target factors
Fall DIST PURP ROUT USEF INST CONC PROC SYMB GENE
PCA 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0
SFAO 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
SDC 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1
SFOPH 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
FOM 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1
DDPS 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1
FOP 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
SFVO 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1
FOT 0 2 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
SFOE 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 0

Figure 2 shows that ten different configurationsnffuencing variables with complete data records
can be observed.

If we consider the instrumental use of the evatuatiesults (INST), five cases with a positive
outcome can be identified. For the conceptual igvaluations (CONC), six combinations with high
intensity of use can be seen. Five cases showyhigtdnsive process-oriented use of the evaluation
results (PROC). As regards the fourth target végialbhe symbolic use of evaluation results (SYMB)

- there is one configuration which produced higtersity of use. On a general level, six evaluations
were regarded as useful (GENE).

Now let us turn to the second and third stages®fanalysis. For this purpose, we shall initiaithyit
ourselves only to those cases that were observedaiity. Then we shall incorporate the "logical
cases" into the analysis as well. All the solutipnssented in this article were reached without any
contradictory logical cases (cf. Section 3.3). [lustrate the method and the results, we are ptiesen
the results for the "instrumental use" in detaik dhall merely summarize the results for the other
elements of the analysis.



Results for "instrumental use"

The analysis of the five real cases with a posituecome shows that the instrumental use of the
results from the evaluationshggh:

— if, with a large distanc¢DIST 1) between the evaluator and the evalueegthkiation was carried
out on a routine basis (ROUT 1), there was potemtia implementation (USEF 1) and the
evaluation was of either formative (PURP 0) or suatine (PURP 1) character

— if, with a small distancgDIST 0) between the evaluator and the evaludbgerihe formative
purpose (PURP 0) was prominent, the evaluationcaa$ed out on a routine basis (ROUT 1) and
there was no potential for implementation (USEF @&),the evaluation pursued formative or
formative and summative goals (PURP 0,2), was aoied out on a routine basis (ROUT 0) and
had potential for implementation (USEF 1).

In formal terms, this result may be expressed kmWs:

INST(I)=  DIST(I) ROUT(I) USEF (1) [PURP(0) + PURP(1)] +
DIST(0) [PURP(0) ROUT(I) USEF(0) + PURP(0,2) ROUT(0) USEF(1)]

When 11 logical cases are includéide instrumental use ggh:

— if the evaluation shows a formative aspect (PURBrGf the evaluation was carried out at a small
institutional distance (DIST 0) and both formataured summative goals were pursued (PURB2),
if the evaluation took place with a large institutal distance (DIST 1) and summative goals were
pursued (PURP 1).

In formal terms, this result may be expressed bswe:

INST(I)=  PURP(0) +
DIST(0) PURP(2) +
DIST(I) PURP(1)

In this way, with the help of QCA, the formativeiertation of an evaluation can be identified as a
sufficient condition for its instrumental use. Theflects the situation in the cases of the SDE, th

SFOPH and the FOM, all of which primarily pursuednfative goals and were used instrumentally.
The result shows that the hypothesis assertingthigaattainment of formative goals is reliant on a
small distance between evaluator and evaluee céenodnfirmed. A small distance (DIST 0) only led

to high instrumental use when summative and foreagbals were jointly pursued, as shown by the
example of the FOT case. Hence, whereas formate¢sded to instrumental use regardless of the
distance between evaluator and evaluee, the instrtahuse of evaluations with summative objectives
was reliant on a large distance between evaluatbesaluee.

Now let us consider the five real cases with lostmmmental use. The instrumental uskis:

- if, with a large distancéetween evaluator and evaluee, the evaluatiorupdrsummative and
formative goals and either there was no potentiairhplementation or the evaluation took place
on a routine basis, or
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- if, with a small distancéetween evaluator and evaluee, the evaluatiorupdrsummative goals
and there was potential for implementation.

In formal terms, this result may be expressed bswe:

INST(0) =  DIST(l) PURP(2) [USEF(0) + ROUT(I)] +
DIST(0) PURP(I) USEF(1)

When three logical cases are includétk instrumental use isw:

- if there is a large distancéetween the evaluator and the evaluee, and ifetlauation is
simultaneously formative and summatioe,

- iIf there is a small distanceetween the evaluator and the evaluee, and ifetlsduation is
summative.

In formal terms, this result may be expressed bswe:

INST(0)=  DIST(l) PURP(2) +
DIST(0) PURP(1)

This outcome confirms the results based on cas#ls pasitive outcomes. With respect to the
influence of the institutional distance on the iinsiental use of the evaluations that were examimed,
may therefore be stated that a high instrumentalinghe case of formative evaluations came about
regardless of the distance between evaluator aalde®. On the other hand, summative evaluations
were reliant on a large distance in order to bedusstrumentally. Evaluations which pursued
formative as well as summative goals benefited faosmall distance between evaluator and evaluee.

Results for "conceptual use"

As mentioned above, we shall restrict the presemtaif the QCA results on conceptual use to the
main findings. The analysis indicates that the dowation of formative and summative objectives
represented a sufficient condition for the concaptuse of the evaluations examined. The PCA,
SFAO, FOT and SFOE cases are grouped togetheisiretifard. The result can be interpreted to mean
that the relatively open objectives of these eu@na played a part in favouring their conceptusd.u
The other two evaluations which led to results withh conceptual use (SDC and FOM) pursued
formative objectives with a small institutional @disce between evaluator and evaluee. On the other
hand, low conceptual use was ascertained whenuttpege of the evaluation was summative or when
formative goals were pursued with a large distdetereen evaluator and evaluee.

Results for "process-oriented use"

With regard to the combinations of factors whictdiar a process-oriented effect, it can be discerned
that the potential for implementation was a neagssandition for process-oriented use. If, as ia th
cases of PCA, SDC and SFOE, this condition wasma&it no process-oriented effects came about. In
addition to this factor, however, another conditidso had to be met in order for high process-ten
use to occur: either the distance between evalaaigrevaluee had to be small, or the purpose of the
evaluation had to be formative. Both conditionsgasj that a certain proximity between evaluator and
evaluee was a necessary condition for processtedarse.
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Results for "symbolic use”

As regards the combinations of factors that supggribolic use, no conclusions can be drawn from
the case studies since the sample only includedase with this type of use.

Results for the "general use" target variable

Among the ten evaluations examined, general usayalvcame about when formative goals were
pursued. If summative goals were pursued, the genmse was reliant on the performance of the
evaluation on a routine basis. Evaluations witlmiative objectives therefore offered good condgion

for being used, regardless of the distance betvesatuator and evaluee. If summative goals were
pursued, general use only came about (on the lodsibe cases studied) if the institution had

experience of dealing with evaluations.

5. Synthesis

5.1 Does distance matter ?

Scriven (1997) and others have generally stressscevaluations with a summative approach should
emphasize the distance between the evaluator anevtiluee, because acceptance of the results (and
hence their utilization) are optimal in this ca®a the other hand, there are interactionist apjesc

to evaluation (e.g. Patton 1997) advancing the Jieat in the case of formative evaluations, care
should be taken to ensure the lowest possiblerdistaetween the evaluator and the evaluee in order
to increase the use of the evaluations. The premaadi/sis shows that the relationship between the
distance and the utilization of an evaluation appé&abe more complex, and to depend on the type of
utilization:

- highinstrumental usenay occur regardless of the distance. The conditiothis is that formative
objectives must be pursued. On the other handattagnment of summative objectives relies on a
large distance.

- high conceptional usenay also occur regardless of the distance. QCAtiitkshthe combination
of formative and summative objectives as a sufficendition for conceptual use.

- we only encounteredsymbolic usef the evaluation in one of the ten case examfies) which
we draw no conclusions.

- high process-related usenly occur if the usefulness standards are respekl@wever, this is still
not sufficient. In addition, the evaluation eittexd to be carried out with a small distance between
evaluator and evaluee, or it had to have a forraathjective.

- Finally, general usealways occurred when the evaluations were formataraong the cases
examined. For summative evaluations, general use mgHiant on the investigation being
undertaken on a routine basis.

Under certain conditions, the distance betweenuetais and evaluees therefore appears to have no
influence on the use of evaluations. In particufammative objectives can be attained quite
independently of the distance. On the other hamtifzative objectives are generally reliant on adarg
distance between evaluators and evaluees, althaughtigations of this sort must be carried ouain
context where evaluations are part of the routine.
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However, when interpreting these results, we mashaglect the fact that they are based solelyjhen t
systematic evaluation of ten case studies with QGéneralization is not permissible on this basis,
nor is this the aim of the present article. Ondbstrary, the objective was to continue develojing
debate (which we consider to have been neglectdeerto) about the influence of the distance
between evaluators and evaluees on the utilizatforvaluations, and to formulate differentiated
hypotheses which can then be tested in a subsequalitative stage of investigation. At the same
time, some first recommendations for evaluationciica can be derived. Accordingly, the
implementation of summative evaluations seems txesd best where those responsible have a
certain routine for dealing with evaluations at ithelisposal. This suggests an increased
institutionalisation of evaluations (Sonnichsend9

5.2 Does QCA provide further help?

From the viewpoint of methodology, it may be stathdt Qualitative Comparative Analysis has
played a important part in sharpening the focupatterns of combination for the type of use and the
influencing factors related to the environment dhd evaluation process. The need for a highly
systematic approach to the cases makes preciseiptiesc and definition of the variables and
characterizations essential. This in turn makescts® analysis transparent and contestable, meeting
two fundamental conditions of scientific work (Vamdorght et al. 2003).

Like any method used in the social sciences, QCheiertheless subject to severe limitations that
must be fully understood before firm conclusions ba reached and recommendations formulated:
firstly, it should be pointed out that QCA only ees to combinations of factors and not to connastio
between effects. However, by referring back to ¢hses after the analysis, it is possible to idgntif
connections that help us to understand the combisathat were encountered. Most importantly of
all, the results of QCA must be examined in refatio the real cases, especially if contradictory
simplifying assumptions were included. QCA is pnityaa valuable aid which supports systematic
comparative case analysis. Nevertheless, the cisopanust be restricted to a few variables, angl thi
requires numerous simplifications. In order to gpalten cases, for example, QCA imposes a limit of
four to five influencing variables (De Meur et 2002). In many cases, moreover, QCA yields several
solutions and it is necessary to decide which efrthwill be pursued further.

It is our view that QCA offers valuable support lwitystematic case description. The method makes
precision mandatory. On the other hand, the resudim QCA are difficult to interpret, and they
occasionally appear to be somewhat arbitrary. Rigrreason, Ledermann (2004) is right to point out
that QCA is most valuable if the methodology canused as an iterative process of examination
between the real cases and the results.

Andreas Balthasar, Ph.D. Political Science is founder and head ofItistitute for Policy Studies
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