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Abstract
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“Evaluation is to determine the significance or worth of something by careful appraisal and study. 
It is a developmental process that illuminates or enlightens the specific policies, processes 
and practice of its stakeholders and contributes to collective learning.  “

Rational of Study

Evaluation aims at both accountability (“measure stick”) and improvement (“torch”), and covers project aims, objectives, outputs and impact. It applies criteria-referenced, norm-referenced and ipsitive-referenced description and judgement, internally and externally.
Comparison, capitalisation, evaluation and knowledge development are key words from an increasingly important political and scientific discussion in the European Union related to the desire and need to a) demonstrate the value for money spent in EU programmes, and b) make better use of the experience, results and proposals emerging from the significant work undertaken – the study is thus addressing a theme of high policy-relevance;

Within the EU, CEDEFOP, ETF, SOCRATES, LEONARDO, PHARE, ADAPT, YOUTH, and last not least the FIFTH FRAMEWORK PROGRAMME have developed and applied substantial monitoring and evaluation procedures applied in the education field; other International Organisations (World Bank, ILO, UNDP, UNESCO, CoE, etc) have done so as well – the study will therefore distil the reasoning and finding of a variety of different evaluation procedures;

Some FP5 research projects funded by the EU target themselves the “added value” and “European Dimension” of Europe-wide programmes and projects (Thematic Network Eurone&t, Clusters of Learning Organisations, Analysis and Evaluation of European Dimension) – through direct involvement of team members the proposal will tap this ongoing research the most possible;

Findings and recommendations at an aggregate level will need to consider a variety of different education and training interventions, ranging from regional to EU level, from national programme to targeted project level, and from different education and training sectors – the selection of case studies (explained in more detail below) hence attempts to cover the broadest possible range of e&t activities. 

Approach of Study

The team has therefore selected the following approach for the production of the study:

· A process oriented approach:

Evaluation as a principle is based on two complementary approaches: justification of funds spent, and illumination on cognisance accumulated outcomes and outputs. While both dimension are important, the team attaches primary importance to the latter: evaluation is understood as a development process, in which the extent and quality of – individual and organizational – learning is analysed.

· An transnational approach:

Different research traditions, and diverse disciplinary backgrounds are represented in the team, and will shape the report in a transnational manner. The authors are both aware of the specific requirements of truly „European“ research, and have long-lasting experience in such activity.

· A policy-oriented approach:

The study is not understood as a purely academic exercise, but will aim in addition at partial findings for EU and national/regional evaluation practices in education and training. Rather than looking exclusively at the content and methodology of evaluation in education, the relevant experience (successes, and failures), and the effectiveness of evaluation research and practice will be also looked at as far as possible in selected case studies.
Structure for Study

On the basis of the above, the following structure for the report is thus proposed to CEDEFOP:

Chapter 1 – Overview 

This section will sketch the current state of discussion at the EU level

Chapter 2 – Case studies

a) EU programmes: 

· NARIC network evaluation and a country case study

· Leonardo da Vinci 1st phase EU and a country case study

· Phare VET cross country evaluation and 3 case studies (BG, CZ, SK)

· Structural funds: case study of preparation in one candidate country - CZ

b) National programmes

c) Regional - general approaches and case studies: Austria, UK

Chapter 3 – Summary of Evaluation Instruments

Covering evaluation tools, procedures and outputs across different actors and themes

Chapter 4 – Outcomes and Cognisance for evaluation in education and training

This section will look in particular at flaws and potential of evaluation exercises. In addition, research findings will flow into the analysis. 

Chapter 5 – Future research agendas and policy-related recommendations

mapping of available and missing knowledge

design of a research agenda on evaluation in education and training

selected tasks and challenges for policy-makers at EU, national and regional level

Annex 1: Findings by Study

List of preliminary findings from several programmes and projects collected 
(but not yet clustered or ranked):

· Evaluation – in order to be successful – needs to be understood as a development process, which aims at capacity and institution building, and creates self-evaluation skills amongst beneficiaries

· The “evaluation culture” varies strongly between Member States and their administrative and scientific cultures – evaluation is still often perceived as a “threat”, not a “consulting for free” (long-term process)

· Programme and evaluation practices introduced from the EU resulted in programme/project approach adopted in Member States, and resulting evaluations also for national action

· Observed weakness of the pilot school approach because of weak links to systemic change, and insufficient dissemination, mainstreaming and sustainability

· Reform efforts were especially successful in those countries where the national, regional and local levels had jointly worked to common targets in a complementary top-down and bottom-up approach

· “The activities took place in a policy and strategy vacuum. This is reflected in the failure to achieve the stated objectives”

· If programme design has several weaknesses, they naturally cause implementation  shortcomings: e.g. a restricted definition of the VET field, the bottom-up approach to development at the expense of policy level involvement, and the absence of effective dissemination mechanisms of results into practice

· Overt manipulation of evaluation input forms, reports, and programme documents also takes place – thus resulting in inaccurate evaluation exercises and findings

· Impact evaluation requires to take into account the context: political, economic, institutional and social. If not carried out initially, after the end of the programme any impact evaluation stays without a starting point for analysis

· The Logframe tool is to identify major opportunities, threats, risks and assumptions, but the method and its structure can prove to be far too vague to identify major contextual challenges and to design an adequate strategy at all levels

· Ex-ante evaluations may be necessary before the launch of major EU programmes at the national level (or beefing up of feasibility studies)

· Frequently unclear distinction between programme and impact evaluation

· Complex programmes of a qualitative nature cause difficulties in the identification of appropriate and measurable indicators of achievement

· Ex-ante evaluation should go beyond the assessment of already selected and available priority themes against the socio-economic context, but in fact identify priority themes and measures on the basis of the context analysis

· Several central state and public administration lack experience in evaluation practices, methods and mechanisms

· Evaluation findings and reports, especially if critically of donor institutions, may be shelved or not disseminated. Translation of evaluation findings into policy lacks systemic link

· Evaluation budgets are often too small to research project achievements in detail (as a rule, 5% of budget for small projects, and 3% for large programmes should be made available)

· It is better to reduce the scope of action, and to complete a whole circle of reform rather than trying too much at the same time, and leaving everything incomplete (e.g. number of professions selected; number of pilot schools; etc.)

· The more national experts are involved in all components of the programme, the more know-how transfer takes place, and the feeling of ownership is transferred, the better are the chances for sustainability (capacity-building)

· Legal steps and the set up of institutions are crucial to achieve sustainability (institution-building)

· Dissemination is a key activity in order to provoke interest at, and prepare for mainstreaming to, non-pilot schools (”cascading” via demonstration events or information packages)

· Format, presentation and message of findings are crucial to reach audience

Annex 2: Dimensions of VET Evaluation

Preliminary list of important dimensions of evaluations in VET (as distilled from case studies)

Strategy or/and Basic Document

Investment and Commitment

Legal Enshrinement

Width/Depth of Intervention

Perpetuation of Impact, Dissemination and Sustainability

End-user Centred

Teacher Training and Incentives for Continuation

Social Partners Participation

Links to Higher Education and Research

Political Backup for Mainstreaming

Budget for programme (and % spent for evaluation)

Slide: Evaluation cycle
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