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Abstract

Background: Evaluation is used in almost every activity andtipalarly in processes where the control of
reliability and effectiveness is purposefully inporated in the implementation of the process, dsasgein the
final outcome. It is a process related to the ssmsent of the outcome.

Aim: The way in which the evaluations are implemented thie extent to which the outcome of the provided
service is evaluated constitutes the subject mattethis research in regard to services and progresn
provided in the Republic of Cyprus.

Methodology: The investigation results of the effectivenesstid social sector services in Cyprus are
presented with the formulation of specific reseangpotheses/questions, which were examined by usieg
method of qualitative data analysis. The method wsed for data collected during structured intawei, as
well as archival material and service/administratiocuments of the agencies.

Results: The majority of the organizatioof the social sector believes, that they implemrmgntevaluation
process, focuses on the technical/financial augithe relevant state services and in annual agtigports.
Contrary to this result, less than 25% take astifter the completion of the evaluation, a sigaffit indication

of not conducting evaluations. Furthermore the migjaonsiders that the administrative audit frdm televant
state services covers the issue of the existenaxmpérts. However, the results of the longitudiaahlysis
indicate the opposite. Although the agencies claimmonduct evaluations on an almost regular basisality
this does not happen.

Conclusions: For the majority of the organization the evaluaii®a type of audit which takes place exclusively
to control specific operational parameters with ifiention to impose sanctions in case of deviatioWhat
actually happens is a partial, simple recordinghefwork done in activity reports, as well as ttendard audit
of accounts and safety issues by state servicekeserl are conventional audits which are not relabed
conducting scientific evaluations and are confuséd them. The research questions and the proaesdithe
results revealed that for the majority of orgariaad, who they took part, an evaluation culturesdnet yet
exist.
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Introduction that services and programmes are organised and
Lo rate (Chelimsky and Shadish, 1997, Rossi
Evaluation is a necessary element generally u%%? Freeman, 1985, Berk and Rossi, 1990).

in almost every activity and particularly i . . O
processes where the control of reliability a He social sector could not remain apathetic either

effectiveness is purposefully incorporated in the the wend of rationalising expenses or the

implementation of the process, as well as in ﬁ?é]trgm?;ethg s:;?i((:)t:]ver;sésn Ot];]c')tj r?etr;]”e(z:esc?cnigl
final outcome/product or service provided. It iPR09 P ' 9

process which is considered self-evident anlor services are to a significant - extent

totally natural, since it is related to the ratib:g:ns'dered an obvious necessity, and indeed

organisation of the process and the assessme lggglly instituted and funded through the state

he oucome. The good, satsactory, average 95 PoVeve! 1 need o examine et heret
bad result is the major factor to which particu P P

interest is attached, especially at decision-ma ”g)'(?é r?to?oZ)\}vrI:r? Zvoar)r/etcr:]tlseljglwggi%r:enrfgegggs
level, since the continuation, alteration P

discontinuation of a specific process will depeﬁEF gsed to assess the opg(atlon, outcome and the
on it. Moreover rationalisation trends and tRg ' cc provided, in a specific number of services

control of tangible and intangible resour@@d programmes of the Republic of Cyprus,

allocation used ever more widely have rende?é)@StitUIe the research endeavour of the current
cle.

the use of evaluation an integral part of the V\?ar)}
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Resear ch Questions by the agencies of the state, semi-state and privat

The working hypothesis of the current resea %ctors of the Republic of Cyprus.

was based on the general trend of implement point is if besides the clearly conventional

assessment and control procedures for Ny trols determined by the legal framework

operating method and the effectiveness r garding the financial audit of state awarded
programmes. These procedures are prescrib ts, and the safety measures and operating

many European Union countries and are stri urements of the facilities, whether any

implemented for all European programmes, sa ?:rrnngr?::(lj reprgﬁﬁguriﬁe aasrseessrﬁgglttloor}al'ze
to improve the benefits produced for the edgPren 9 9 .
users/recipients. The assessment of (ﬂpgratmg manner, the work produced and its

effectiveness of programmes and services of efits (Somqs, .1994)'.
social sector in the Republic of Cyprus throu Hrthermore, it is investigated whether, based on

the use of evaluation procedures was investiga g: e?jisrgzsr%?ggzenc?gfliﬁsg)\?(;’ :\%u;t?oer?b:fg
to do so, specific research hypotheses/quest 8% em I’o ed and an eﬁortsymade o co’rrect
were formulated. The research questions w &9 ployed a ny et
were of concern in the effort to test the Workiﬁ’ré alter the identified difficulties/problems and/.o
hypothesis were the following: Improve the_ way the programme or service
A. Have there been any efforts to evaluate eeﬁ:e?;[tess’ with the objective to enhance its
service or the programme? :
B. If yes, of what kind and which were thgata Collection Tools
conclusions? _
C. Was it followed by any feedback process? The basic tools used to collect the data were
D. If there has been no evaluation, why is it ifuctured interviews with the managers of the

being implemented? programmes/organisations, as well as any public
E. Are there any specific reasons that hindgcuments of the administration (i.e. activity
such an activity? reports, technical studies/audits, internal audits,

The selection of these research questions ®@@&/d meeting minutes), which were used
based on the premise that the content gPecially to deal with cases of difficulty/inabyli
evaluation, as a scientific process, is prescrip@ieg/or partial or complete refusal to provide
has a rational sequence and includes spe@fgWers. The specific aforementioned research
structural elements.  Hence, the particuffestions were posed to the managers and they
research questions were formulated based onfEe asked to answer them based on what occurs
structure of the evaluation process, which ithin their area of responsibility. ~ Considerable
demonstrate in a simple way whether gway was given in how the answers could be
evaluation culture, in general, exists and PEovided and the participants had the opportunity

implemented or not (Patton, 1994, Kasimdf, Provide more extensive answers, but also to
2006). report/substantiate based on administration

For most of the research questions the r uments and records. For reasons of ethics and

options were chosen to be as simple as possm@‘gection of personal data there is no mention
even single words, without however setting sucfiier of persons or agency and programme
limit. Hence, it was clarified to the researépformation. _ . _
participants, in advance, that the form of thdipe material from the interviews constitutes the
answers, whether single words or mdpEmary data which was provided voluntarily by
extensive/analytical, was completely a mattertd¢ competent individuals. ~ The information
personal choice. The fundamental element in Rfi@vided was registered and used unaltered, based
research was to collect answers/information,Of the answers given to the research questions.
any form, to the research questions. Depending on the extent, but also the manner in
The principal research question which is aimedMaich each participant answered, additional
be answered in the current research and Agerial and information was collected from
forms the primary working hypothesis is whetr@dMministration reports on financial or other
the evaluation procedures, as prescribed by "gwults, annual activity reports and archival
applicable legal provisions, as well as by tfgsearch; these were made available for the

ethics/practice of administration, are implemenig¢fPoses of the research, so that the research
guestions would be covered as extensively as
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possible and the substantiation based on dheobjective manner, so that the meaning of their
required material would be as complete asswers would not be distorted.

possible. This material constitutes the seconddence, answers which displayed elements of
data, in the sense that it had already been nuslght, lack of knowledge and/or refusal to answer
public by the agencies and the programmes ofile#e recorded and dealt with accordingly per
social welfare sector. In the case of the secogndgpe. Whenever possible and depending on each
data, its content was utilised in such a way sb dw@anisation and the full maintenance of records
it would correspond to the demands of thad reports by the services, these difficultiesewer
research questions. sought to be dealt with by completing the answers
The collection of research data was made possibléhe research questions through data from the
through the involvement of students doing the#condary material. In cases that either material
field practice in the specific agencies agduld not be retrieved or of refusal, the answers
programmes, which constituted the researelmained blank with the note ‘refused to answer’
sample. The dispatch of questionnaires to a mgemo answer'.

larger number of agencies, despite being parCghtent analysis was used mainly in cases of
the research plan, was eventually cancelled sigg@nsive answers, so that the contextual meaning
the relevant administrative permission to condygluld not be distorted and could therefore be
the research was not made available. used as reliable answers to the research questions.
In the case of secondary material from
administration records and reports, processing and
explanation was applied to quantitative data and
The utilisation and processing of the research datatent analysis to written documents/data.

was chosen to take place in two phases. A piteports were numerous and the data recorded by
study was run using the research questions fefiedagencies was usually standardised, in order to
limited number of agencies and organisationspi suitable for technical and accounts audits.
order to timely deal with any difficulties anBased on the analysis of the quantitative data and
problems before the full launch of the researgie control indicators, two of the five research
During the first phase there was an initigliestions could be answered clearly.

processing of all the data, so that through jgterial from activity and performance reports of
presentation of the results the research hypothgs€sagencies was used for the remaining three
could be validated or rejected. During the SeCQ{"L%stions.

phase, which spanned a period of three yegiSntent analysis of the written documents/reports
there was a comparative cross-referencing of datRided satisfactory answers to the remainder of
for as many agencies and programmes, for whigh research questions. Additionally, in cases of
data was avallgble for the entlr@T three yearsq#lipt supplementary data was sought, mainly
order a) to validate the conclusions of the figgtough clarification questions addressed to other
phase and b) to demonstrate the developmendfipetent persons within the organisations,
the implementation of evaluation procedurgssiges managing directors.

through a longitudinal comparative contrapositigfla qata from the interviews and the archival

to discover any progress made. material was further processed by classifying it in
The main research method used was conigBies per research question and applying a simple
analy3|s, especially for_qualltatlve data, fand WR3le of positive (yes), negative (no) or neutral
applied to the material collected during thgsponse/answer (do not know/do not answer) for
interviews, as well as to information from thgting the answers/data. Therefore, the grouping
records and documents of the agencies gpghe answers to the research questions became
programmes that participated in the reseaighssiple, as was their potential for further
Content analysis was used mainly during the fitghification. The codification of the answers was
phase of data processing, which concerned figje by matching the sorting scale of the answers
presentation of the existence and implementaggine relevant quantitative scale with numerical
or not of evaluation procedures. symbols. The conversion of the codified answers
Specifically in the case of the interviews, {8 quantitative data and the data feeding to the
regard to the resulting primary material, t@@ta recording statistical spreadsheet for the

qualitative analysis included the processing of f@raction of the final results was realised
contents to the answers supplied by managers in

Research Methodology and Data Processing
Tools
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following the rules of simple single-factahe university cooperates and is part of the wider
descriptive statistics. number of agencies of the welfare sector in the
For the second phase of the research, compar&eublic of Cyprus.
contraposition of the data was applied to thddse sampling process was realised through the
agencies and programmes for which data waductive method, in an effort to collect a
available for three consecutive years. datisfactory and representative number of
particular the existing data was extracted taagencies, so that generalisation would be possible.
percentage format in order to ensure statistithe demonstrable lack of access permission
validity, regarding the inductive comparison atithited the size of the sample below the
to minimise statistical error, due to thsatistically acceptable level of 10%, with the
dissimilarity of the sample used over time, lrgnsequence of increased possibility of error and
also to facilitate the comparative demonstratiamability to generalise the results.
The comparison focused mainly on the secomde agencies which constitute the sample come
third, fourth and fifth research questions. Tfrem all five provinces of the Republic of Cyprus,
purpose of the comparative inductive analysis vas only from the free areas. Their distribution b
predominantly to ascertain progress in the progassvzince is random, as is the representation of
of applying evaluation procedures over time. Tagencies from larger urban areas and less
point is if indeed the conclusions drawn from thepulous regions, which however is proportional.
assessment of the operating procedures of Lillger urban areas have a larger number of
agencies and programmes are utilised in $eevices and programmes of the welfare sector
manner foreseen in evaluations and do not rent@impared to rural regions. Furthermore, most
just a conventional procedure of recording astdte and semi-state agencies of the sample come
drafting for an activity report. Furthermore, fitom urban areas.
could be ascertained whether tools are beginnitgse parameters ensure to a great extent the
to be used, such as the investigation of taedom dispersion of the sample and spatial
opinions of users/service recipients, which hegpresentation.
accomplish the objectives of the project of e }} L
service and programme. Consecutively, baseggbrg'cum%
the results of the second phase, inductiMee difficulties that arose while conducting the
reasoning was used to compare the conclusioneeskarch can be divided in two categories: a)
the first phase of the analysis, in order to supmtfficulties to access the sample in order to emsur
the wider research hypothesis of the existence statistical adequacy and representation and b)
implementation or not of evaluation procedurdifficulties concerning the way in which the
and culture. concept of evaluation and its implementation
Sample process is perceived and understood both in the
answers of those interviewed, but also in archival
The agencies and orgasnisations whighaterial.
participated in the research were selecjgdihe first category, the fact that the relevant
randomly with the sole criterion of belonging iinistry and the social welfare service did not
the sector providing welfare services. The desigpond to our request to access the agencies and
to cooperate with the relevant ministry, in or@®rderyices of the welfare sector resulted in a lichite
gain access to as large a number of agenciesgpgsher of participating agencies and hence in the

organisations as possible, was unfortunately pbility for statistical generalisation of the
realised and the relevant request was turned deygts.

by the welfare services. . What was mainly observed in the second category
Therefore, the research plan, regarding {h&s the ignorance and confusion on the part of

dispatch of questionnaires to a much largghse interviewed, regarding the meaning and
number of agencies and organisations, was Oflent of the concepts of evaluation and audit.

implemented since the necessary accompan)éggciﬁca"y’ many managerial staff from the

document was not made available. L encies participating in the research referred to
Due to the same reason the sample is I|m|tecg$

. d o hich ] Qluation, both verbally and in their written
agencies and organisations which accepte retrS)orts; however, what they really meant was the

participate  voluntarily,  without requesnnﬁEeanciaI/accounts audit of state subsidies, as$ wel

administrative permission to do SO. Th_e SAMPeihe technical audits of safety and infrastractur
was selected from a list of agencies with whic
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Hence, in order to answer the research questionsactions were being taken after the completion
further clarification, regarding the concept aoél the evaluation. This fact constitutes a
implementation procedures of evaluation and stgnificant indication, which further reinforceseth
difference from an audit, became necessarypenspective of not conducting evaluations, despite
numerous occasions,. allegations to the contrary, since there can be no
evaluation without feedback.

This particular question gave the option of
The majority of managers answered positivelynlltiple answers and there were many
the question on conducting evaluations. It segr@glicipants who stated that they proceed with
that state services are more responsive comp&reduation, which is focused on various elements.
to private agencies. For this reason the percentage sum is over one
They justify this fact by assuming that as officilayndred. ~ However, it is obvious that the
government agencies which have been assige@juation being conducted focuses to a great
the authority to Supervise and ControL they %ent on the technical/financial audit by the
also able to conduct evaluations. In realif¢levant state services and on recording the work
however, the state status does not constituté@@ied out within the organisation in annual
criterion for conducting scientific evaluations. activity reports. The percentage of those giving
The most important criterion for conductinfg® answer is remarkable. Given the fact that the
scientific evaluations is knowledge of the subjé@rcentage of those who did not give any answer
matter, coupled with experience in the use of fieihis particular question is double compared to
proper tools. those who, in the first question, answered that
Contrary to the results of the first question, ¢y do not conduct evaluations, gives rise to
answers regarding feedback indicate that fR@SOnable questions in regard to managers
overwhelming percentage of those interview&Pwledge on evaluation issues. It could also be
have not initiated any action utilising the resuff§&'ly considered as an indication of low

of the evaluation. Additional to the results, [€g€dibility of the answers to the first question.
than a quarter of those interviewed answered that

Results

Results of the implementation of evaluation procedures

Figurel

Does the organiastion use
Evaluation?

No,14.81%

Yes, 85.18%

0.00% 20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00% 100.00%

Number of ansewersin %
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Figure2
Feedback results of evaluation
76.54%
1
0.00% 20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 20.00% 100.00%
1
ENo 7E.54%
MW Yes 23.45%
Number of answersin %
Figure3
Focus of Evaluation
W Targets

M Costumers

M Annual report

m Economic or technical
report

MW No answer
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Figure4
Type of evaluation
» 60.00%
$ 50.00% B
€ 40.00% |~
6 3000% L
£ 2000% | 3A03%) >18°
E 1000% [ - .—‘
= ///
0.00% 1111 1
Internal
External
Both types
Noanswer
Type of evaluztion
Type of evaluation
Internal External Both types MNo answer
W Seriesl 37.03% 51.85% 11.11% 16.04%

In the fourth question, regarding the type Dhe percentage of organisations that did not
evaluator used, the results showed that in the easaver this question is significant, even though
of financial and technical audits, evaluations d&iney stated that they do conduct evaluations, a
conducted mainly by external evaluators. Cafas which gives

rise to specific questions
of internal evaluators refer to audit proceduregarding the answers provided to the first and
which are usually carried out by the boards.  third questions.

Figure5

Why there is no evaluation from
specialists?

M They says that they are
using specialists

W Mo answer

W It isn't mandatory

W Don’t know about evaluatio
from specialists
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The reasons for not using expert evaluators vamgnagerial and financial/technical audits. The

with the overwhelming majority almost avoidinigct that the majority considers that the

to answer the question. A significant percentagkninistrative audit and even more so the audit
replied that they were not aware that it shouldbye individuals from the relevant state services

conducted by experts. One third also stated ttmaters the issue of the existence of experts and
they are not obligated to use experts. This resuternal evaluators, proves the contradiction, but
casts doubt to the findings of the first questi@iso the ignorance on issues of conducting
i.e. whether scientific evaluation is actualgvaluations.

conducted or if the procedure is confused with

Figure6
Reasons against evaluation from
specialists
65.434%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
Number of 40.00% // \\
answers 30.00%
o _ 13.58% / N\
20.00% 8.64% 3.705 54%
0.00% 2k of
tiz:;:egr Lack of Fear of No They use
knowleng control answer specialists
costs
—#—1Seriesl 8.64% 13.58% 3.70% 65.43% 8.64%

Avoidance to answer was the predominant treachain
for this question as well.

attached mostly
From those who d®tchnical/financial certification and internal atdi

to procedures of

reply, it emerged that lack of knowledge to the second question there is an apparent
conduct a proper evaluation, lack of time, highprovement of the percentages in regard to
costs, but also fear of the results are significaohducting feedback procedures, which however
factors which affect evaluation implementatioare not confirmed by the findings of the next
Furthermore, it is important to note the percentagenparative contraposition.
of those asserting that there are no reasons
hindering the use of experts, and that indeed

what can be seen from the

evaluations are conducted by experts e(_:ific_ally, _ ¢
' rigitudinal analysis regarding the focus of the

e
. I
supporters Of this category come from St?;%\(/ealuatlon is that the practices of activity report
agencies, which, as previously mentioned, claim, .. . . ) .
; and financial/technical audits continue to be used
to conduct evaluations.

A comparison to the first question reveals tr?aﬂd indeed at an increasing rate. These are

conducting evaluations displays fluctuations aFr){érf‘CtlceS which contravene the prerequisites. of

) L . . conducting evaluations, as is the non-use of
is not maintained stable either in absolute Or 9

percentage values. Based on the procedex erts, but also of specific tools for monitoring

fes
foreseen by evaluations, normally one wo

overall operation of the service or programme.

R . . e non-use of tools for conducting scientific
expect some continuity in conducting this effo(E,t\'/aluations except in a few cases, in combination
However, the results of the longitudinal analysi ' b ’

indicate the opposite. Wih the longitudinally recurring answer of not

) . Although  the agenc e(§ng obligated to do so, affirms the doubt that

claim to conduct evaluations on an almost regyjar = . )
. . . L e implementation of actual evaluation and
basis, in reality this does not happen; insteag the L
eedback procedures is limited.
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Compar ative longitudinal presentation

Figure 7
Does the organisation use
evaluation?
100.00% ;
80.00% +
60.00% ;
0:00% 1 - T ’ - mYes
L
,,59
Figure8
Feedback results of evaluation
100%
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0% M Yes
mNo
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Figure9

Focus of evaluation

40.00%
35.00%
30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%

5.00%

0.00%

W 2008
W 2009

2010
W 2008-2009-2010

Conclusions unknowledgeable of the use of the specific tools,

The careful study of the research results indicat%?'ms that evaluation is conducted by experts.

that there are significant discrepancies whic h(i:fr?tc:)nnstir:jircszsr; esseg:glﬁnzf s;?;(aesss?;VIiﬁz
refute part of the answers given, since they a g exp P g

both in logical/research, as well as statistic howledge 10 conduct _evalu_atlons, the larger
contradiction. percentage of those interviewed refuses to

Assessing the results of a project by compari ZV\;ersasrtohWhy tr:_i)r/];io rr:((j)ttﬁse (;,\xgertss:h fth
the situation prevailing prior to its esearch questl a € processing ot the

implementation to the condition prevailingresUItS revealed that for the majority of

afterwards is a common mistake. The error quganlsatlons in the sQC|aI sector, an evaluation
ulture does not yet exist.

logic at this point is that it is being assumed th hat actually happens is a partial, simple

the only factor affecting the values of interest i . . o
y g cording of the work done in activity reports, as

the project under study. The single most correft

comparison is the one between a situation, g\éell as the standard audit of accounts and safety

defined after the implementation of the projec'tssues by state services. These are conventional

and the situation that would have been defined"f‘fu.OIItS which are not related to conducting

the project did not exist, scientific evaluations and are confused with
Hence, many believe that the evaluation is a ty[%em' : o
of audit which takes place exclusively to contro ost o_f the social sector organisations seem to
specific operational parameters with the intentioﬂ?‘"‘mtaln th_e prescribed - conventional a_ud|ts,
to impose sanctions in case of deviationfmce they either dp not know or are not obligated
however, it is a process whose sole aim is gconduct evaluations.

assist the smooth implementation and guidanggsffer ences

of the project. Berk R.A., Rossi P.H., (1990), Thinking about
e H [P er A 0SsslI .M., , INKINg about program
Specifically, while the majority states that Evaluation, London: Sage Publications

evaluation takes place, it does however remajhelimsky E., Shadish W., (1997), Evaluation for 818
limited to activity reports and financial/technical cCentury, London: Sage Publications

audits, does not use experts, does not utiliwrigis D., (f2002.),I Pllanr!ing XIhSOCia(IBPtoli%y- T*nlft and
whichever results from conducting elementary i80S e P8 eeearch methusocial
user satisfaction surveys, does not use cost: sciences, Athens: Kritiki (In Greek)

benefit tools, and even though it s
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