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Abstract: Approaches to participation in evaluation relytba principle of active participation by major
stakeholders, including the less organized groagsfundamental to good evaluation practice. This
process offers a number of advantages but impleatientrequires certain pre-requisites. The goaluf
paper is to weigh up the advantages of participadnd to examine the conditions necessary for
approaches to participation in evaluation to achtbe& objectives.
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Résumé : L'évaluation participative repose sur le princigdane participation active des principales
parties prenantes (dont les groupes les moins &g I'exercice d'évaluation. Cette démarcheptés
un certain nombre d’atouts dont la mise en ceuveessite la mise en place de pré-requis. La findkté
notre papier est de discuter des avantages detiaipation, ainsi que des conditions a réunir pque

I'évaluation participative puisse atteindre sesotifs.

Mots-clés :évaluation participative, politiques publiques,tiggpation, démocratie, émancipation

In the field of public policy evaluation, particijpsy evaluationhas undergone major growth on an
international scale over the past fifteen yearstiédaatory evaluation finds its roots in the cdiz
participation programmes that emerged in the Urfides in the 1960s, and in a growing awareness of
the importance of representing multiple perspestiva political decision-making Participatory
evaluation has developed primarily in the sectorsoofal, educational and health care services.

We can consider two principal streams of parti@patevaluation: Practical Participatory
Evaluation (Cousins and Earl, 1992) and TransfoneatParticipatory Evaluation (Tandon and
Fernandes, 1984). These loosely correspond to @tagutilisation of the evaluation) and emancipgato
(empowerment) functions (Cousins and Whitmore, 1998)e approach of Practical Participatory
Evaluation aims primarily to foster the utilisatiaf the evaluation. The core premise of Practical
Participatory Evaluation is that stakeholder pgton in evaluation will enhance the relevance,
ownership, and thus the utilisation of the evalmatiThe approach of Transformative Participatory
Evaluation aims primarily to empower individualsgyoups through their participation in the evaloati
process. It focuses on learning inherent in thecgs® and on any social action and change that may
result.

Collaborative and Empowerment evaluation approadkesterman, Kaftarian and Wandersman,
1996) are closely linked with these two forms oftiggatory evaluation. Beyond their specificities,

collaborative, participatory and Empowerment eviauraapproaches share some common values that
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reinforce the implementation of a participative gess. They are practical and/or transformative
depending on the task at hand. They involve a icedizersity of participants whose participatiomda

power control are more or less extensive. They wnwiden and enrich public debate through an
organised exchange of participants’ points of vieamd therefore contribute to participatory and
discursive democracy. They make participation reangsas far as they involve complex matters loaded
with value-laden issues. All these approaches thten varying degrees, to promote the profits of
participation in evaluation (greater external vajidhf the evaluation, greater utilisation of theuks of

an evaluation, collaborative public engagement, rdmution to participatory and discursive democracy,

process of empowerment).

The aim of our paper is not to explore deeply whstinguishes or gatheres these various evaluation
approaches (for this purpose, see Cousins and Whetnl998; Fetterman, 2001; Fetterman and
Wandersman, 2005) but to discuss, by highlightiregrtshared values, their supposed advantagesand t
prerequisites to ensure their effective functioni@tydy of the prerequisites will enable us to oespto a
certain number of limits which are generally atttdalito these approaches. We will use examples of
participative evaluations carried out in Franceiltostrate our cases, in particular in the area of

sustainable development, which recommends the fys&rticipative processes.

After an introduction to collaborative, participatoand empowerment evaluation approaches,
their shared values and supposed advantages, Wdefiie the prerequisites and conditions necessary
for an effective participative process within thranhiework of evaluation. We will also touch on the

consequences of participation on the final outcofrtbe evaluation, as well as the role of the eatu

Collaborative, Participatory and Empowerment Evaluaion approaches: some shared values, some

supposed advantages

Approaches to participation in evaluation share essaaommon values. They agree on the common
principle of active participation by major staket@is as being fundamental to good evaluation pecti

The major stakeholders may include public decisimakers, technical appraisers, direct and indirect
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beneficiaries involved in the public policy undembkiation, and representatives of the communityeyTh
seek to break with the managerial tradition of eaibn which sees itself as neutral, and is basethe
work of the evaluator as an independent expertgusiniective quantified methods. This traditional
design of evaluation ‘solid, scientific, quantitei, provides “hard figures” useful for the decisimaker,
‘hard figures’, backed up by transparent and syatenmethods (Pollitt, 1999, p.154-155). The gaakeh

Is to produce an evaluation process, claimed tdvhkie free’, which provides the most objective
possible views on the problem of evaluation anddbmsequent decisions. In this regard, this apjproac

aims to be independent of the value systems aretigs sought by any particular stakeholder.

In contrast to the managerial tradition of evalatiapproaches to participation in evaluation are
based on the supposition that any human intervemti@ process is not neutral and therefore conaeys
set of values which helps determine the processthe evaluation process is ‘value engaged’. Any
evaluation process cannot be value free and cassoime ‘a neutral, non-politicized bystander pmsiti
protected from idiosyncratic predispositions of tbgaluator or the context, producing credible
information that is not unduly biased by its sponsoby bad decisions of the evaluator’ (Greene, 2200
p.2-3). The evaluator as a stakeholder will contebto the evolution of the decision process and the
construction of the final choice. ‘It is not podsilior evaluators to assume a position on the isiegl..in
the hopes that our practice will not perturb thaation or influence it via some form of unwantadsh
(Greene, 2002, p.2-3). The fact that approachgmtticipation in evaluation, especially empowerment
evaluation, seek to break with the managerial ti@uiof evaluation does not mean that they are ailytu
exclusive. It does not mean either that intermal external forms of evaluation can not be mutually
reinforcing. These approaches pursue differentabibes which can, however, be additional (Fetterman
and Wandersman, 2007, p.183).

Because evaluation is the projection of a systenvadfies as a frame of reference, and the
expression of a peculiar point of view on actidns inecessary to favour the expression of divpmets
of view on public action in order for the sociagimacy of the evaluation to be as wide as possibl
Approaches to participation in evaluation seek tmg together, widely and actively, the diverse
stakeholders in the evaluation exercise. The pplasiof inclusion, dialogue and deliberation depelb
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by House (2005) contribute to achieving this obyectand providing the common base for different

approaches to participation in evaluation

e Inclusion: Inclusion means working with under-reymeted and powerless groups as key
stakeholders in the evaluation process, not jushsms and well-organised groups. This does
not mean that every interest, value or view coregmnill be given equal weight, merely that
all relevant ones should be considered in the designconduct of the evaluation.

» Dialogue: The evaluation study should encouragerekte dialogue between, and within
interest groups. The aim is to enhance undersignol interests, values and views amongst
the various participants.

* Deliberation: The aim is to achieve, through ratlafiacussion, a set of outcomes, values and
conclusions involving all those concerned. It maydnly through participation in the process

that stakeholders are able to formulate and coctstneir interest in interaction with others.

The greater the importance given to the principtesclusion, dialogue and deliberation, the greate
the active participation of stakeholders will bethie evaluative process. The implementation ofcivex
participation by major stakeholders is supposeaffer some advantages to evaluation approacheseThe

one intend to promote the five following aspects the discuss:

A greater external validity of the evaluation

A greater utilisation of the results of an evaloati

A collaborative public engagement

A contribution to participatory and discursive daracy

» A process of empowerment

Each of these is discussed in turn.



A greater external validity of the evaluation

Approaches to participation in evaluation are supda® offer greater external validity to evaluation,
because stakeholder discussion favours expressiardivkersity of points of view. Evaluative judgerhen
is built upon a multiplicity of informed opinion&takeholder participation in the evaluation exergs
seen as the guarantee of a better consideratieoadéty’s engagement in the goals of future preject
This gives such projects greater external legityndde fact that stakeholders are part of the etadn
process makes this one more relevant to them, bechuaddresses their particular concerns. Using
adequate evaluation methods can also increasedbibitity of the evaluation process and therefise

external validity (Eckley, 2001, p.3).

Participation of all groups of legitimate playersnters greater external validity upon an
evaluation. From a concrete point of view, the ¢jopasof knowing how to identify these groups of
legitimate players and how to bring them into tihecpss is not as simple as it seems. We can dhestr
this difficulty using the example of social polipyoject in the Rhone Alpes region of France. Tesiré
to invite jobseekers to sit on the steering coneaifior the evaluation of this policy came up adatine
existence of various jobseekers’ associations. \Atmuld participate in such a case, and who is the

legitimate group of players here?

A greater utilisation of the results of an evaluation

The results of an evaluation have more chance iofjhgsed if the major stakeholders have takenipart
the different stages of the evaluation process,camdequently have better understood the resuliseof
evaluation. Moreover, stakeholders will be morelijkto adhere to the results of an evaluation dyth
have themselves participated in its formulation mmplementation. Consequently, we could imagine that
recommendations will be more easily put into placel that resistance to solutions proposed will be
weaker. If we implement a process which truly tagase of community priorities, we will have a gexat
chance of bringing real and sustainable changkabvery same community. Participation is partidyla

well suited to formative evaluation and favours rapienal change to the proposals under evaluatjon b



bringing collective knowledge into the programmn&ome researchers provide evidence of the capdcity o

participation to enhance evaluation use’ (Patto8,/19.87-113).

This very objective is pursued by practical papatory evaluation and by some collaborative
evaluation approaches such as Utilization-focusedluation (Patton, 1997), which are more about

evaluation utilization than about empowerment.

In France, the development of participative apph@s (in particular up-stream) has focused on
providing greater use of the results of an evahmatiEarly examples of participative evaluation gpsses
in the 1980s had the aim of finding ways out offlionsituations with associations, particularly time
case of transport and infrastructure projects [leeliterranean high-speed rail line, constructiorthef
A85 highway...). Public decision-making bodies enem@d recourse to participative processes in order
to resolve conflict. It is interesting to note thttese processes have mainly come about after

implementation of an initial non-participative pess.

A collaborative public engagement

Through the organised exchange of points of vieatigpation allows the evaluative process to beeom
a collaborative exercise of public engagement. owation of one point of view with that of another
better understanding of what motivates other stalkieins, highlighting of points of convergence and
areas of insurmountable conflict, will enable tlodlective definition of the decision making problem
effect, this is about gambling on collective intgihce beyond the difficulties raised by the catiftig

points of view so as to collaborate in the decigioblem and to envisage a shared solution.

This objective is common to participatory evaluati@pproaches which recognise that
development processes are the result of actionsnéerdctions on the part of diverse social playeah
of whom are performing parts in the same play. Assllt, active participation, capacity building and
learning by all relevant actors becomes a fundaaherdther than an instrumental condition, and the

approach focuses on facilitating collective ratiinian individual learning.



The example of the evaluation (1997-2001) of theirenmental plan of the town of Grande-
Synthe (around 23, 500 inhabitants), situated enNbrth of France, demonstrates that is entirebsjixbe
to develop collaborative public engagement. Thelaborative process made use of an existing
participative organisation, the town’s urban prtgeworkshop. The role of this workshop was to
intervene in all districts of the town, coordinatimglividual projects with the general urban projdtt
was made up of municipal elected-representativeednical specialists and inhabitants (on a volyntar
basis). By regular exchange of the opinions anllisséi all groups of players, the workshop enaliteel
development of a climate of trust between all pgénts. In the words of the municipal elected-
representative for urban planning, “Within the @xttof discussion between elected-representatives,
technical specialists and inhabitants, each hadohieer own role to play. The technical specialists
defended the project, the elected-representatpesrBeaded it, while the inhabitants gave theintsaof
view and made proposals. Success of this processdman to respect of some basic rules. During
discussions, participants had to develop theirsskil listening, understanding and accepting déifer
points of view. The elected-representatives andrtieal specialists were thus obliged to accept
guestioning of their ideas, and to take a step bfackn their absolute certainties and technical

convictions.”

The contribution to participatory and discursive democracy

Through seeking to give voice to those traditignaekcluded from public debate, in particular teadt

favoured groups, approaches to participation inluewon aim to widen and enrich public debate.
Moreover, through participation in the evaluativeqgess, citizens will become better informed and
involved and more able to judge and exercise comfpoh public action. At this point, we can note the
emancipatory goal expected of approaches to gaation in evaluation. Warren (1993) underlines that
citizen participation depends on the quality of timelividual as a social actor. Through simple
participation a citizen will lose his or her fegirof apathy, isolation and powerlessness. Evalnatio

therefore contributes to participatory and disatgslemocracy.



The main purpose of discursive democracy orientadliation is to promote practical knowledge,
learning, public debate and accountability (Hanberg@006, p.25-28). The contribution to participgtor
and discursive democracy is a key-action of trams&tive participatory evaluation and especially of
empowerment, “that is a fundamentally democratacess based on deliberation, communicative action,
and authentic collaboration” (Fetterman and wandars2005, p.159)

In France, it was not until the 1990’s, in partaaylwith the publication of the 1989 Viveret report
that the idea of democratising participation in évaluation of public decision-making was adop#al.
initial reconciliation between evaluation and papatory democracy was first visible some fifteerass
ago in the area of evaluation of transport inflagtire projects, into which the principle of comntyn
participation is clearly written in legislation. e laws favours the widest possible public parétgn
upstream of town and country planning decisionsoliiion of legislation was largely due to the
existence of conflicts around, and sometimes leadmgleadlock in the implementation of infrastruret
and transport networks.

Since 1995, the National Commission of Public Deb@CPD) guarantees public information
and participation in the drawing up of planning patg that incorporate major socio-economic stakes,
having a significant impact on the environmentportown and country planning. The NCPD was partly
inspired by public consultation practices used hg Quebec Office of Public Audience on the
Environment ('BAPE’). The NCPD is responsible faganising and chairing public debate. It also has
the task of making public the documents assocmitdda particular debate. This could lead in paittc
to a counter-appraisal, allowing for the involvemehtother participants in the debate. Public debate
takes place in the early stages of the evaluatrmegss. It is neither the place for decision, rar f
negotiation, but a time for dialogue during whidte tpopulation can acquire knowledge and express
themselves on the project in accordance with tlesmdefined by the NCPD. NCPD does provide neither
decisions, nor recommendations, but only a carefabunt of the debates conducted during the process
Debates led to date by the NCPD concern major redtiand regional town and country planning
projects, for example, transport infrastructureyricand country planning, motorways, high speed rail

lines, high tension electricity cables, landfilltes. For infrastructure projects of a smaller scale



participation is limited to a public enquiry durimghich the community is invited to comment on the
project. However, such consultation takes placeléavnstream of the evaluation and decision stage an
causes frustration among the public, who wants thdaed further upstream with regard to the chofce o
options.

In France, some regions have developed interesiangjcipative and discursive democracy
procedures, in which citizens are consulted andaatiee in drawing up regional policy and evaluating
the results of this. Since 2005, such is the cadkd Poitou-Charentes Regional authority, which $et
up citizen’s assessment panels. These panels ate apaof citizens who are directly concerned by the
actions of the regional authority. An example dging regional policy on climate change. Evaluatdn
climate change policy by members of the citizere\ql revealed a significant rate of satisfactiamnir
these. For 60% of the participants, participatiarttos panel brought them both enrichment on aqmexs
level as well as the opportunity to contribute tm&truction of a collective process. Comments from
participants reflect this. Sitting on the citizepsinel was “an individual awakening as well as@e® of
personal enrichment”. Participants also said, ‘#perience forced me to think more, to develop my
knowledge of certain subjects and to know otheniopis”, “we hope to have made a few steps forward

in dealing with the problem of global warming”.

The process of empower ment

Approaches to participation in evaluation are sggpoto empower people through their participation i
the evaluation process. Evaluation is conceiveda atevelopmental process in which, through the
involvement of stakeholders (particularly the umdeileged) in all phases of the evaluation, power

dynamics among participants are changed and lessrfad stakeholders become sufficient.

What distinguishes transformative participatory leaaon and empowerment evaluation from
other participative forms of evaluation is pregysedeir commitment to and power in developing among

stakeholders the capacity for self-determination.
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In France, there are still very few examples of ewgrment evaluation today. An interesting
case-study is that of the town of Grande-SynthéhaNord Department. The mobilisation of town
inhabitants and other stakeholders bears witnegetability of local players to take their evolutimto
their own hands. The town is behind the particigatprocess initiative for the drawing up of a local
agenda 21. Even if the process itself did not lealang lifespan, the same cannot be said for nsathibn
of the town’s inhabitants. Indeed, having drawmmsgth from their implication in public action aret
experience gained in the local agenda 21 procebsbitants and other stakeholders continued their
actions towards a collective interest objectivetimer shapes and forms. This gave birth to an &ssmt
for sustainable development. A number of catalyspgrked development of this association ;
conviviality, defending common values, the seamtpiersonal enrichment and the collective inteaest
the desire to play an active part in the develogroétheir city. Association members include inhabts
and other stakeholders who are convinced of th@itapce of playing a role in local public actiorhel

association has become a source for proposal&(rdtain contestations) to the municipal council.

Conditions for the implementation and the applicabiity of approaches to participation in

evaluation

A number of prerequisites must be observed if agghtes to participation in evaluation are to
achieve their objectives. Citizens must be infornegdmotivated and trained for the evaluation. The
evaluative process must then be supervised. Thes afssuch actions may often be judged to be

prohibitive with regard to the supposed benefitpaticipation, which are difficult to quantify.

More importantly, because evaluation is subjectdostraints of time, in particular the need to
achieve results and to make decisions within argitmmeframe, the necessary upstream phases of
information, motivating, training and supervisionparticipants, are generally neglected or caraetlin
a hurry. Because of this lack of forward-plannimgl @reparation (the upstream phase of an evaluegion
generally under-estimated), approaches to partioipan evaluation have every chance of failing to

deliver its expected benefits.
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Approaches to participation in evaluation mustpoeperly organised. In order to achieve its
objectives, participation presupposed that a aertaimber of conditions be brought together. Infowgmni
motivating and training participants, allowing irégst groups to construct a shared vision and biagnc

expression of points of views, are indispensabpaiticipation is to be successful.

Informing, motivating and training participants (particularly weaker interest groups) to take part in
evaluation
Clear information, concerning the terms of the eatibn and the opportunity to make a point of view
heard, is necessary in order to mobilise diffeggoups of individuals, particularly weaker grougsd to
bring them into the evaluation process. One maailehge of approaches to participation in evaluaison
to give voice to groups of stakeholders who areegaly excluded from the evaluation process.
However, it goes without saying that bringing waageoups to the table is not enough to ensure their
participation. Community engagement and particgratcannot be imposed. Expressing an opinion
requires, as a minimum, willpower as well as thditgtio seize the opportunity to participate. Fhist
reason, the weakest groups are generally isolaigdiaable to promote their point of view with other

En France, the formalisation of consultation areasa district level, such as neighbourhood
committees for city policy, development committeeesmmuter committees for transport, offers the
opportunity to be informed and to discuss upstreznthe implementation of public projects. The
inconvenience of these committees is that particpas generally limited from a quantitative poioit
view. Moreover and in many cases, only certain gmies of the population are represented (retired
people). In order to mobilise a younger populafmmexample, it would be more effective to make oke
existing local organisations. Organisations suckicagh centres and young-people’s associationadre
play a determining role in mediation. Opinion lesdand “big brothers” on housing estates could béso
called into the process.

Balanced participation would pre-suppose that atlugs possess a comparable amount of
information about the stakes of the evaluationwal as the skills to formulate and argue aboutireit
collective projects, according to these terms. Badd participation also pre-supposes that different

12



groups have been instructed in the evaluation ofipgolicy. Training sessions are often necessary i
order to introduce the limits and expectationsroéwaaluation, its time-frame, the stakes and wh&b be
expected from participants.

In the case of the citizens’ panels in the Poittwa@ntes region, four days were needed to inform
and train participants to work together on the psagbtopic. One day was given over to informing
citizens and training them in consultation, whiteee days were necessary to formulate a decisidn an
present this to the “sleeping partners” in the pssc

Informing, motivating and training participants take part in evaluation are all the more
necessary if we want to avoid harming the extenaidity of the evaluation and making results
unusable. Indeed, if participants are not inforraed trained, the parties involved will have onlyaatial
and very local vision of the stakes of the publatian under evaluation and no evaluation skills or
experience. Debate between participants may beceedio local management stakes which will not give
way to a more general re-evaluation of managemeoices. This is because the real decisional stakes
will not have been discussed. This can lead to akesming of the quality of the evaluation with regytw
a process based on scientific approach. A pooitguataluation will not be used. Approximations and
poor analysis may result in in-action because ttey be used as arguments to justify the status quo.
Rutherford (2000) notices for example that usingxperienced people to conduct fieldwork and data-
processing results in a lack of scientific standamis therefore a loss of rigour and precision itadahe
external validity of the evaluation and the utilisa of the results of the evaluation will suffeoin the
lack of strength of the results and the conclusabtained.

It is well-know that informing and training parip@nts takes time. However, feedback from participat

projects often states that it was, effectively,giwhich was lacking.

Enabling underprivileged groups to build a common view
Motivating certain groups is a first step forwabait does not automatically ensure the ability to
participate. At this level, it is often easier fadividuals or groups to mobilise themselves (agrinst

infrastructure projects) than to have the resouressded to organise themselves and build a shared

13



vision. Reacting to a decision is one thing, ap&ting the impact of a decision requires an infation
process of a completely different nature. It isdasier to group together in defence of public prgpor
heritage when it is threatened than to build insexbe a shared vision of a local or regional dynaitthe
prelude to a participative process consists inrggtbeople to discuss and define a common viewtpoin
This stage is essential, particularly for the mastlerprivileged groups. Such groups are generally i
position of inferiority in confronting opposing pas of view and the negotiation process. In efféuty

do not often possess a clear vision of the protdera whole, nor do they have a common positioreto b
voiced in negotiation due to lack of sufficient angaation and thought about a common project
beforehand. The common concern of different apgres to participation in evaluation is the prineipl
of giving the weakest groups the opportunity toresp conflicting points of views so as to builchared
vision, thereby allowing them to actively partidipan the evaluation.

‘The Empowerment Evaluation’ (Fetterman, Kaftareard Wandersman, 1996; Fetterman 2001,
Fetterman and wandersman 2005) deals preciselymatting people aware of the existence of common
interests and bringing them together around a cole view (Miller, Campbell, 2006). This stage is
important for enabling people to express the valhey share according to the purpose of a project.
Empowerment evaluation requires a significant titoegive expression to these values and has an
identity-forming function for the community. It isnly through the ‘Empowerment Evaluation’ phase
that representatives of the community as beareassbfared vision of a locality or region can delvéth
confidence and defend their ‘project’ before othkeholders such as public decision makers, funding
agencies, etc (Floc’hlay, Plottu, 1998, p.266).

At this stage, the success of methodology tootsriably in the recourse to images or represenisti
of reality in order to facilitate speech. A cortersupport-tool will enable a greater number of pedop
take part and to express themselves. The presdrfuture exercise (also known as force-field ana)ys
can help to build a common vision. It is a diffictdsk for people to express themselves with regard
the future of a situation without a support-tooheTpresent and future exercise involves community
members in drawing what their current situatiorkkbbke and what they would like their future siioa

to look like. They also identify what will help tire get to their desired future situation, and what

14



obstacles they will have to overcome. The goabiscbmmunity members to clarify a common vision,
and to begin to plan how to get from where they mosv to where they want to be (Canadian
International Development Agency).

Other tools can be used to help stakeholders expras$ construct a common vision. The transect walk
(Nabasa et al., 1995) enables community membedelate and validate information gathered in the
field. A historical time line allows them to notewlo events which have marked the history of their
community, and to better understand the perceptbtize collective community. Drawing up a resosrce
map enables discussion of the use of these resotarggan change.

In order to facilitate the expression of pointsvadw by under-privileged groups, various forms of
artistic expression can be used, such as musiceddrama... In France, the city of Rennes conurbation
set up drama workshops to allow people in diffigulth express an opinion. In this case, drama was
considered to be a prelude to public participatidrama techniques are used in reference to thedffde
of the oppressed” method, created and developedugysto Boal in Brazil. His method is to dramatise
situations which are most often interiorised andegienced as in deadlock. Here, drama can make thes
situations intelligible and give individual storiescollective dimension. The language of drama come
naturally to human-beings and is thus easy to s€aasequently the spectator becomes an actoage st
and eventually, the protagonist of his or her oif |

During this phase the evaluator has a very differefe to that which he is normally given in the
conventional design of evaluation. He is not thenagé an external appraisal, but on the contrasa i
part of the assessment resource, engaged in thegstoHe can be by turn a ‘facilitator’, a termduse
‘empowerment evaluation’ (Fetterman, Kaftarian ailedndersman, 1996) or ‘maieutician’ because he
should clarify players’ questions. He should explaocial stakes and values and be clear about which
criteria are useable. He should engage playerno@ess of analysis and understanding of thetsitua
He does not represent the stakes of the partigpdmit favours democracy by giving voice to these
groups of participants and by making sure thatvifeest possible range of perspectives and values ar
represented. He has also a role in helping disaggrts and conflicts in a community to be articudate

order to better understand the logic behind eadumyrof participants, the evaluator has to fully
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understand the communities represented by thespgrdhis point allows us to deal with the questbn

citizen representation in approaches to partiaypain evaluation. It is easier to associate difiere
stakeholders when the evaluation concerns progate local scal®y andwith the people, whereas it is
not always possible to include all citizens conedrin the evaluation for projects of a nationalleca
Therefore a system of representation is neededisrsituation which closely resembles a democfacy

the people.

If people feel too reluctant to participate, the lestor must convince them of their interest to
participate, either directly or through represeatatlf people participate, they have even morenckeof
seeing their points of view taken into account. &ter, the experience will strengthen their linkhw
the community. The evaluator must firstly find ayweaf identifying and engaging with the people
involved. Filming the perceptions and expectatiohpopulations is one way. Mobilisation can also be
encouraged from watching such a film. It is impott establish motivation through individual cartta
To do this, the evaluator needs to seek the hekepfpeople on the ground, local opinion leadetsy w
will be more likely to convince future participardse to the fact that they are already known tonthe
The evaluator must then motivate people to padteighrough clear explanation of the objectives, th
roles of each party, the responsibilities of each, o as for them to feel involved. This can taleeftinm
of meetings, workshops and more convivial sessjgasies). The aim is to create a dynamic and friendl
atmosphere so as to give the project a sense @l satgagement and to ensure lasting mobilisation.
Using a variety of tools and by means of simplehoés accessible to all will bring about immediate
sharing of results with all key stakeholders. Tihisurn will lead to a greater commitment and aatge
local learning. If certain participants are afrtodreopen debates on questions that are knownvaivie
clear disagreement within the community, the evalumust convince them that it is better to deahwi
disagreement early on, in order to avoid deepeflicoat a later date. It is better to build colieely at

the early stages rather than become immobilisestdrjle conflict which benefits no one.
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Ensuring conditionsfor a balanced expression of view points

Establishing an awareness of common interestsedsas/ disagreements, is necessary, but not srifici

for effective and balanced participation. Differ@atrticipants must be able to express and to ddfesid
point of view. Consequently, the unequal capadtgroups to defend their point of view can resalthe
situation whereby whoever shouts the loudest impdseir vision to the detriment of the expressiod a
due consideration of the views of the weakest groupdeed, if conflicting points of view are
insufficiently managed, participation can lead ttalse sense of democracy. Discussions will finaky
lead by the most powerful stakeholder groups wHbimipose their points of view upon the weakeste Th
outcome will be a paradoxical situation whereby weakest are excluded from a process whose entire
existence is to enable them to be heard. Otherilvigarticipants act as representatives of estabtish
interest groups and have long-established views dapic, their participation can result in a steril
confrontation of points of view blocking any deoisithrough participants sticking to their guns. The
outcome of such confrontation is the status qu@nEwore so, one can anticipate that through such a
process participants agree on the lowest commoondie@tor, to the exclusion of the most criticalrgei

of view (Lehtonen, 2006, p.188). In the event gagticipation process, which is supposed to bring
added value to the construction of actions, resalgsdecision which is neither particularly amtits nor

innovative. Preventing such risk requires carefahping.

The evaluator has to provide for an equal exprassiothe participants’ points of view and to
organize the confrontation of interedts role is to mediate, to facilitate by proposmgthods and tools
as an aid to negotiation, and helping participamtsonduct the evaluation. In this type of intervemt
results are never guaranteed. In order to readbjectives, or at least some of them, the evatuateds
to be both trained and experienced in achievingpgiee. He or she should be assisted by local payer
who drive the process as necessary. He or she fsostraploy any appropriate tools and communication
media necessary to help with the task in hand

At this stage, it's necessary to favour simple @isdal tools, tools easy to use by participants and
which make exchanges between participants easiah $ols can be colour voting methodshis

method consists in using a predefined set of celtairepresent possible answers, allowing partitga
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to give their point of view on a certain numberpaoints. The colours used are the international stahd
of traffic light (dark green, amber, red) to whiahe added light green and pink to nuance answesrs, a
well as white for a ‘don’t know’ and black for absdention. This provides a scale of seven colaurs i
which dark green represents the answer ‘I agreslyptlight green ‘I agree’, amber ‘I have mixed
feelings’, pink ‘I do not agree’, red ‘I disagreatdlly’, white ‘I don’t know’ and black ‘I do not i8h to
reply’. This can be transposed to a coloured majiving instant visibility to points of consensusda
disagreement and allows for debate among parti@gpdating which anyone may change his or her
colour and justify his or her opinion. Colour v@imethods have been used in town and country gignni

for small scale projects at neighbourhood level.

When projects are on a large scale and includede wange of stakeholders, more formalised
methods using software such as the MACTOR softywakage may be used to favour the expression
and construction of a common vision.. The MACTORthnd of analysing the behaviour of participants
seeks to gauge the balance of power between amtorstudy their convergence and divergence when
faced with a certain number of associated stakdhjectives. By means of this analysis, the MACTOR
method aims to assist in making decisions so thdtcgents can give voice to their agreement and

disagreement about the project, and build alliances

The MACTOR method has been used by local authsrérel the state to assist in taking strategic
decisions. First, each participant reveals thejedives, their goals for the project, both exigtiand
developing, their motivations, constraints andrimaé means of action, and their past strategic \ieha
Then, the meeting of participants according tortigeials, objectives and means of action identifies
certain number of strategic outcomes on which adtave convergent or divergent aims. The MACTOR
method helps to position participants in relatiorathierarchy of objectives and to identify conesrce
and divergence by means of diagrams. Balance ofepdyetween participants is calculated by the
MACTOR software package and integrated into thdyaigof convergence and divergence between the
participants. New diagrams of possible convergemzkdivergence between all participants can thus be
obtained. The comparison between the series ofaliagenables one to observe how potential alliances

and conflicts become distorted by taking accourthefhierarchy of objectives and the balance ofgow
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amongst participants. The MACTOR method brings ightl the interplay of potential alliances and
conflicts among actors and in this wiaglps to facilitate a negotiated solution. It iviolis that if the

participants desire a successful outcome to ndgoigthey have every interest in being honest.

Multicriteria Decision Aid (Roy, 1996) is one amotige many possible methods that can be
useful in conducting participative evaluation preses. It is interesting, because it offers a formal
framework and methods to provide a structure fa mlegotiation process, enabling the negotiation
process to result in a concrete decision. Mulecidt Decision Aid is a method of identifying and
selecting rival projects. It brings about an exgehetween participants on evaluation criteriagddken
into account for decision-making. It enables thiéedent opinion of participants to be transcribetbi
quantitative and qualitative criteria, not simplgiagle indicator which is usually in monetary forirhe
use of quantitative and qualitative criteria enalall the dimensions of a project to be taken adoount,
rather than the exclusive use of those which asg &massess in quantitative and monetary formhEac
participant, aware of the different stages of tharpss, is asked to reveal his system of values)jidgfa
specific weighting of criteria for each, if he wanhis opinion to influence the final decision. This
requirement avoids selfish strategic behaviourthis way, the negotiations do not aim to discuss the
systems of value but rather to define the solutishigh are acceptable to each participant. Theegysif
values of each party will not be questioned andnibgotiation can therefore be of a cooperative ratur
and encourage the search for new solutions. At ldusl, the decision-making process is based on
deliberation. The aim is to establish a climatecoffidence and share a common contribution to the
problem (Roy, 1999). The possibility of a veto dealeveryone to define the scope of what solutayas
considered as unacceptable. By comparing the eanhkitivhich are acceptable to each actor, taking
different vectors of weighting into consideratiove can show whether a negotiated solution existsbr
(for a presentation of the stages of Multicritddiacision Aid and an applied example, see Floc'lzag
Plottu, 1998). Multicriteria Decision Aid had beesed at national and local level for the constarctf

dams, waste disposal sites, airports, motorways etc

Hierarchical Evaluation (Plottu 1999), using Muliieria Decision Aid, goes one step further to

ensure conditions for a balanced confrontation efwpoints. Hierarchical Evaluation bases itself loa t
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identification and definition for each participagtoup of the nature of impact of the project under
evaluation upon land and community. Three hieraathievels of impact (heritage, strategic and
profitability) are distinguished and can be useg@anticular on a local scale for the evaluatioricaén or
country planning projects.

» Heritage or patrimonial impact: defines the impadtether negative or positive, of the project on
an essential component in the self-identificatioma gfoup as a single community (for example on
cultural and environmental assets).

» Strategic impact: is the positive or negative impat the future development of a community,
e.g. the impact on a local key resource such agcamomic activity, or an environmental
resource, that represents an opportunity for dgwedmt and an ‘uncommitted potentiality for
change’ (Bateson, 1972).

» Profitability impact: is the positive or negativ@pact on short term scale that affects individual
satisfaction according to economic utility. It doest query the potential of future development or
challenge elements of the identity of the commuynity

One of the evaluator’s objectives is to allow epalticipant group to unveil the nature of the stake

underpinning their position. Highlighting the natuof the stakes raised by each group exposes the
unequal skills of stakeholders to argue their pmsitCertain strongly defended positions may regmes
only minor stakes, whereas stakes of a more véaalre represented by weak groups will be heard with
more difficulty. Hierarchical Evaluation allows tbnd a solution of the controversial debate by
prioritising a principle which favours the most rsiftcant issue. Should a conflict arise, an hegtag
impact held up by some parties would be given fiyi@ver a strategic or profitability impact helg by
some others parties, regardless of any hierarcluaigr between the decision-making parties. For a
group, the act of setting out the nature of theredts at stake can prevent closed attitudes ttiaggn.
The goal ig0 make the outcomes of participation derive mooenfthe force of argument than the force
of persuasion, preventing powerful groups fromrigkover the participatory process.

Hierarchical Evaluation can be used for the euaunaof town or country planning projects, such

as transport infrastructure projects. We have #fiecarchical Evaluation to examine the choice ofteou
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for the A85 highway in France. This major projemtught aboutonflict between the technical appraisal
which defined one particular route, and the locaysation in favour of another. Here, evaluationdehs
on the qualification of impacts (heritage, strategorofitability) brought about a result which was
contrary to that of the technical appraisal bas@gt on a quantification of impacts (a comparisortrad
financial impacts of the loss of agricultural laguad forests). By highlighting the hierarchy of imfsaof
each route, it was possible to demonstrate thatrahie favoured by the technical appraisal bore a
negative impact on local heritage, being incompatiaith a local project supported by all of the
community and aimed at preserving its rural idgnfiftor a more complete presentation of this case, s
Plottu and Plottu, 2007).

All these tools can be used in the three steps ¢garepnent, negotiation, decision making) of the
Model for the Operationality of Democratic Evalaati(M.O.D.E.) that we proposed in Floc’hlay and
Plottu (1998). Colour vote methods and the MACTO&hnd can be used at the stage of empowerment
evaluation to get underprivileged groups to discalsd to build a common view point. Hierarchical
Evaluation can be used during the dynamic processegotiation between the participants, and

Multicriteria Decision Aid Methods provide a measfgrogressing from negotiation to decision making.

Approaches to participation in evaluation have st,cthat is sure, however, this cost will allow
numerous conflicts to be avoided. The field of urldad rural planning provides numerous examples of
conflict linked to an absence of participation wpatn (the high speed rail Mediterranean line,
construction of the A85 highway...). The cost of m#patory evaluation linked to information,
mobilisation, training and supervision of all pepants is compensated by the avoidance of the cost
linked to delay and obstruction which can stem framon participative process. It is more efficiemt
take the time to debate, confront points of view mieatify areas of conflict upstream of a decisiban
to manage insurmountable conflict downstream, wisctostly for the community. The best solution is

to integrate the necessary cost and means of jpatiem into the global cost of the project.
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It is clear that even if obtaining a common positie an ideal, consensus is only a means to an
end, not an end in itself. The existence and goglaoficipation are not to build consensus at ate.ra
Highlighting irreconcilable points of view has just much merit. Identification of areas of disagrest
and potential conflict is of great use to the decisnaker, who is free to take his or her own denisn
full view of the facts. Even if the outcome is nobnsensus, debating all ideas leads to better
understanding of arguments and as a consequensétot@s the first step in accepting other ideas an

differences, and building tolerance towards the@slof other people in society.

Construction of the Somport road tunnel under thefees mountain-range between France and
Spain well illustrates the difficulties encounterécbnflict, deadlock and the cost of these...) in
implementing a project which had no real partidymtprocess. This project attracted sharp criticism
from its very outset. Despite opposition, as weltancellation of an act of law declaring the prbje be
of public utility, it was not abandoned. The prajéoally received the support of the prime-minrstend
work continued. The project is still not completedhis day, and its total cost is now calculatetivece

that of the initial estimate.

Prioritisation in the field of application

The implementation of approaches to participatioevaluation pre-supposes time and means. This type
of evaluation cannot be improvised on the job. Gtwtributions of such evaluation vary accordinghi®
areas evaluated and the desired result of the &v@iu In particular whether the evaluation is a&et
place upstream, in support of strategic decisiokinga on-going, as a navigation tool, or downstream

retrospective evaluation of public action.

In the framework of ex-ante evaluation, one disdings opportunities for undertaking a public
action. Participation represerdspriori a certain interest for the community in the evatraof major
long term projects or programmes such as infragtramr planning projects. When it comes to prgect

concerning the future of a community, it seemsedarbportant to prioritise an evaluation processcivhi
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enables confrontation of as wide a sample of pahtdew as possible, as well as diverse visionthef
future and different models of society. Therefoapproaches to participation in evaluation can be
prioritised in the fields of the environment, susédle development and planning or even development
support (see Estrella and Gavanta (1998) for aevewf literature covering experiments in particqygt

evaluation).

In an on-going evaluation, stakeholder particgmatiby the effects of learning it generates, will
help to readjust an action which takes place. éndise of sustainable development, it can be ribed
approaches to participation in evaluation, throiiglemancipatory function for the weakest partiniga
constitute itself an action in favour of sustaimadevelopment. It also contributes to participatany

discursive democracy, concepts at the heart oamadile development.

When the evaluation is a managerial evaluatiornviaue for money’ and/or the evaluation takes
place downstream from public action, the questidnparticipation has less purpose. Stakeholder
participation will help to formulate a differentews of what has taken place, but cannot changedke p
Nevertheless, their point of view are interestirgduse they will help to change the definition #mel
implementation of the futures policies. However réhas a danger that if the methods chosen
‘downstream’ are inappropriate, i.e. offer a litbpportunity for broad participation, they may ftol

identify lessons for the future that are inclusivel participative.

Conclusion

Stakeholder participation in evaluation has thergdt of bringing the decisional stakes of society
to the debating table. It involves evaluating tpeartunity to undertake a project which stronglgages
society. It lies within a certain conception of thevernance of public action and requires insttugi
conditions, such as public decision making processel the existence of centres for debate which are

accessible to citizens, which are favourable tdig@pation.

Approaches to participation in evaluation are nasyeto implement. Its implementation pre-

supposes a certain number of stages such as imigrmotivating, training stakeholders, allowing
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participants to construct a shared vision, guagangeconditions for balanced confrontation of psiof
view, which require financial means and which arg moterms of timing, necessarily compatible with

available resources nor the timeframe of the pudgigsion.

The French examples of participative evaluatioat tive have used, principally concern
sustainable development. The sustainable develdpmencept is effectively favourable to the
development of participative evaluation. Partidgatot only responds to the idea of good managémen
highlighted by sustainable development, but aldwemwit favours emancipation, the second objective o
sustainable development, that is improving the asidm of populations in difficulty, Sustainable
development encourages the growth of participagivaluation. The sustainable development manuals
and literature published by the government (ex Bigiof Ecology, Energy, Sustainable Development
and Planning) encourage local authorities to dgvphloticipative evaluation processes for theirguty.
This also poses challenges for evaluators, to ahaogr habits, and implement the kinds of approsiche
outlined in this article.
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