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INTERNATIONAL PROJECTS AND
PROGRAM EVALUATION

Summary

The article emphasizes the importance of evalua-
tion and existing practice of Georgia during implemen-
tation of international programs and projects.

Program evaluation is defined as a process of
knowledge acquisition and systematic method for col-
lecting, analyzing, and using information to answer ques-
tions about programs and projects, particularly about
their effectiveness and efficiency.

The peculiarities, advantages and disadvantages of
program evaluation are presented in the article. Theoret-
ical approaches, methods and methodologies of programs
evaluation are discussed.

In the conclusion, the necessity of applying pro-
gram evaluation methods in all phases of implementa-
tion process of various types of programs and projects.
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Introduction

A number of international programs and projects
are and being implemented in Georgia, which include a
variety of fields and directions. One of the main aims of
international programs and projects is to support Geor-
gia’s integration to European and Euro-Atlantic struc-
tures.

Programs and projects are evaluated in all phases
of their development. As Georgia’s existing practice
shows that expert conclusion method is used in the phase
of needs assessment and defining of priorities, milestones
method is used for implementation phase and indicators
method — for results evaluation.

The above-mentioned methods, as well as all meth-
ods have advantages and disadvantages.

It should be noted that there are some risks of their
use associated with priorities, as well as the duplication
of implemented activities and the impact assessment of
results.

Spending time and money on the evaluation is worth
if this will help supporters and people interested to deep-
ening their knowledge on various politics, strategies,
programs and projects and apply this knowledge [1]. In
our view, based on specifications of this mentioned field,

81

BESARION PARTSVANIA
Doctor of Economic Sciencies,
GTU Professor

E-Mail: abc@abcgroup.ge

high quality evaluation can be achieved by using a pro-
gram evaluation method. We would like to note as well
that alongside with advantages it also has disadvantages
such as hard working and comparative high costs.

Program evaluation is the systematic assessment
of the processes and/or outcomes with the intent of fur-
thering its development and improvement. As such, it is
a collaborative process in which evaluators work close-
ly with program staff to craft and implement an evalua-
tion design that is responsive to the needs of the pro-
gram and/or project.

Program evaluation is a systematic method for col-
lecting, analyzing, and using information to answer ques-
tions about programs and projects [2], particularly about
their effectiveness and efficiency. Program evaluations
can involve both quantitative and qualitative methods of
social research. In both the public and private sectors,
stakeholders often want to know whether the programs
and projects they are objecting, funding, implementing
and receiving are producing the intended effect. While
program evaluation first focuses around this definition,
important considerations often include how the program
could be improved, whether the program is worthwhile,
whether there are better alternatives, if there are unin-
tended outcomes, and whether the program goals are
appropriate and useful [3]. Program evaluation - evalua-
tors help to answer these questions, but the best way to
answer the questions is for the evaluation to be a joint
project between evaluators and stakeholders [4]. Dur-
ing program and projects implementation, evaluators can
provide formative evaluation findings so that program
staff can make immediate, data-based decisions about
program implementation and delivery. In addition, eval-
uators can, towards the end of a program or upon its
completion, provide cumulative and summative evalua-
tion findings, often required by funding agencies and
used to make decisions about program continuation or
expansion.

A program evaluation has various importance in the
society. It helps various non-governmental, non-profit-
able organizations, donor organizations, investors, gov-
ernment bodies to understand the success and imple-
mentation status of the programs and projects on which



they have invested funds. This kind of evaluation is a
part of social service and it is designed accordingly to
the need of the clients.

Theoretical Approaches to Program Evaluation

Vital to any rigorous evaluation is a complete un-
derstanding of the multitude of evaluation theories. Mar-
vin Alkin and Christina Christie [5] illustrated the pro-
gression and development of evaluation theories by situ-
ating leading evaluation theorists on an evaluation theory
tree. The evaluation tree is an image which illustrates
the underlying root reasons and goals for evaluation and
categorizes the theorists into three overarching catego-
ries labeled use, methods, and valuing While not every
evaluation theorist wholly agrees with Alkin and Christie’s
evaluation theory tree or where they are situated among
the branches, this illustration is useful to gain a prelimi-
nary understanding of the progression and development
of evaluation theory, where evaluators have made major
contributions, and what are three key facets of good
evaluation. While the evaluation theory tree has been
updated by Alkin and Christie [6], either evaluation the-
ory tree is useful for the purpose of starting to think
about where the different evaluation theories originated.

There are a number of approaches used to conduct
evaluations from which an evaluator can choose. These
approaches differ in terms of the underlying assump-
tions they make, what they value and emphasize, the
methods used, the role of the evaluator, and the areas of
application.

The management-oriented approach focuses on
identifying and meeting the informational needs of man-
agerial decision-makers. This approach requires a close
link between the evaluators and the manager/key deci-
sion makers, but it may not address critical issues.

The objectives-oriented approach focuses on
specifying goals/objectives and determining the extent
to which those goals/objectives have been attained [7].
This approach assumes that goals exist and are worth-
while and attempts to link program activities with out-
comes.

Policy-oriented approach recognizes the influence
that evaluation findings can have on policy decisions and
incorporates that into the evaluation activities. This ap-
proach highlights the fact that the evaluator has some
political influence regardless of their intent.

Theory-based approach investigates whether a
program’s challenges are chiefly a result of problems in
the program theory. While program goals may be imple-
mented with fidelity to the program theory, the underly-
ing theory may be the root of program challenges.

Adversary-oriented approach centers the focus
of the evaluation on planned opposition in stakeholder or
participant points of view. This approach has been used
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in the context of highly controversial issues, but can be
resource intensive.

Consumer-oriented approach develops evaluative
information based on consumer needs and perceptions
[8]. This approach tends to require the evaluator to main-
tain distance from program staff and is goal-free in or-
der to determine if the program meets the consumer
needs.

Expertise-oriented approach will depend prima-
rily on the application of an evaluator’s professional ex-
pertise to judge the quality of the evaluand [8]. The crit-
ical aspect of this approach lies in the reputation of the
critic or expert.

Participant-oriented approach require the involve-
ment of multiple levels of stakeholders in determining
the values, criteria, needs, and data collected for the
evaluation. The evaluator acts as a facilitator, encourag-
ing dialogue, participation, and deliberation among all
stakeholders involved.

Utilization focused evaluation approach focuses
on the intended use for the intended users. A key aspect
is that the evaluator is responsible for ensuring that the
evaluation results are used.

Methodology

Program evaluations are as rigorous and systemat-
ic in collecting data as traditional social research. Prima-
ry purpose of evaluation is to provide timely and con-
structive information for decision-making about partic-
ular programs and projects, not to advance more wide-
ranging knowledge or theory. Accordingly, evaluation is
typically more client-focused than traditional research,
in that evaluators work closely with program - project
staff to create and carry-out an evaluation plan that at-
tend to their particular needs.

Data methodology decisions are important in eval-
uation and involve many different considerations. As part
of the methods in an evaluation the evaluator must de-
termine whether they will used qualitative, quantitative,
or mixed methods types of information, or data, as all of
these are potential data that can be useful in an evalua-
tion. Qualitative data is not numerical information and is
typically textual or observational information that is in a
narrative form [9]. Quantitative data is numerical infor-
mation [9], [10]. Lastly, mixed methods information is
more than simply using both qualitative and quantitative
data within an evaluation. Mixed methods data are com-
bined, or associated, qualitative and quantitative types
of data that strengthen the evaluation of a construct or
specific research topic [8], [11]. Ultimately, the most
important rule of thumb to keep in mind when deciding
what types of data, methods, or procedures to use is
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that evaluators should select that which is “most appro-
priate for answering the evaluation question at hand giv-
en the context of the program and its stakeholders” [8].
The methods of data collection that are commonly used
to conduct an evaluation include tests, surveys, direct
measures of specific constructs, individual interviews,
focus group interviews, observations, and artifacts [8].
In cases in which the evaluator is actively collecting data
from program stakeholders the sampling methods should
be determined and two common types of sampling are
purposive and random sampling methods [9]. Purpo-
sive sampling is when the evaluator justifies the selec-
tion of specific people for their sample for specific rea-
sons [9]. Random sampling is when the evaluator uses a
method of sampling that allows for the laws of chance
to determine who is chosen to be in the sample and in
itself random sampling justifies sample selection because
it minimizes the potential for bias [9] also provides spe-

cific examples of situations in which purposive and ran-
dom sampling are each appropriate. Three other types
of sampling that are highlighted by Weiss [9] are oppor-
tunistic sampling, convenience sampling, and snowball
sampling, which are all possible methods of sampling in
qualitative data procedures [9], [12].

Conclusion

The main mission of evaluation is to improve the
quality of different strategies, programs and projects aim-
ing to solve existing problems of economic environment.
Evaluation is a process of knowledge and experience
acquisition based on scientific researches and practice.
High quality can be obtained by using program evalua-
tion method in all phases of program and project imple-
mentation from primary studies of a subject/field to ex-
amining and evaluation outcomes and impacts.
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