Evolution; emergence; bricolage

Dr. Tom Aston, Independent



The problem(s)

Table 1: Main characteristics of complex interventions
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https://www.researchgate.net/publication/338980883_Theory_Metro_Map

Evolution and emergence

History of impact
evaluation tells a story of
evaluation more broadly
(Delahais, 2022)

A story of diversification,
disruption, & hybridization

Conditions

HOW CAN IMPACT BE EVALUATED?

©

| WANT TO KNOW IF MY INTERVENTION
REALLY MADE A DIFFERENCE AND IF SO
TO WHAT EXTENT.

Availability of quantitative data on beneficiaries.
At least one impact indicator. Direct causal relationship.
Knowledge of other factors.

Indisputable before
/after threshold?
>100 observations ?

Possible comparison?

Is matching possible?

Possible
experimentation?

RANDOMISED REGRESSION
CONTROLLED TRIAL DISCONTINUITY

QUASI EXPERIMENTAL

1

| WANT TO KNOW IN
WHICH CONFIGURATION MY INTERVENTION
WORKED THE BEST.

10
| WANT TO KNOW WHY AND HOW

MY INTERVENTION MADE
THE EXPECTED DIFFERENCE.

WHICH APPROACHES CAN YOU USE DEPENDING ON THE INTERVENTION'S
CHARACTERISTICS AND THE AVAILABLE DATA? IN RESPONSE TO WHICH EXPECTATIONS?

b

| WANT TO KNOW ALL THE DESIRABLE
AND UNDESIRABLE CONSEQUENCES
OF MY INTERVENTION.

?

Sufficiently comparable cases
(results and characteristics).

?

Possibility to reconstruct theory
of change (intervention logic
AND other explanatory factors).

Y

Context and/or consequences not well known
or understood. Multiple viewpoints,
fragmented knowledge.
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Exploitable threshold?

> 100 observations. Availability
of quantitative data regarding the
characteristics of the beneficiaries
and the expected outcome?

REGRESSION ANALYSIS,
PREDICTIVE MODELLING

Short causal chain?
Few explanatory factors?

QUALITATIVE COMPARATIVE CROSS-CASE
ANALYSIS (QCA) ANALYSIS

DIFFERENCE IN
DIFFERENCES (DID)

v
ETHNOGRAPHIC
MONOGRAPHS

Short causal chains?
In low numbers? Or zoom
on a section of the theory

of change.

CONTRIBUTION
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Emerging lines

Case Study
* Qualitative Comparative Analysis
* Process Tracing

... Theory-based evaluation
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Pause to think

* How do you choose methods?
* What criteria do you use to choose those methods?

Th < C h Dles REQUIREMENTS (opportunities)
T r | a n g Le Conditions that need to be met to apply the method

ANy o e OTHER ABILITIES (preferences)

0 an
QUESTIONS (preferences) Ability to reach other goals

Befani, 2020


https://www.cecan.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Final_Choosing-Appropriate-Evaluation-Methods-1.pdf

Choosing

between methods

* Either/or options can be comforting,

but misleading
* The common, but insufficient, answer

proposed is “mixed methods”

International
tiative for
pact Evaluation

Welcome to the PIR
Methods Menu prototype

Policy and institutional reform (PIR) often entails
multiple elements of complexity that make it
difficult to design, implement, and evaluate using
conventional approaches. This user tool is
designed to help development evaluators and
practitioners choose the right evidence
approach(es) for their program phase, context,
and needs.
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Figure 3.1. Selecting experimental and quasi-experimental methods

Can you compare groups
affected and not affected
by the intervention?
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Stage 3: Which Method has the fewest essential methodological
requirements that cannot be met by my intervention? (Which
method is most feasible to use?)

Befani, 2020

HM Treasury, 2020: 47



https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/879438/HMT_Magenta_Book.pdf
https://morton455.preview.softr.app/?t=1688578297412
https://www.cecan.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Final_Choosing-Appropriate-Evaluation-Methods-1.pdf

Increasing method hybridization

Experimental

Theory-based impact
evaluation (White, 2009)

Theory-based
systematic

Configurational

QCA (Ragin, 1987)

Generative

Realist Evaluation
(Pawson & Tilly, 1997)

Realist Synthesis
(Pawson et al. 2004)

Contribution Analysis
(Mayne, 2001)

Process Tracing
(Van Evera, 1997)

Participatory

Outcome Mapping
(Cardenetal. 2001)

2012)

Outcome Harvesting
(Wilson Grau & Britt,

Evidencing, (Paz-

Ybarnegaray &
Douthwaite, 2016)

Realist RCTs reviews (White,
(Bonnel et al. 2012) 2017)
Realist Evaluation &
QCA (Befani et al. 2007)

Qualitative Outcome
Contribution Analysis Impact Evaluation

& Process Tracing Protocol Approach
(Befani & Mayne, (Copestake || (Belcher et

2014) etal. 2019) al. 2020)

Outcome Contribution

Rubrics
(Aston, 2019)

Outcome
Trajectory
Evaluation
(Douthwaite et
al. 2023)

Most Significant
Change (Davies &

Dart, 2005)

Collaborative
Outcomes Reporting
(Dart & Roberts, 2014)
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https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221501612030008X

From comparison to integration

Qualitative Impact Protocol (QulP)

Table 2.1 How the QuIP compares with other Impact evaluation approaches: a summary

Group 1. Approaches

with some overiapping
features with the QuiP

Group 2. More
quantiiative approaches
than the QuIP

Group 3. Sroager
approaches, with which
the QuiP Is congruent

Group 4. Approaches

with stronger
participatory and
formative goals than the
QuiP

Appreciative enquiry; case studies; causal link monitoring;
collaborative outcome reporting: critical systems heuristics;
poal-free evaluation; outcome mapping: positive deviance;
success case method; utllization focused evaluation.

Cost beneflit analysls; difference-in-difference evaluation;
qualitative comparative analysls; randomized control trials;
soclal retum on investment.

Beneficlary assessment; contribution analysis; developmental
evaluation; Innovation history; institutional histories; outcome
harvesting; process tracing: realist evaluation.

Democratic evaluation; empowerment evaluation; horlzontal
evaluation; maost significant change; participatory assessment
of development; participatory Impact assessment for leaming
and accountabliity; participatory evaluation and participatory
rural appraisal.

Outcome Trajectory Evaluation (OTE)

Table 4. Similarities Between OTE and Other Approaches Used to Evaluate Policy Outcomes.

Evaluation Approach Similarities to OTE
Process tracing (Collier, 201 1) - Focus on unfolding events or situations over time to make causal
inferences;

- The idea that causal inferences can be affirmed through building up a weight
of evidence the robustness of which may by established through various
tests (e.g., straw in the wind, smoking guns, etc.).

- Use of criminal justice system analogies in explaining how the approach

works
Outcome harvesting - The practice of “back-casting” from an established outcome to understand
(Wilson-Grau, 2018) what has contributed to it
- Interviews with knowledgeable stakeholders to validate or repudiate causal
claims
Contribution analysis (Mayne, - Use of a contribution story, similar to the timeline used in OTE
2012) - The development and refinement of a ToC as a part of the analysis

Episode study (Carden, 2009) - Back-casting from a well-defined policy change
- Development of a historical narrative to explain the policy change along
with important documents and events, and identifying key actors

Copestake, 2019: 34

Douthwaite et al. 2023: 14


https://practicalactionpublishing.com/book/105/attributing-development-impact
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/10982140221122771

Bricolage

Bricolage is a way to combine (or triangulate)
the best bits of methods

Attempt to reuse a heterogeneous
repertoire of available materials to solve
new problems (Lévi-Strauss, 1968)

Not new, but gaining prominence in recent
years (Patton, 2011; Hargreaves, 2021; Aston
et al. 2021; Aston & Apgar, 2022)



https://web.mit.edu/allanmc/www/levistrauss.pdf
https://www.amazon.co.uk/Developmental-Evaluation-Applying-Complexity-Concepts-Innovation/dp/1606238728
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/ev.20460
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/13563890211053028
https://www.ids.ac.uk/publications/the-art-and-craft-of-bricolage-in-evaluation/

Bricolage criteria

Reasoning: Critical thinking, alternative explanations and interpretations,
and search for outliers

Credibility: Internal validity, contextually sensitive “probative value” of
evidence

Responsiveness: Reflect local stakeholders’ values and cultural context,
sensitive to their experiences and definitions of success, and evaluation
criteria

Utilization: Actionable evidence, utilization of evaluation findings
Transferability: External validity, focused on moderating factors and how
the outcomes of an intervention are afforded by the context (Aston et al.
2021)


https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/13563890211053028

Table 1 How functions support rigour criteria through methods

Functional :iwy
bricolage

“Threats to validity” — bolstering
method weaknesses (Ton, 2012)

Invert to focus on methodological
strengths

Aston & Apgar, 2022
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Choosing among options

omparable
steps, fulfilling
similar
functions
Substitutable
steps

AutoSave @ oFr

QBB 9C -

Home Insert Draw Page Layout Formulas Data Review View Q Tell me

&D . & Arial v VAN === v 5 Wrap Text v General

@

beste < B I Uwv O“’A" = = = E = [&] Merge & Centre v =y % 9

B2 5 fx Realist Evaluation
A B C D E

1
2 Function
3 Context analysis CMO configurations Context
4 Developing outcome pathways  Construct initial progr Develop a ToC Develop a theory of Contribution
5 |Appreciative inquiry
6 Articulating outcome narratives
7 |Iterative sensemaking Iterative interviewing/ Assemble and assess
8 |Appraising significance of outcomes Outcome
9 |Testing strength of evidence Conduct evidence te Proof

10

12
13

=
]

16
17

Outcome validation
Causal pattern comparison Refine theories into
Supporting use

R Bricolage recombinations v

CJ Comments

BB SRE Iive

v
eog ;98 Conditional Format Cell Insert  Delete  Format Sort &
Formatting as Table Styles 0 v Filter
F G H
Approaches/Methods

Outcome challenges
Define Domains of
Progress markers, Ou' Collect Significant Change S Draft Outcomes in

Select Most Significant Storie Draft Outcomes in

Substantiate
Analyse & Interpret

Verification of Stories
Quantification

Revising the System
Support use

]

/Qv

Find & Analyse
Select Data

‘Realist Evaluation IIContribution Analysis Process Tracing Contribution Rubrics Outcome Mapping Most Significant Change Outcome Harvesting Ripple Effect Ma

Appreciative inqui

Interactive group



Finding the right combination: function, not form
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https://www.ids.ac.uk/publications/the-art-and-craft-of-bricolage-in-evaluation/

Further reading

Downes and Gullikson, 2020 and Schwandt and Gates, 2021 and Aston,
2022 on valuing criteria

Stern et al. 2012; HM Treasury, 2020; Befani, 2020; and 3ie, 2023 on
selecting evaluation methods

Patton, 2011; Hargreaves, 2021 and Aston & Apgar, 2022 on bricolage with
case-based methods

Aston et al. 2021 and Raimondo, 2023 on rigour in case-based methods
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