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knowledge - awareness of innovation and how it works;• 
persuasion - formation of a favourable or unfavourable attitude;• 
decision - choice to adopt or reject;• 
implementation - use of innovation; and• 
confirmation - evaluation of results. • 

While Rogers’ theory has sparked widespread interest in relation to the behaviour of 
individuals in a marketing context, the theory is equally applicable to countries in 
respect of the adoption of ideas such as universal adult suffrage, democratic values, 
and evaluation. The contribution made by various countries towards globalisation of 
evaluation may be classified as shown in Table 2.

Table 1: Characteristics and frequency of adopter categories

Category Description Percent

Innovators
Venturesome, gatekeepers, substantial 
financial resources, multiple information 
sources

2,5

Early adopters
Respected, opinion leaders, role models, 
popular

13,5

Early majority Deliberate, have many informal social contacts 34,0

Late majority
Sceptical and cautious, motivated by peer 
pressure

34,0

Laggards (or latecomers)
Traditional, isolated, suspicious, precarious 
economic position and fearful of debt 

16,0

100%

Table 2: Stages of globalisation of evaluation

Category Country Motivation

Innovators USA, Canada
Need to evaluate defence, health, 
education,
welfare programmes

Early adopters
United Kingdom, 
Sweden, Germany, New 
Zealand, Korea

Influence of pioneering countries 
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Table 4: Mechanisms for initiating and/or conducting evaluation

Mechanism Location of 
jurisdiction

Country examples

Push for 
evaluation 
(Supply)

Executive 
branch

Australia: Department of Finance 
Finland:  Minister of Administration, and Prime 

Minister’s Office
Israel:  Programme managers in Ministries of 

Education, Culture, and Sport; Defence, and 
the National Insurance Institute

France:  National Evaluation Council, National 
Urban Policy Evaluation Committee, 
National Research Evaluation Council 

Legislative 
branch

No country has a solely legislative-anchored 
evaluation. In countries where legislatures play 
a central role (Denmark, Ireland, Norway, 
Switzerland), they work alongside the executive

Executive & 
Legislative

United States:  Federal Departments, Committees 
and sub-Committees of Congress 

Canada:  Treasury Board Secretariat, Programme 
Evaluation Branch of the Office of the 
Comptroller General, and Office of the 
Auditor General 

Switzerland:  Administration Control of the 
Government, and Federal Finance 
Control

Netherlands: Public Accounts Committee

Judicial

Courts listed here are involved, to different 
extents, in evaluation alongside their executive and 
legislative counterparts:
Italian and Dutch Courts of Audits
German Federal Court of Accounts
Spanish Court of Auditors 

External
No country has a sole externally-anchored 
evaluation, but NGOs and universities play a 
central role in most countries
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time. Sequencing may be necessary so that systems that work well would benefit other 
government levels vertically or horizontally. 

Many developing countries cannot deal with wide-ranging changes associated with 
the whole-of-government approach and may choose to take it more slowly. In this case, 
a fragmented, limited, enclave-focused or targeted approach is more appropriate. This 
involves initially piloting M&E in key ministries, departments or agencies or at local, 
state, or regional government levels with eventual horizontal and vertical diffusion to 
other levels. 

The blended or mixed approach involves combining comprehensive and sporadic 
M&E activities. This means that while some areas are comprehensively monitored and 
evaluated, other sporadic activities are conducted. This approach may be a plausible 
alternative for some developing countries. Irrespective of the approach used, piloting 
is essential and has been adopted in developing countries such as Albania and Egypt 
(Kusek & Rist, 2004:26). An alternative to the blended approach involves focusing on 
issues pertaining to a specific customer group and ministries putting measures in place 
to track and monitor indicators of progress towards meeting established goals (Kusek 
& Rist, 2004:26). The first three approaches to building M&E systems are evident in 
the 21 countries. Table 6 shows the categorisation of countries according to evaluation 
approaches they have adopted. 

GENERAL

Application of evaluation

The level of evaluation utilisation varies from country to country. It is high in Australia, 
Denmark, Germany, Finland, Korea, and the United Kingdom. In The Netherlands and 
Ireland it is medium. Low-level utilisation obtains in Israel, New Zealand, Norway, 
Zimbabwe, France, Canada, China, Spain, US, Switzerland, and Italy. In two countries, 
Sweden and Japan, the level of evaluation utilisation is unclear. Effective utilisation of 
evaluation is critically important for developed and developing countries alike, probably 
even more so for the latter. Measures to encourage more effective utilisation of evaluations 
are discussed by Dassah and Uken (2007:119-136). 

Mechanism Location of 
jurisdiction

Country examples

Push for 
evaluation 
(Demand)

Intensity: 
Strong 

Australia, China, France, Denmark, Germany, Italy, 
Japan, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Netherlands, 
United Kingdom, Zimbabwe 

Intensity: 
Weak

United States, Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, 
Israel, Norway
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Table 5: Global status and opportunities for the training of evaluators

Country Level of training Opportunities

Australia University graduate courses Widely available

Canada University graduate courses Plentiful but declining

China
Evaluation embedded in relevant 
courses in major universities 

Inadequate

Denmark
Training done in social science 
core disciplines, also graduate 
and PhD levels

Adequate. Short-term courses 
also available 

Germany No specific university courses 
Rare. No sign of increased 
special training for future 
evaluators 

France
Some university evaluation-
focused training 

Inadequate. Other courses 
touch on evaluation

Finland
Rare systematic evaluation 
education and training (only one 
dedicated university programme)

Inadequate. New courses are 
being offered and existing ones 
strengthened

Ireland
No specific degree courses in 
evaluation; no serious attempts 
to develop skills

Adequate. Strong social science 
tradition ensures good supply of 
expertise 

Israel
Major universities offer courses 
related to evaluation in several 
fields

Adequate 

Italy

No official university or 
polytechnic curriculum in 
undergraduate and master’s 
courses. No post-doctoral 
courses 

Not readily available. 
Workshops, occasional courses, 
on-the-job training are main 
sources of gaining expertise 

Japan
Training in policy methodologies 
specific to 
different fields viable 

Inadequate. No dedicated 
evaluation courses

Korea University training courses
Abundant. Few experts in 
policy/programme evaluation

New Zealand Almost no academic courses Limited 
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Evaluation is mandatory in countries where EU funds are involved. Thus, evaluation will 
continue to be important for the foreseeable future. In the United States and Canada, 
evaluation seems to have matured and is on the wane. In European, Asian and African 
countries, it is on the increase. 

Evaluation in Africa

The state of evaluation in Africa has received very little coverage in world evaluation 
literature mainly because the continent has been late in adopting M&E. Furubo et al. 
(2002), has done the most comprehensive and up-to-date study of the state of evaluation 
worldwide but, features only Zimbabwe among the 21 countries. Owing to this under-
representation, and to highlight the fact that M&E is increasingly being adopted on the 
African continent, the state of evaluation in Ghana and South Africa are examined by 
Dassah and Uken (2006:702-720). 

Evaluation is catching on fast in Africa. Since its inception in 1999, the African 
Evaluation Association (AfrEA) has been playing an important advocacy role to stimulate 
M&E on the continent. Some 20 national associations and networks are currently affiliated 

Country Level of training Opportunities

Netherlands
Evaluation courses offered in 
universities

Adequate

Norway
No regular university education 
in evaluation

Adequate. Short-term evaluation 
and other courses 

Spain
Specialised university degree 
programmes 

Adequate 

Sweden
No training institutions 
dedicated to evaluation

Inadequate. Other courses 
address
evaluation issues

Switzerland Some university training courses
Inadequate. Self-study or 
on-the-job training is main 
source

UK
No information on training 
available

Unknown

United States University graduate courses Available but declining

Zimbabwe
No university or other training 
programmes 

Almost non-existent, on-the-job 
training is the norm
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to the AfrEA. Its fourth conference was held in Niamey, Niger from 15-21 January, 2007. In 
the light of the demand, supply, and demand-supply mismatch in capacity development 
outlined by Piccioto (1998:39-40), stimulation of evaluation demand in Africa is the focus 
of Dassah and Uken (2005:733-743). 

Asamoah (1988:169) states that the need for research in programme planning and 
evaluation in Africa is particularly acute because “developing countries struggle to design 
social development programmes that will maximise positive benefits for the majority 
within the constraints imposed by fragile economies and limited resources”. The author 
is of the opinion that programme evaluation will help planners make informed decisions 
about retaining or discarding individual programmes.

Although many developing countries have not yet established results-based M&E 
systems, the foundation for evaluation is being built (Kusek & Rist, 2004:36). Kusek and 
Rist (2004:32-34) outline some of the challenges in the way of establishing workable 
M&E systems in developing countries, including: weak information systems; lack of 
demand owing to the absence of an evaluation culture which, in turn results from 
absence of performance orientation in the public sector; lack of sufficient governmental 
co-operation and co-ordination; few highly placed champions ready to play an advocacy 
role; ineffective or nascent institutions; lack of a traditional implementation-focused 
M&E system; shortage of or inappropriately skilled human resource base; lack culture of 

Table 6: Approaches to evaluation adoption

Approach Features Examples of Countries

Comprehensive (Whole-
of-government)

Evaluation is widespread 
and covers most, if not, all 
policy domains

United States, Canada, 
Italy, Australia, 
Sweden, France, 
Netherlands, United 
Kingdom, Germany, 
Denmark, Norway, New 
Zealand

Fragmented
(Enclave-focused)

Evaluation systems in 
key ministries, state 
departments, agencies, 
local or regional 
government, with a 
view to later extending it 
vertically and horizontally

China, Finland, Israel, 
Japan, Korea, Spain, 
Switzerland, Zimbabwe

Blended

Full monitoring and 
evaluation of some policy 
domains, with sporadic 
activities in others

Ireland
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