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Who conducted the Appraisal
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Internal
14%

External
77%

Mixed
9%



Timing of Appraisal
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Ex-Ante
16%

Interim
46%

Accompanying
16%

Ex-Post
22%



Purpose of Appraisal
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Summative
23%

Formative
50%

Both
27%



Purpose of the session

 Developing a picture of evaluation practive in 

innovation policy across Europe 

 Overview of purpses, methods, topics, impact, 

usefulness

 Preparing the workshop

 Introducing in InnoAppraisal logic for understanding 

further analysis
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Share of evaluations - Countries
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AT
24%

BE
5%

CY
1%CZ

10%
DE
13%

DK
4%

EE
4%

ES
1%

FR
3%

GR
6%

HU
3%

IE
1%

IT
3%

MT
2%

PL
5%

PT
2%

SI
3%

SK
3%

UK
8%
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 Caveat: 
Scandinavia 
and the 
Netherlands 
missing



Structural Fund and Portfolio Appraisals
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No
81%

Yes
19%

Structural Fund 
Appraisals

No
87%

Yes
13%

Portfolio Appraisals
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 One-third of structural fund appraisals are also portfolio 
appraisals

 One tenth of non-structural fund appraisals are also 
portfolio appraisals



Budget and Planning
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No
53%

Yes
47%

Dedicated Budget for 
Appraisal

No/Don'
t Know

33%

Yes
67%

Appraisal foreseen and 
planned for
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Budget and Planning
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Topics
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7%

22%

24%

43%

43%

44%

46%

50%

61%

74%

76%

76%

81%

87%

90%

93%

78%

76%

57%

57%

56%

54%

50%

39%

26%

24%

24%

19%

13%

10%
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Dendrogram of Topics
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Impacts Looked at
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25%

6%

5%

15%
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32%
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56%

72%

63%

44%
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Only  participant Participants and beyond No
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Societal/



Sponsors of the evaluation
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92%

21%

7%

8%

79%

93%
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Programme Owner / Manager

Other Governement Department

Other Public Bodies

Yes No
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Availability and Language
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Can be 
obtained 

on 
request

5%

Internal 
use only

6%
Publishe
d (Hard 
Copy)

11%

Publishe
d (Web)

78%

Availability of the Appraisal 
Report

Both
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Native 
languag

e
74%

Language of the Appraisal 
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Approaches and Designs
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23%

20%

19%

10%

77%

80%
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Cost / Benefit Approach

Counter-Factual Approach

Control Group Approach

Before/After Group Comparison Approach
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Approaches and Designs
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Data Analysis Methods
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Data Analysis Methods
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Data Sources and Collection Methods
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83%

72%

71%

62%

60%
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Data Sources and Collection Methods
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Audience addressed
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37%
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Terms of Reference
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33%

46%

94%
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67%
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ToR available in the appraisal report

IF ToR is available in the appraisal report, is it 
available elsewhere

If ToR available, is the objective of the appraisal 
clearly sated
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ToR

Yes No
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Quality (as checked by policy makers)
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4.11

3.87

4.16

3.76
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Evaluation addressed to the ToR

Design of the evaluation appropriate given the objectives …

Methods chosen satisfy the ToR / purpose of the appraisal

Application of the qualitative methods satisfactory

Application of the quantitative methods satisfactory

Information sources well documented and referenced

Analysis clearly based on the data given

Analysis cover the broader context sufficiently

Conclusions based on the analysis

Median Mean

 5 Point Likert Scale: 1 (No, not at all), 2, 3, 4, 5 (Yes, definetly)
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Quality (as checked by policy makers)
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Appraisal contained any recommendations
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No/Don't Know
25%

Yes
75%
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Usefulness (as assessed by policy makers) 
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Design of the programme
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programme

Design, management and implementation of 
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contemporaneous programmes
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 5 Point Likert Scale: 1 (not at all), 2, 3, 4, 5 (extensive)
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Discussion (as assessed by policy makers)
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Consequences of appraisal reports
(as assessed by policy makers)
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4%
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10%
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55%

69%
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Merger of measures

Yes No/Don't Know
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Conclusion
 Strong differences in evaluation practice across countries (even if 

we control for different varieties of innovation policies)
 Austria clearly an exception
 Evaluation still not an automatic part of programme design, 

often not clearly earmarked in terms of budgets
 Topics covered: 

 strong alignemet to programme goals, 
 soft topics more talk than action

 Focus on economic impact as expected
 Claim of broader impacts – realistic?
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Conclusion
 Not many sophisticated approaches used, and no real satisfaction with 

 quantitative methods
 context analysis 

 Monitoring and existing database allegedly broadly utilised – the right 
way`?

 Publication culture – transparency high
 Valuation mainly a tool to learn for those responsible 
 Usefulness...
 Lessons mainly on (other) future programmes !, little cross programme 

learning
 Very seldom do evaluations cause radical changes

 HOW DO DIMENSIONS LINK? See next session!
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Thank You!
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