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Abstract

In recent years the development of public program evaluation has received growing attention in Kazakhstan.
An institutional and legal base for program evaluation has been established. However, the examination of literature
has evidenced that there have been rudimentary attempts to interrogate evaluation practice, particularly at the regional
level. It is still not well known how effective or valuable it is. It is imperative to run a diagnostic and assess the
evaluation system to answer this question. This article aims to evaluate the quality of regional program evaluation
practice in Kazakhstan. It applies a meta-evaluation tool to understand the extent to which such practice
complies with three fundamental and recognized evaluation standards: namely, value, validity, and utility. As a
sample, the study used evaluation reports conducted by regional Audit commissions. This research is the first
attempt to apply established evaluation standards to the Kazakhstani context. Therefore, it was assumed that some
discrepancies with the standards may occur. Having confirmed this hypothesis, the findings indicate that regional
program evaluation falls far short of these standards. The paper identified many conceptual and methodological
problems, which seriously compromise the validity and soundness of evaluation practice. It is expected that it will
stimulate discussion in academic and subject matter expert circles. Furthermore, having identified key areas for
improvement, the study may help reform the evaluation field and contribute to better policy- and decision-
making, thus saving taxpayers’ money and improving people’s wellbeing. In the end, the research put forward
several recommendations for strengthening evaluation practice.
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Ka3zakcrangarbl oHIpIiK Oarnapiaamasiapibl 0arajiay NPAKTUKACHIHA CHIHU
TaJjaay

1%
BbarraJuaos H.H.

! an-Dapabu Kasax ynmmuix ynusepcumemi, an-Qapadu 71, 050040, Anmamer, Kazaxcman

Tyiiin

Conrsl sxpumapel  KazakcTanma wMemuiekeTTik Oargapmamanapisl Oaranay TakbIpbIOBIHA Hasap apTyna.
Barnapnamanapnel Oaranay/plH HHCTHTYIIMOHANIBIK JKOHE KYKBIKTBIK 0a3achl KaJbINTACTHIPBUIABL. —AJTaiijia,
omebueTTepre IOy Oaranay MPaKTUKACHIH 3ePTTEyTe, acipece aiiMaKThIK JICHTei e, a3 FaHa TANIBIHBIC YKaCcaFaHbIH
kepcetei. OHBIH KaHIIAIBIKTHI THIM/I YKOHE Maiambl eKeHAIr a3 3epTTenreH. by cypakka skayan oepy yuriH Oaranay
JKYHECIH TUAarHOCTHKajay »oHe Oaranmay eTe MaHb3bl. OChl MaKalaHBIH MakcaThl - KaszakcTaHmarbl aiMaKThIK
Oarmapnamanapiael Oaranay ToXipuOeCiHiH camachlH Oaramay. Makanaga KOJNJaHBICTaFbl Oaranay TOXipHOECiHIH
YII HETi3ri ’KOHE TaHBUTFAaH CTaHIAPTKA, aTal aWTKaHIa KYHIBUIBIKTBIK ACTIEKTI, KapaMIbUIBIK KOHE MaiTabIIbIK
CTaH/IapTTapbIHA KAHIIAIBIKTBI COWKEC KEJCTIHIH TYCIHY VIINIH MeTa-0arajgay Kypayibl KOJIaHbUIAIbl. IpikTeme
petiane eHipmik Tekcepy KOMUCCHSUTAPBIHBIH TalbIHIaraH Oaranay Typallbl ecenTep NaiJalaHbUIIbl. ATalFaH
3epTTey Ka3aKCTaHIBIK MOHMOTIHIC OaraiayAblH TaHBUIFAH CTAaHAAPTTAphl MEH MeTa-Oaranay CTpaTerusuIapbiH
KOJIJTAaHYIbIH aJIFaIKbl OpeKeTi 001bIn Ta0bbutaabl. OchiFaH OailJIaHBICTBI CTAHIAPTTAPAAH KeHOIp albIpMAIIBUIBLIKTAD
0O0JTyBI MYMKIH JIeTT 00JKaHFaH 00NaThIH. AITBIHFaH HOTIKEIIEP, OCHI THTIOTE3aHbI PacTall OTHIPHII, OaFaapIaManapsl
aliMakTBIK JeHreiine Oaramay OCHI CTaHAAPTTapIaH enoyip apTTa KaJaThIHBIH KepceTTi. Makamamga aiMaKTBIK,
Oarnmapiamanapsl OaranaybIH JYPHICTHIFBI MCH HETI3AUTITIHE HYKCAH KEITIPETIH KOMTEIeH TYXKBIPBIMIAMAJIBIK JKOHE
o/liCHAMAJBIK MOCeJeNiep aHBIKTANIBL. Makana akaJeMUSUIBIK JKOHE capanTaMallblK TONTapIarbl MiKipTalacTap.bl
BIHTAJAHIBIPAAB! 1en KyTimyae. COHBIMEH KaTap, )KeTUIIIPY/i KaXKeT eTeTiH HeTi3ri OarbITTappl aHBIKTA OTHIPHIT,
Makajia Oarajiay cajlachlH peopMaliayra )KoHE casicaTThl J)KOHE HICHIIMIEPAl canaibl a3ipiieyre bIKMNall €Tyl MYMKIH.
Ocpuraiiia caiblK TeNCYNIUIEP/IiH aKIIaChlH YHEMICYTE KOHE alaMIap.IblH O-ayKaThIH jKaKcapTyFa dCepiH THUTi3e
anaznpl. COHBIHIa Makajajaa Oaraiay MpaKTHKACHIH )KaHFBIPTY OOMbIHIIA OipKaTap YCRIHBIMIAp Oepineni.
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Kpurnuyeckuii aHaJIu3 NPAKTUKH OLIEHKH PerMOHAJILHBIX IPOrPaMM
B Ka3axcraue

1%
Barraaos H.H.

1
Kaszaxcruil nayuonanvhvlil yHugepcumem um. anvb-Papabu, np. ano-Papadu 71, 050040,
Anmamur, Kazaxcman

AHHOTALNA

3a mociegHUe TOAbI TeMa OICHKH TOCYJapCTBEHHBIX IPOrpaMM I[OJydaeT Bce OoJjbliiee BHUMAaHUE B
Kazaxcrane. Beuta cdopMupoBaHa HMHCTHTYLHHMOHAIbHAs W IpaBoBas Oa3a omeHKH mporpamm. OjHako, 0030p
JIUTEPATYPhl CBHUICTEILCTBYET O TOM, YTO OBUTH MPEIIPUHSTHI JIHIIh MAJbIC MOMBITKA HCCICIOBAHHS IMPAKTUKU
OLICHKH, B OCOOCHHOCTH HAa PETHOHAIBLHOM ypoBHe. OcTaercss MalloM3y4YeHHBIM TO, HACKOIBKO OHA 3(dexTrBHA
U nosesHa. J[Jst OTBETa Ha ATOT BOIPOC, OE3YCIOBHO, BAXKHO JMArHOCTUPOBATh M OLICHUTh CaMy CHUCTEMY OLICHKH.
Ienp maHHOI CTaThU — OLICHHUTH KAYCCTBO NMPAKTHKH OLICHKU PErHOHATIBHBIX mporpamMm B Kasaxcrane. B crarhe
HCIOJIb30BaH MHCTPYMEHT METAOICHKHU JIJIsl TIOHUMAHHUSI TOTO, HACKOIIBKO JICHCTBYIOIIAs MPAKTHKA COOTBETCTBYET
TpeM (yHIaMEHTAIbHBIM U TPU3HAHHBIM CTaH/APTaM OLICHKH: IIEGHHOCTHOE M3MEPEHNE, BAIMIHOCTD U MOJIE3HOCTD. B
Ka4yeCTBE BHIOOPKU UCIIOJIB30BAHBI OTYETHI 00 OIICHKE, COCTABJICHHBIC PErMOHATBHBIMU PeBU3HOHHBIMU KOMUCCHSIMHU.
JlaHHOE KCClieI0BAaHUE SIBIISICTCSI TIEPBOI MOIBITKON PHUMEHEHHS TPU3HAHHBIX CTAHIAPTOB OLIEHKH U CTPATETruil MeTa-
OLIEHKH B Ka3aXCTaHCKOM KOHTEKCTe. BBHy 3TOro, mpeirnosarainock, 4T0 MOTYT UMETh MECTO HEKHE PACXOMKICHUS
co cranmaptamu. [lonydeHHBIC pe3ysIbTaThl, MOATBEPANUB JAHHYIO THIIOTE3Y, CBUICTCIBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO OLICHKA
MPOrpaMM Ha PErHOHAILHOM YPOBHE 3HAYHMTEIILHO OTCTAET OT JIAHHBIX CTaHAapTOB. CTaThsl ONMpE/IENUIa MHOXKECTBO
KOHILIENTYAIbHBIX U METOJIOJIOTHYECKUX TPOOJIEM, KOTOPbIE CEPbe3HO MOAPBIBAIOT BATUIHOCTh U 0OOCHOBAHHOCTH
OILICHKU PETHOHANBHBIX mporpamm. OXKUAAeTCs, 4TO CTaThs OYIET CTHUMYJIHPOBATh JUCKYCCHH B aKaJCMUYCCKUX
U IKCIEPTHBIX Kpyrax. bojee Toro, onpeaenuB KIOUEBbIe HAPABICHUS, TPEOYIOIHE COBEPIICHCTBOBAHMUS, CTAThS
MOJKET TIOMOYb B peopMupoBaHnU CHepsl OICHKA M CIIOCOOCTBOBATH 00Jice KAYeCTBEHHOW pa3pabOTKe IMOJMTHK
U PCIICHUH, TeM CaMbIM SKOHOMSsI ICHBI'M HAJIOTOILIATEIIBIIMKOB M YIIydllias OJlaromnoiy4yue Jirojci. B 3aBepuieHun
CTaThsl BBJIBUTACT PsiJI PEKOMEHIAIMINA 110 MOJCPHU3AINH PAKTUKHU OIICHKH.

Knrouesvie cnosa: onenka, 3ppeKTHBHOCTb, TOCYJaPCTBEHHbIE IPOrpaMMBbl, KazaxcraH, MeTaoleHKa, IIPaKkTHKa

Jas nurupoBanus: barramo H.H. (2022). Kputndeckuii aHanm3 MpPakTUKH OIEHKA PETHOHAIBHBIX MPOTPaMM
B Kazaxcrane. DxoHOMHEKa: cTpaterus u npaktuka, 17(3), 108-123, https://doi.org/10.51176/1997-9967-2022-3-108-
123

* Koppecnnonmupywmmii aBrop: barramos H.H. — PhD nokropant, Kazaxckuii HallMOHaIbHBIA YHUBEPCUTET UM.
anb-Dapabdwu, np. anp-Dapadu 71, 050040, Anmarter, Kazaxcran, 87023706934, e-mail: nnbattalov@gmail.com

KoH(pIuKT HHTepecoB: aBTOP 3asABISIET 00 OTCYTCTBUU KOH(IINKTA HHTEPECOB.
duHaHcHpoBaHuUe: VccrenoBaHNe HE NMENO CIIOHCOPCKOM MOAICPIKKH (COOCTBEHHBIC PECYPCHI).
CraTtbs nocrynuia B pegakuuio: 30.05.2022

[punsaTo pemenue o mydauxanuu: 30.06.2022
Onyo6aukoBano: 30.09.2022

110
Ixonomura: cmpamezusa u npakmuxa. T. 17, Ne 3, 2022 / Economics: the Strategy and Practice. Vol. 17. No 3, 2022



PETMMOHAJIBHA 51 SKOHOMUKA 1 TEPPUTOPUAJIBHOE PA3BUTHE

Introduction
Program  evaluation in  Kazakhstan
has become an essential aspect of public

management (Nygmetov, 2014). Early in 2020,
under the Office of the President of Kazakh-
stan, the Centre for Analysis and Monitoring was
created and assessed the Government’s programs
and reforms. An analogous structure, named the
Centre for Evaluation of Public Programs and
Reforms, was founded within the ruling political
party Amanat (Nur Otan until March 2022) in
2019. The establishment of such institutions,
when there are already evaluation bodies opera-
ting at the national (Accounts committee) and
regional level (Audit commissions), can be
viewed as an indirect indication of the insufficient
effectiveness in the existing program evaluation
practice.

Furthermore, both mentioned Centers have
tended to focus on state-level interventions. The
same discourse can be observed in expert and
academic circles when discussions center around
nationally implemented programs (Vechkinzova,
2008; Bopiyeva & Kazakova, 2009a; Bopiyeva
& Kazakova, 2009b; Gayfutdinova, 2017;
Pokidayev, 2020; Kaldiyarov & Turgambekova,
2019; Yessimova, 2009; Baimbetov, 2019).
However, public spending on programs at
regional or local (such terms are used
interchangeably) levels represents a considerable
portion of the country’s total national budget.
Therefore, investigating the practice of
evaluating regional programs deserves
considerably more attention, not least for
financial accountability purposes (OECD, 2021).

Some concerns were expressed by the
President of  Kazakhstan = Kassym-Jomart
Tokayev, who said “The Government develops
reforms, implements them, and then evaluates
the quality itself. This situation needs to be
changed” (Akorda, 2020, p.1). Furthermore,
Mr. Tokayev recently called for developing a
methodology for assessing state expenditures’
social and economic effectiveness, thus
emphasizing the importance of improving
evaluation in the public sector.

It should be acknowledged that evaluation
is a relatively new field in Kazakhstan’s public
policy arena, with significant developments in
this domain has taken place during the last
decade. As with any professional enterprise, it
should be subjected to proper scrutiny to identify
if practices suffer from flaws or mistakes. Building
on the theoretical and methodological literature,
this research will attempt to fill the existing
gap in the literature and examine the practice of

evaluation of regional programs'.

Thus, this paper aims to critically analyze
and identify areas for improvement in the prog-
ram evaluation at the local level. The author will
utilize a meta-evaluation checklist to address it
and assess three fundamental assessment stan-
dards: values, validity, and utility.

To achieve this purpose, the following
research questions have been put forward:

1. How well does regional program
evaluation conform with established evaluation
standards?

2. How justified and appropriate are the
values used in program evaluation?

3. How valid are program evaluation
design and conclusions?

4. How useful are program evaluation
conclusions and recommendations?

Literature review

The literature examination illustrates a
shortage of systematic and in-depth studies
devoted to the program evaluation, especially
at the regional level. One of the few attempts
to question evaluation practice in Kazakhstan
was made by Nygmetov (2014), who argues that,
although many efforts have been made to estab-
lish an evaluation system, their effectiveness is
far from satisfactory since evaluation is
perceived as a form of control and monitoring
and not aimed at assessing a real impact of a
program. Kari (2015) believes that the potential
of evaluation remains unrealized and notes
that there are inconsistencies between existing
methodologies and the overlapping functions of
evaluation bodies that prevent evaluation from
being conducted systematically. Kari (2015)
concurs with Nygmetov (2014) and points out
that current evaluation practice emphasizes
assessing short-term outcomes, while impact
evaluation is not well developed.

Studies of specific programs usefully
illuminate the limitations of evaluation practice.
Pritvorova and Bektleyeva (2017) investigated
“Youth Internship’ programs providing new
graduates with six-month paid internships in state-
owned organizations. They argue that while the
program has been evaluated based on the number
of participants, its longer-term effects (i.e., the job
prospects of participants) were not considered.

! According to the latest amendments in the system of state
planning in Kazakhstan in 2021, state programs have been
renamed national projects. However, for the purposes of this
paper, the term “program” will be used since the sample
consisted of state programs, which were in force before the
adoption of national projects. The term “regional program”
refers here to any state-funded program implemented at the
regional level.
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Similarly, dosekova et al. (2018) show that
the evaluation of startup commercialization
programs needs to be focused not only on input
additionality (i.e., the resources spent by firms in
addition to state subsidies) but also on outcome
additionality. Thus, it is seen that the existing
evaluation practice might not adequately address
the complexity and multiple aspects of programs.

Some discussions have taken place about
tailoring evaluation to the context of evaluated
programs  (Kaldiyarov &  Turgambekova,
2019). In healthcare, for instance, Murzaliyeva
and Karshalova (2018) argue that medical
organizations in Kazakhstan, such as sanatoriums,
in-patient facilities, and polyclinics, have different
scopes and objectives; therefore, applying ‘one-
size-fits- all’ indicators to assess their programs
is not a justifiable way to judge their effectiveness
express the importance of reforming evaluation
approaches (Rakhmatullayeva et al.,, 2015).
They discuss an alternative method for assessing
the social impact of direct foreign investment
in Kazakhstan based on the mathematical
modeling method. Although they address state-
level interventions, these studies raise important
questions about the flexibility and adaptability
of evaluation to various settings, including the
regional level. To investigate this issue in more
depth, it is vital to explore how evaluations are
designed and the values that underpin them.

In addition to the above, there is also quite
substantial literature written by OECD, which
constitutes a valuable source of policy advice
but says relatively little about evaluation practice.
Nevertheless, its recommendations include
creating an evaluation research unit within local
executive bodies. It also indicates a weak culture
of evaluation and continuous improvement in the
public sector (OECD, 2021).

Audit commissions play a central role
in program evaluation at the regional level -
state entities mandated to conduct both audits and
assessments. Therefore, it is vital to review the
literature devoted to their activities. It has been
found that few works deal with the limitations
of the audit system regarding the conduct of
program evaluation. The literature mainly
investigates its potential role. It is agreed that its
capacity has been substantially enhanced, but little
is known about its effectiveness in practice. In
this respect, some researchers (Dosayeva, 2019;
Shakirova et al., 2019; Alibekova et al., 2019)
state that the audit concept is a fundamentally
new area for Kazakh science, and its capacity
and weaknesses are yet to be explored. This
illustrates the need for empirical and in-depth
studies on the program evaluation dimension of
the audit system.

112

Overall, the papers discussed provide some
insights on evaluation practices in Kazakhstan,
but they do not give an in-depth analysis of
the problems identified, and more research is
necessary. This is true for evaluating national
and regional programs - although the former
has received more attention in the literature.
Nevertheless, examining both levels would not
be feasible within a single article; thus, its scope
i1s limited to the local level. Furthermore, since
2015, there have been changes in evaluation
methodology and legislature (Adilet, 2020).
Consequently, there is a clear need to reexamine
the theory and practice of evaluation in light of
these developments.

Methodology

The sample was drawn from publicly
available evaluation reports conducted by
regional  Audit Commissions. It included
three forms of evaluations: expert opinions,
evaluation reports on budget implementation,
and performance audit reports with evaluation
sections. In performance audit reports, only the
evaluation sections were subjected to the analysis.

Evaluation reports are published and
openly accessible on the official websites of
Audit Commissions. Initial searches demonstrated
that some websites contained outdated reports,
while several of them were not accessible.
Therefore, missing reports were requested from
relevant Commissions by completing an online
form in the electronic government of Kazakh-
stan portal.

Initial data collection resulted in 87
evaluation reports. The reports represented 16
regions and cities of national significance. To
identify which evaluation reports were appli-
cable to answer the research question, the author
has applied inclusion criteria, similar to Scott-
Little et al.’s research (Scott-Little, 2002). Table
1 presents inclusion criteria and their description.

Table 1 - Inclusion criteria

Criteria Description

Temporal relevancy | Evaluation reports must be
published no earlier than 2018

Evaluation report
characteristics

Evaluation reports must contain
a detailed description of:
(i) criteria and standards, their
application;
(i1) sources of data, methods of
analysis
(i1) conclusions;
(iii) recommendations
ote - Adapted by the author from Scott-Luttle et al.
(2002)
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Legislature in the field of evaluation has
gone through some amendments; therefore, the
author considered only recent reports published
after 2018 to reflect those changes. Secondly,
reports had to be sufficiently detailed to allow for
analysis. After applying these criteria, 39 reports
were selected, which formed a sample for the
meta-evaluation. Evaluation methodologies in
Kazakhstan have not changed significantly since
2020. Therefore, the results of the paper may be
relevant to this day.

Research methods and instrumentation

A systematic review of the evaluation
reports was conducted to evaluate their quality
by determining their adherence to the evaluation
standards described below. As an instrument,
the study has used the adapted and synchronized
version of Scriven’s Meta-evaluation checklist
(Scriven, 1991) and Davidson’s meta-evaluation
tool (1995). Scriven’s Meta-evaluation checklist
(Scriven, 1995) includes five main criteria of
quality: validity, utility, propriety, credibility,
and cost. Assessing appropriateness, credibility,
and cost standards were not feasible since this
information was not reflected in evaluation reports.

Thus, two standards remained: validity
and utility. Validity consists of multiple aspects,
of which one is the values or criteria upon
which the quality of the program is measured.
Fournier noted that “criteria can make or break
an evaluation because they...directly affect
the validity of claims”(Fournier, 1995, p.19).
Considering the significant contribution of
values, it has been decided to examine this
dimension separately. Consequently, the resulting
checklist consisted of three standards: values,
validity, and utility. Each of the standards was
strengthened by adding relevant points from
the Key Evaluation Checklist (Scriven, 1991)
and the Program Evaluation Standards (JCSEE,
2011), particularly accuracy, utility, and evaluation
accountability.

Results

Before presenting the findings, it is
important to look at how evaluation is interpreted
in the context of Kazakhstan. According to the
Government Decree on the system of state
planning (Adilet, 2020, p. 13), evaluation is “an
instrument of determining the extent to which
state programs achieve effectiveness and
efficiency”. Efficiency is understood as the
accomplishment of best outputs and outcomes
using the approved budget, while effectiveness
implies the achievement of performance indicators
prescribed by plans, programs, and strategies

(Adilet, 2020). This interpretation is clearly
distinct from the widely recognized definition
of evaluation, 1i.e., systematic determination
of merit and worth of a thing (Scriven, 1991).
The implications of this contrast are illustrated
throughout the research.

Values

Where do values come from?

The data analysis has shown that evaluations
of regional programs have drawn upon a minimal
set of values, such as program targets, procedural
requirements, and institutional and legislative
norms. As evidence of failure to address multiple
relevant values in evaluations, attention may be
drawn to the business development program
in Karaganda region, which was evaluated
based upon the achievement of program targets,
such as the increased number of recipients of
entrepreneurship training and microloans for
starting businesses (unpublished analytical papers
of state bodies). However, the evaluation did
not address the values from the perspective of
potential impacts; specifically, it might be useful
to look at how the program helped to enhance
employment opportunities and overcome social
and economic problems in the region.

The problem with limiting evaluation scope
to pre-determined criteria is that evaluations
may overlook numerous symptoms and causes
contributing to the achievement of program
objectives. As an illustration, the Healthcare
Development Program of Karaganda region
addressed only five targets (unpublished
analytical papers of state bodies). However, the
list could be extended to include other relevant
objectives. For instance, Aymagambetov and
Tyngisheva (2019) claim that the region has
serious health issues associated with respiratory
and circulatory systems.

Table 2 describes the criteria used to
evaluate the Healthcare development program in
Karaganda region.

It indicated an array of causes of cardiovas-
cular diseases. However, the scope of evaluation
was limited to assessing public education
activities, which can be the solution for only one
of the causes - specifically, a deficit of awareness
about factors leading to cardiovascular diseases.
It is important to note that the existing
methodologies do not limit evaluators in selec-
ting criteria. Evaluators can develop additional
measures to assess programs using various
sources (Adilet, 2020). However, the analysis has
demonstrated that the potential of this practice
has not been fully realized since evaluations
have included in their repertoire only those
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criteria already prescribed by methodologies (for
example, program goals and legislative norms).

Table 2 - Criteria used in the evaluation of the
Healthcare development program of Karaganda region

Criteria Planned Actual

values (for values 2018
2018)

Life expectancy 72.6 71.7

Maternal mortality per 11.3 26.2

100 000

Child mortality per 9.4 7.4

1000

Mortality from 93.1 93

malignant tumours per

100 000

Prevalence of HIV/AID 0.48% 0.434%

in 15-49 age category

ote - Compiled by the author based on data (unpub-
lished analytical papers of state bodies)

To summarize, the analysis revealed that
there had been no evidence of (i) conducting a
needs assessment, i.e., identifying and analyzing
the priority needs of program impacts, or (ii)
scrutinizing causes of problem areas of prog-
rams. This produces risks to the validity and
accuracy of evaluation findings.

Achievement of program goals

Program objectives have acted as a primary
criterion for determining the effectiveness of
programs. Essentially, evaluations examined
whether indicators were achieved and then
calculated the percentage of achieving targets,
which served as the basis for further conclusions.
It is important to note that indicators are not
differentiated or ranked. Such an objective-based
approach can have serious problems since some
objectives may be more significant or relevant
than others; giving them equal weight may
distort the validity of findings (Davidson, 2005;
Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014).

The above can be demonstrated in the
following example. The Education Program of
Karaganda region (unpublished analytical papers
of state bodies) includes two different criteria
upon which its effectiveness is measured (Table
3).

Both targets are relevant, however, the
former does not reflect qualitative changes and
illustrates only the program’s outputs. The first
target is more difficult to achieve than the second
and more significant since PISA has proved to be
an effective and valid knowledge assessment tool
internationally (OECD, 2021). Failing to meet
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the first target and achieve the second does
not necessarily mean that the program performed
poorly. However, the analysis has illustrated that
evaluations did not grade targets depending on
their significance, difficulty, or relevance.

Table 3 - Criteria of the Education program in
Karaganda region

Criteria of the education program in
Karaganda Region

1 Achieving better results in the test of
the OECD’s Program for International
Student Assessment (PISA) in the following
subjects: Math, Reading, and Science

2. Ensuring a rise in the percentage of
students of vocational education institutions

covered by dual education
ote - Compiled by the author based on data (OECD,
2021)

Another critique concerns the justifiability
of criteria. An example could be the criterion of
‘life expectancy’ found in the evaluation of the
healthcare program of West Kazakhstan region
(unpublished analytical papers of state bodies).
The program is unlikely to have significantly
impacted it within a reporting period, as the target
is global and influenced by various factors (Ho
& Hendi, 2018). It must be assessed comprehen-
sively and from a more long-term perspective.
Therefore, applying this criterion to gauge
program performance annually is questionable.

The research also found that even when
objectives are in place, performing evaluation
has not always been possible. Evaluations have
primarily relied upon official statistical data
to assess the achievement of goals and make
claims about a program’s effectiveness. When
statistical data was unavailable, programs were
not subjected to further investigation. This has
been the case in many evaluations, which had
the caveat that assessment of certain aspects of a
program was not feasible due to the absence
of official data (unpublished analytical papers
of state bodies). Similarly, some programs’ lack of
measurable indicators has prevented evaluators
from assessing them (unpublished analytical docu-
ments of state bodies). For instance, the program
for controlling stray dogs and preventing zoo-
notic diseases in the Terekti district in West
Kazakhstan region lacked any indicators and,
therefore, no evaluative activities were undertaken.

To conclude, there was no evidence that
various programs’ goals were checked for
relevance and significance. Further, dependence
on program goals has seriously impaired the
flexibility of evaluators.
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Legislative norms and standards

The analysis of the data has demonstrated
that an inordinate emphasis has been placed on
the assessment of the adherence to legislative
guidelines. This indicates the dilution of
evaluation practice with elements of a
compliance audit. For example, the expert report
on evaluating the microloan and entrepreneur-
ship development program in Mangistau region
(unpublished analytical papers of state bodies)
was predominantly assessed for conformity of
program outputs with program specifications and
lending regulations. Evaluators have examined
the legality of granting microloans within the
program by checking the eligibility of program
participants. They then looked at whether
gran-tees complied with program conditions in
creating new jobs by utilizing the funds received
for the intended purpose. However, no inferences
have been made regarding the impact and value
of the program for the sphere of entrepreneur-
ship and business climate in the region in general.
The same trend can be seen in many evaluations,
which, apart from assessing program objectives,
verified the compliance of programs with
provisions of the Budget Code and procedural
norms for program planning and implementation
(unpublished analytical papers of state bodies).

It is argued that this approach may only help
to determine a program’s merit or intrinsic value.
To illustrate this, attention may be drawn to the
evaluation of the innovation development program
in Karaganda region (unpublished analytical
papers of state bodies). It described some
activities of the program, such as introducing
an electronic ticket system on public transport
and installing air pollution control sensors. The
program may have conformed with its technical
specifications and served its intended purpose;
however, the evaluation did not investigate how
the program activities had contributed to meeting
the needs of the consumer population. The point
is that even if legal requirements, technical
specifications, or accepted standards of quality are
followed, a program nonetheless ‘might not be
worthy’ (Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014, p. 9).

Validity

Evaluation logic

The author investigated the basic logic
underpinning evaluative judgments in assessing
the validity of the evaluation. To do that, the
author relied on the principles of the general
logic of the assessment (Stufflebeam & Coryn,
2014). The data analysis evidenced the presence
of the first principle of the evaluation logic, i.e.,
the determination of criteria, although the criteria

selection approach has had serious limitations,
as shown earlier. The author has identified some
problematic issues regarding the second principle,
application of standards of quality. Evaluative
conclusions have been limited to stating the fact of
the achievement or non-achievement of program
goals; or labeling programs as effective/non-
effective or efficient/non-efficient, mainly based
on the assessment of targets. Evidence suggests
that no attempt has been made to set gradation or
ranking to judge the performance of programs.

Utilizing a single cut-off level of perfo-
rmance (for instance, effective/noneffective), can
hardly be described as good practice (Scriven,
1995; Davidson, 2005). The approach taken in the
program evaluations does not provide a complete
picture of the performance of programs and does
not allow for explicitly evaluative conclusions.

Another problematic point is the difficulty
of determining and justifying the cut-off level.
For instance, as shown in Table 4, some
district programs in Zhambyl region have been
evaluated as efficient mainly owing to the highest
percentage of achieved indicators, while others
fell short of their targets and have been found
inefficient (unpublished analytical papers of state
bodies). In this regard, a reasonable question may
arise as to whether the programs that achieved
less than 100% of their indicators performed
badly or why programs with over 90% of their
targets met cannot be considered efficient. The
lack of explicit reasoning and justification of
the cut-off score seriously weakens the validity
and credibility of conclusions.

As for the fourth element of evaluative
reasoning - synthesizing performance results to
make an overall judgment - the analysis has
shown that the program evaluations have simply
reported findings on all evaluative components,
including the assessment of goal achievement
and implementation of legislative standards. For
instance, the evaluation of the regional program
of Zharminsk district (unpublished analytical
papers of state bodies) concludes that there had
been ineffective use of budget funds, ineffective
planning, non-achievement of some indicators,
non-compliance with standards of developing
programs, but no attempt was made to weigh and
synthesize evaluation findings. Given that some
aspects of performance may be of less significance,
it is essential to synthesize findings to draw
overall evaluative claims (Davidson, 2005).
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Table 4 - Evaluation of the efficiency of district programs in Zhambyl region

1. 2. Calculation of the
District indicator of efficiency
development
programs in overall number overall amount result Conclusion
Zhambyl region of indicators . 100 of allg::;sg tfunds . 100 % *100
number of - from column 2
achieved indicators of utilized funds
Bayzak 100% 100% 100%
Zhambyl 100% 100% 100% Efficient
Sarysu 100% 100.5% 99.5%
Zhualy 95.8% 100% 95.8%
Korday 91.3% 101.2% 90.2%
- ffici
Moyinkum 95.4% 100% 95.6% Not efficient
Talass 95.8% 99.9% 95.8%
ote - Compiled by the author based on data (unpublished analytical papers of state bodies)
Thus, the overall reasoning pattern observed Reliability
across program evaluations has entailed only one Ensuring reliability is “a cornerstone

element of the logic of evaluation (Fournier,
1995), i.e., the determination of criteria, while the
remaining three principles (developing standards,
measuring performance, synthesizing data to
make evaluative judgments) are not reflected in
the evaluations. This is quite a disturbing mes-
sage since basing decisions on dichotomy of
effective/non-effective or efficient/non-efficient,
and failing to frame conclusions in ‘the vocabu-
lary of grading, ranking or scoring’ (Martens, 2018,
p-27) and adequately synthesizing them, provides
only a crude understanding of a program’s value
(Scriven, 1995).

It should also be noted that evaluation
methodologies and standards employed in
Kazakhstan do not address the principles of
the general evaluation logic either - apart from
identifying criteria. They are more concerned
with describing technical and administrative
aspects of performing evaluation (for instance,
procedures for communicating between evaluators
and other state bodies, requirements for documen-
ting reports, and calculation of indicators) or
outlining general principles of conducting
evaluation  (principles  of  confidentiality,
independence, and others), rather than offering
specific guidance or strategies for analyzing
programs and making evaluative judgments
(Adilet, 2020).
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for validity” of an evaluation (JCSEE, 2011,
p.179). Reliability addresses the consistency
and stability of findings and can be achieved
through triangulation of data sources and research
methods (Golafshani, 2003).

It has already been noted that program
evaluations have relied predominantly on
statistical records to assess programs and that,
in the absence of relevant statistical data, certain
aspects of programs were left uninspected. This
contrasts sharply with established good practice
of evaluation, which calls for the use of various
sources, including direct observation and
theoretical logical, analogical, or judgmental
sources (Scriven, 1991). The fact that information
is dependent upon only one type of data does
not allow for a comprehensive understanding of
the performance of programs and lessens the
validity of interpretations (JCSEE, 2011).

In all fairness, it is worth mentioning
evaluations that have relied on surveys when
assessing the quality of programs. Three of
them used surveys among the youth population
to determine the level of satisfaction in respect
of state measures to support youth (unpublished
analytical papers of state bodies). However, the
lack of information about the design, procedures,
participants, and funding of the surveys does not
contribute to judgments about the reliability of
the evaluation conclusions. The third evaluation
was aimed at determining the impact of health
promotion activities in Nur-Sultan city (unpublished
analytical papers of state bodies). It was evaluated
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on the increase in the number of people practicing
a healthy style. It provided a good description of
the survey’s processes, design, and tools, conducted
within the evaluation. Although the survey simply
demonstrated percentages of different age groups
who practice some form of healthy living without
building any causal links, it formed the basis of
the report conclusions. Given the occurrence of
the effects of such a campaign may take time, other
methods, such as interrupted times series, could
be used to collect data and make more defensible
evaluation findings.

Thus, the analysis has found that there are
serious issues which reduce the reliability of
evaluation results since these have predominantly
relied upon a single source of data; furthermore,
apart from in a few cases, they have not utilized
any research methods.

Causation

One of the significant components of
validity in evaluation is building causal inferences
(Davidson, 2005). The causation issue essentially
implies determining whether a program has
been at least a significant cause of effects or
outcomes. It has been found that, although the
evaluation standards used in Kazakhstan highlight
the need to identify factors and reasons that have
affected the realization of a program (Adilet,
2020), establishing causal links has not been a
common practice. Numerous evaluations evidence
this. The evaluation of the Healthcare proginm
of Karaganda region (unpublished analytical
papers of state bodies) concluded that, as a result
of the program, mortality rate from tuberculosis
was reduced by 34.8% and malignant neoplasm
by 7.8%, while infectious disease incidence rate
was maintained. However, the lack of explanation
on how the program, specifically, caused those
changes significantly diminishes the validity of
such claims.

There have been only a few programs
that have gone further and attempted to draw
links between program and observed changes.
For instance, the evaluation of the Healthy
lifestyle promotion program of Nur-Sultan city
(unpublished analytical papers of state bodies)
has calculated a correlation between the volume
of program activities and the incidence of
circulatory system disease. The evaluators have
acknowledged the limitations of this technique,
as those diseases might be caused by multi-
faceted factors, and justified this decision by
the absence of official statistical data on factors
contributing to those incidences. However, the
evaluation could have produced more defensible
conclusions by applying alternative strategies, such

as asking impacts and observers about the impact
of a program, examining if the timing of program
effects makes sense, and several others (Davidson,
2005).

The study also identified some evaluations
which appear to have shown a clear impact of
a program. However, a careful examination
shows that inferring causation is still required.
It is best illustrated in the evaluation of the
Entrepreneurship program of Karaganda region
(unpublished analytical papers of state bodies),
which assessed a project for organizing a six-
month paid internship for new graduates so they
could gain initial professional experience and
obtain full-time jobs. It has been shown that 867
participants out of 1,047 (83% out of 100%)
got hired after completing an internship.
However, without developing causal links, it is
difficult to credibly argue that it was the program
that helped the interns to succeed in getting a job
because, potentially, the participants might have
done due to their personal skills, background
education, and other factors outside the program.
To determine this, evaluators could, for example,
have interviewed the program participants and
asked them explicitly whether the program was
the leading cause of their successful employment
and in what way it helped them to achieve that if
the answer was affirmative.

When addressing the causation issue, it
is also essential to look at ‘rival explanations’
(Davidson, 2005, p. 70), i.e., alternative causes.
Sources of such explanations may be found in the
context of a program. Contextual factors or other
parallel programs may either diminish or enhance
the program’s effects (JCSEE, 2011). The author
has found that this principle has not been
practiced in regional program evaluations. Overall,
the fact that investigating causal relationships is
largely unpracticed when evaluating regional
programs is probably one of the most significant
limitations of the evaluation practice.

Efficiency and cost-effectiveness

While costs in a broader sense are not limited
to monetary costs and, for instance, including
human resources, time, and training (JCSEE,
2011), the Kazakhstani regional evaluations have
only considered financial costs. Therefore, the
author could examine this dimension only.

It has been observed that the determination
of efficiency has been based on the examination
of program targets and public funds allocated
to it. Staying within the approved budget and
meeting the targets have been adjudged indica-
tive of an efficient program, whereas failing to
stay within the approved budget and/or meet
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targets with the same resources demonstrates an
inefficient program.

Another consideration when evaluating the
efficiency of programs was if program costs were
used for the intended purposes and were consis-
tent with principles of the Budget Code and the
law, in general. This is another indication of a
blurring of lines between evaluation and audit
since assessing the compliance of execution of
programs with the legislature has traditionally been
the prerogative of the audit function.

It is argued that this approach does not
wholly correspond with established good
practice. Firstly, the judgments about the efficiency
of programs are limited in scope and clearly have
not been made in a truly evaluative way, as it
remains unclear whether the costs were inexpen-
sive, reasonable, or high. Simply noting that costs
were efficient/inefficient, based on achievement/
non- achievement of goals and proportion of
utilized funds is not enough because such
claims are insufficiently robust and can be easily
subjected to criticism (Davidson, 2005).

To illustrate this, one may pay attention to the
evaluation of the regional development program
of Saran city in Karaganda region (unpublished
analytical papers of state bodies), which was
evaluated as ‘efficient’ based on the fact that
99.8% of indicators were achieved, while the
costs stayed within the budget and amounted for
99.8% of the total budget. However, as discussed
in the previous section, the evaluations have
not dealt realistically with the causation issue,
which does not give grounds for asserting with
certainty that the program was the primary cause
of changes. It might be the case that some criteria
of the program (unpublished analytical papers of
state bodies), such as a decline in infant mortality,
were achieved mainly by the influence of factors
outside its scope. Therefore, the claims about
the efficiency of program costs, inferred from the
fact that indicators were met, are not sufficiently
strong and robust. The validity of claims could be
significantly substantiated if evaluations included
cost-effectiveness or cost-benefit analysis.

Utility

The analysis of evaluations, particularly
the Conclusions and Recommendations sections,
has revealed several significant findings. First, it
was found that recommendations are primarily
concerned with the technical and legal aspects of
programs. For instance, some evaluations have
documented violations of financial planning
and budgeting procedures, indicated the need to
hold accountable those responsible for mistakes
made and provided legal training for servants
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to strengthen financial discipline (unpublished
analytical papers of state bodies). Other
recommendations emphasize that programs must
be (i) brought into line with program development
standards by developing measurable indicators
and clarifying objectives; and (ii) better aligned
with strategic and state-level programs. These
are meaningful suggestions since they may help
to prevent violations that would disrupt the
implementation of programs. However, such
recommendations have little to do with the
substantive content of programs. For example,
evaluations have not adequately addressed
how the functioning of programs could be
improved or what aspects could be modified to
achieve better outcomes.

Another set of recommendations refers to
the issue of enhancing the overall effectiveness
of programs. Nevertheless, most of them are
confined to very general statements. For example,
program implementers have been encouraged
to strengthen coordination between public
organizations, enhance monitoring and control
over realization of program activities (unpublished
analytical papers of state bodies), take measures
to improve the efficiency and productivity of
programs, etc. It is important to note that these
suggestions are already found in the legislature
(Adilet, 2020); therefore, program stakeholders
would benefit much more from specific, tailored,
and actionable recommendations.

Clearly, it is not feasible to assess the
implications of the evaluations due to the
unavailability of data related to the ultimate use
of evaluation findings. However, based on the
analysis, the author assumes that the functionality
and usability of evaluations in terms of the
facilitation of decisions- making is limited, as
what has been recommended dealt with technical
dimensions of programs or has been too vaguely
stated to make adequate use of. Despite this, it
is worth mentioning some good practices which
may contribute to the application of evaluations.
Audit commissions have adopted continuous
monitoring  of the  implementation  of
recommendations. This procedure is described in
detail and enshrined by the rules for conducting
audits (Adilet, 2020). Although it is difficult to
judge how the cooperation between evaluators
and other stakeholders takes place within this
practice since the issue has not been reflected in
evaluations, the very existence of such practice
shows that evaluation does not end with handing
over a report and that evaluators are, in fact,
willing to provide post-report help (Scriven,
1995). This is vital, as evaluations may require
additional explanation and program stakeholders

Ixonomura: cmpamezusa u npakmuxa. T. 17, Ne 3, 2022 / Economics: the Strategy and Practice. Vol. 17. No 3, 2022



PETMMOHAJIBHA 1 SKOHOMUKA 1 TEPPUTOPUAJIBHOE PA3BUTHE

may have questions or encounter difficulties in the
utilization of evaluation findings.

Based on the analysis of the utility
component, the author assumes that the usability
of evaluation findings in terms of helping in
decision-making would be very limited, since
there have not been clear and specific conclusions
regarding the modification, termination, or
enlargement of a program. It is argued that
evaluation users could benefit from evaluation
results mainly for improving the technical
aspects of their programs and bringing them into
compliance with legislative norms.

Conclusion and discussion

How well does regional program evaluation
conform with established evaluation standards?

The evidence showed that regional program
evaluation practice in Kazakhstan has failed to
meet all standards applied in this study. Serious
discrepancies have been observed both at
conceptual and methodological level.

It is understood that Kazakhstan, unlike
more developed countries such as the United
Kingdom or the United States, does not have
a long tradition of program evaluation and
that major developments in this sphere took
place only in recent years. The author also
realizes that evaluators generally act within
certain legal constraints and in their work rely
on methodologies, which might not be perfect.
However, the study found that the scale of the
problem is so massive, that it raises questions
about a fundamental overhaul of the evaluation
practice. To suggest otherwise would be to run
the risk of doing a disservice to the Kazakhstani
public and contributing to poor decision-making,
which may involve considerable sums of tax-
payers’ money.

To arrive at the conclusions, the author
scrutinized regional evaluation practice through
the prism of three pillars of good evaluation:
values, validity, and utility. The following
sections discuss the answers to the research
questions.

How justified and appropriate are values
used in program evaluation?

The results of the study show that the
evaluation reports addressed the values standard
very weakly. Firstly, the study found no evidence
of attempts to identify and consider all relevant
values needed to assess a program. The programs
have been assessed from the point of view of
their (i) correspondence to indicators set out in
the programs; and (ii) compliance with legislative
norms (legality of decisions, fulfillment of
technical specifications of programs, and legality

of financial costs of programs). The evaluations
have mnot practically considered the values
of program recipients and impacts. Another
important point left unaddressed was the
identification of underlying causes of the
performance of programs.

Secondly, the research has shown that
program targets have been treated equally
without being subjected to scrutiny to determine
their relevance and significance; despite the fact
that program goals might carry different weights.

Finally, and most importantly, the evalua-
tions have tended to see program targets and
legislative norms as intrinsically correct and the
sole method of judging outcomes of a program.
Furthermore, the evaluations rest largely on
the assumption that if targets are achieved and
legislative norms are met, it will, inevitably,
lead to attainment of program aims and expected
results.

How valid are program evaluation design
and conclusions?

The research has found several serious issues
in this respect which permit the conclusion that
the evaluation reports perform very poorly on the
validity standard. To demonstrate this, it is worth
emphasizing the main findings.

Evaluation logic

The analysis has illustrated that only one of
the key principles of evaluative logic has been
addressed by the evaluation reports, specifically
the identification of criteria. Evidence shows that
evaluators have not attempted to set up standards
of performance on those criteria in order to state
what is weak, good, or excellent performance.
Furthermore, the reports do not make clear
the evaluative reasoning employed when
making claims about a program’s effectiveness
or ineffectiveness. Finally, the study found that
evaluation findings were reported without being
weighted and synthesized. The lack of key
elements of the evaluation logic gives the grounds
to claim that the evaluation reports are not capable
of producing explicitly evaluative conclusions.

Reliability

The reliability of the evaluation reports
is questionable since they mainly use a limited
set of data (official statistical data) to assess
programs. This can be explained by the fact
that the evaluations were primarily oriented at
assessing the achievement of program targets; and
the information needed to check that is obtained,
as a rule, from official statistics. For fairness, it
is worth noting that there has been some use of
surveys, but this is the exception rather than the
rule.
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Causation

Evidence suggests that the practice of
establishing causal links in evaluations has
been virtually non-existent. This is definitely a
serious limitation and evaluation conclusions can
hardly be considered valid without addressing
the causation issue. This can be illustrated by
numerous examples of evaluations attributing
changes to the performance of a program
without showing logical links between them.

Cost-effectiveness

The concepts of efficiency and cost-
effectiveness in the evaluations have been confined
to checking if goals were met within a defined
budget. This clearly cannot be considered good
practice. Firstly, it has already been shown that
the program goals might not be valid or justified.
Secondly, the assessment of cost-effectiveness
cannot be complete without considering alternative
ways of spending funds that could produce similar
outcomes. The study found no evidence of any
tools being employed to achieve this end, such as
cost-benefit analysis. Therefore, it is argued that
the evaluation reports have performed very poorly
on this checkpoint as well.

How  useful are program  evaluation
conclusions and recommendations?

Ithas been found that the majority of evaluation
conclusions and recommendations have dealt
with redressing violations of legislative norms,
taking measures to prevent them in the future, or
improving certain technical aspects of programs
and others. Such recommendations can be useful
only for making sure that the implementation of
programs adhere to norms. However, it is unlikely
that evaluation users would be able to make any use
of them for improving or changing the content of
programs. Meanwhile, there are recommendations
related to strengthening the effectiveness
of programs, but they are non-specific and
therefore not functional. Nevertheless, the author
has indicated some good practices; specifically,
the practice of reviewing the implementation of
evaluation results, which could be an example of
post-report interaction and potentially may help
evaluation users to apply them.

Practical implications

Based on the research, some policy
recommendations can be put forward. Firstly,
the understanding of evaluation needs to be
conceptually reviewed. We have seen throughout
the research that over-emphasizing program
goals and treating them as a priori true has led
to ‘tunnel vision’ (Youker & Ingraham, 2014).
Consequently, the evaluators have failed to see
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other values involved and other intended or
unintended effects of the programs.

Secondly, a clear distinction between
evaluation and audit should be made. It was
found that the evaluation practice has inherited
many features of the audit function. A significant
aspect of the evaluations has been concerned
with checking the conformity of programs to
legislative norms and identifying any violations.
These are important but the evaluation is much
more than that (Chelimsky, 1985).

Thirdly, in the light of the research findings,
it seems vital to develop single comprehensive
guidance on program evaluation, which would
address all aspects of evaluation. Today, evaluators
are guided by a plethora of methodological
documents. This clearly does not contribute
to performing an evaluation in a systematic and
focused way. More importantly, the evaluation
legislation lacks specific techniques and strategies
for design and implementation. In this regard, it
might be particularly useful to refer to certain
specific public program evaluation methodologies.
For example, the United Kingdom’s HM
Treasury’s Magenta Book (Open Government,
2020) provides a good example of systematic
evaluation guidance for public programs.

Finally, to ensure high-quality and sound
evaluations, the audit authorities of Kazakhstan
should consider developing and adopting
evaluation standards. Presently, evaluation
practice in Kazakhstan lacks professional and
sound evaluation standards. The standards for
evaluation and audit used today can hardly be
described as such in the classical sense since they
either describe (i) how administrative procedures
should be performed (for instance, how reports
should be drawn up and submitted); or (ii)
principles of conduct, such as independence,
confidentiality, transparency, credibility, and
objectivity, rather than providing criteria of
quality and guidance on how to achieve them. In
this context, a good starting point would be to
review the Program Evaluation Standards and
Key Evaluation Checklist and explore the
possibility of their adoption.
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