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Introduction

Realist evaluation is a species of theory-drivesl@ation. Some of the differences
between it and fellow members of the genus (progrartheory evaluation, theories-
of-change evaluation) will be noted in the courkthe section. What should be
stressed in the first instance, however, is thersonality. In all of these perspectives
social programmes are regarded as products ofuitma imagination: they are
hypothesis about social betterment. Programmes oba perceived course whereby
wrongs might be put to rights, deficiencies of bebar corrected, inequalities of
condition alleviated. Programmes are thus shaped\gion of change and they
succeed or fail according to the veracity of thaton. Evaluation, by these lights, has
the task of testing out the underlying programnamtles. When one evaluates
realistically one always returns to the core theodabout how a programme is
supposed to work and then interrogates it - islthaic plan sound, plausible,
durable, practical and, above all, valid?

Realist evaluation has a distinctive account ofrthteire of programmes and how they
work, of what is involved in explaining and undargding programmes, of the
research methods that are needed to understamebtkings of programmes, and of
the proper products of evaluation research. Thetehavill work though such
specifics presently, but in these initial rematks appropriate to stress the
underlying purpose of realist evaluation. Whanid ifor the policy analyst? What
should you expect if you are commissioning or usingece of realist evaluation?
The short answer here is that such evaluation ma@xplanatory quest — programme
theories are tested for the purpose of refiningithBhe basic question asked, and
hopefully answered, is thus multi-faceted. Rea&stluations asks not, ‘What works?’
or, ‘Does this program work?’ but asks instead, &Mivorks for whom in what
circumstances and in what respects, and how?’
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Such questions drive the evaluator to inspecteéasaning of legions of programme
stakeholders in a cavalcade of intervention costdrtso doing, they dredge up in the
research conclusions many shades-of-grey abothé&meand-there that will not
always be welcome by policy makers needing makekidad-white decisions about
the here-and-now. We will come to the matter of howget to grips with complexity
of interventions and the fallibility of findingsua@rds the end of this essay. For now,
we stress the reason for realist caution. Prograsvareeproducts of the foresight of
policy-makers. Their fate though ultimately alwalepends on the imagination of
practitioners and participants. Rarely do thesenrssfully coincide. Interventions
never work indefinitely, in the same way and incitumstances, or for all people.
As it embarks on its explanatory quest realist @atabn is (realistically) panacea
phobic.

‘Realist’ or ‘Realistic’ Evaluation - What’s in a Name?

It is perhaps worth clearing up a little terminological confusion from the outset. This chapter
uses the tag ‘realist’ to describe the preferred approach, though it describes a strategy first set
down in Pawson & Tilley’s Realistic Evaluation (1997). The reasons for the little terminological
switch are, by the way, set down in the first page of that volume. Here, we settle on ‘realist
evaluation’ because it has become the preferred nomenclature of other authors (Henry, Julnes
and Mark, 1998; Mark, Henry and Julnes, 2000). This section thus attempts to distil the views
of all fellow realists and presents a trans-Atlantic perspective. The three above-mentioned
texts, incidentally, might be considered a preliminary reading list for those not acquainted with
the approach.

1. The nature of programmes and how they work

The cornerstone of the realist project is a distmecviewpoint on how intervention
bring about change. It is only by understanding pradbing its apparatus of change
that one can evaluate a programme. According istexaluation programmes are
‘theories’, they are ‘embedded’, they are ‘activaaid they are parts of ‘open
systems’. Each one of these facets is describedvbeking illustrations from across
the policy waterfront.

1.1  Programmes are theories

Programmes are theories incarnate. They begireihélads of policy architects, pass
into the hands of practitioners and, sometimes, tim¢ hearts and minds of
programme subjects. These conjectures originateavtunderstanding of what gives
rise to inappropriate behaviour, or to discrimimgtevents, or to inequalities of social
condition and then move to speculate on how chamggsbe made to these patterns.
Interventions are always inserted into existinga®ystems that are thought to
underpin and account for present problems. Changestterns of behaviour, events
or conditions are then generated by bringing fiephts to that system in the hope of
disturbing and re-balancing it.

For instance, some health education theories exfiiai unhealthy life styles of
adolescents by the undue influence popular culincepoor examples created by
film, soap and rock stars. This has led to the ranogne theory of trying to insinuate
equally attractive but decidedly healthy role madel.g. sport stars) into the pages
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and onto the airwaves of the teen media. Such gdome, known amongst denizens
of health education as ‘Dishy David Beckham theamyhs risks in both diagnosis
and remedy. Suffice to say that the evidence hereupicates the popularity of
pouring over pictures of Beckham and friends intden magazines, but that as an
activity it continues to exercise girls’ minds rattihan their bodies (Mitchell 1997).

We also note here (c.f. theories-of-change) thatwention theories are always
multiple, mirroring the many decisions that havenade in drawing up and
implementing an intervention. An example here esc¢hain of reasoning put in place
to support the registration and community notifimatprogramme for released sex
offenders in the US (Megan’s Law). Decisions havbd made on who are the high
risk cases, what information should be registeradt what periods, how and to
whom their identities should be released, how tmitoo and regulate movement,
how to control community reaction and encourageesliance and so on. In each of
these instances those responsible for the progrdmgore out what is likely to be
best practice. So, for instance, there has togregramme theory about the boundary
of the community within which notification shoulda@ur. On the release of the
offender, some authorities deposit posters accgridira standard measure of the
number of blocks or a yardage radius from the afégis dwelling. Some authorities
prefer to ‘eyeball’ a map and make decisiadshoc Some use a piece of software
called Megan’s Mapper to make the decision for tij@swell as printing address
labels). And one official reports that his countgwls the line on the basis of ‘looking
at how far the offender has to travel to buy cigas. We hope that a rather jocular
observation on to the weakness of this hypothesiadn-smoking offenders will not
obliterate the crucial point that some of theseches are probably more helpful than
others, and that the effectiveness of programmesvasole will depend of the
combined efficacy of such theories.

1.2 Programmes are embedded

As they are delivered programmes are embeddectialsystems. It is through the
workings of entire systems of social relationshiipg any changes in behaviours,
events and social conditions are effected. A kguirement of realist evaluation is
thus to take heed of the different layers of sa@ality which make up and surround
programmes. For instance, a programme of prisahgzagion and training may offer
inmates the immediate resources to start on trettmeeform. Whether thieeas
transmitted will cement depends upon a further faun) theindividual capacities of
trainees and teachers, ii) timterpersonalkelationships created between them, iii) the
institutional balance within the prison toward rehabilitatiorcontainment, iv) the
wider infra-structuraland welfare systems that support or underminegtuen to
society.

This is an important principle that is duplicatedass all policy domains: the success
of job training programmes ultimately depends orethir there is work to be had;
neighbourhood renewal depends on improving theflottizens but also on retaining
them in the locality; sermons on recycling needtezasanagement services to support
them; welfare-to-work incentives can be overridbgrblack-market opportunities.
Realism carries a profoundly sociological view ogial change. In relation to
individuals it is assumed that programme resoucaesbe the spur promoting change,
but whether and to what extent that transformatidhhold is contingent on the
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social circumstances of that person. Commissioniersalist evaluations should thus
expect the research to take cognisance of thedsbg@naracteristics, their
relationships, their organisational position, tlegionomic conditions and so on.

1.3  Programmes are active

The triggers of change in most interventions atienaltely located in the reasoning
and resources of those touched by the programnfect&fare thus generally produced
by and require the active engagement of individugd&ke two dental health
programmes — i) the fluoridation of water and uippcity on brushing twice-a-day.
The former is a rare example of a passive prograntmerks whenever water is
swallowed and thus happens to whole populationsy Hne not required actively to
engage with it. But in the health education intati@, the message is the medium
and that message may not be so readily swallowsela@lvice on the importance of
dental hygiene may indeed be welcome, heeded aisdattted upon; or it may be
missed, ignored, forgotten, found boring and theeslooked; or it may be challenged
on scientific grounds, regarded as paternalistittans disputed; or it may simply be
overridden by the lure of sugar.

And so it is with the vast majority of programmeentives. This inevitability that
social and public policy is delivered through aetprogrammes to active subjects has
profound implications for evaluation methodology tiials with medical

interventions human volition is seen as a contatomdhe experimental proposition
under test is about whether the treatment (antrélagment alone) is effective. As

well as random allocation of subjects, further gadeds such as the use of ‘placebos’
and ‘double blinding’ are also utilised to prot#us causal inference. The idea is to
remove any shred of human intentionality from tinestigation of whether treatment
brings about cure. Active programmes, by contkas work though the
stakeholders’ reasoning. And, as we shall seentbans that an understanding of the
interpretations of programme participants is ing¢¢p evaluating its outcomes.

14 Programmes are open systems

Programmes cannot be fully isolated or kept conistdmanticipated events, political
change, personnel moves, physical and technologiiift$, inter-programme and
intra-programme interactions, practitioner learpnimgdia coverage, organisational
imperatives, performance management innovationsarah make programmes
permeable and plastic. Such externalities alwaysanhon the delivery of a
programme and this entails that they are nevee guiplemented in the same way.
Realism, however, goes a step further in understigrttie changing nature of
programmes. That is to say, they are regardedfasaesformational. Successful
interventions can change the conditions that miaee twork in the first place.

The so-called ‘arms race’ in crime reduction progmes is a prime example. Having
suffered the blows of the introduction of a newegul, the criminal community is

often able to figure out the interventiorodus operandi and thus adapt its own modus
operandi accordingly. A rather vivid example is &manging impact of town centre
CCTV cameras. On installation, these were reganddgdsome foreboding by
marauding youth. But once their positioning andyeawas understood, and as soon
as it was gathered that impact depended on hownhges are deciphered by an
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operator, and then on how quickly the police camitis® in response to a call, a
different set of options opened up. The most b&awist is noted by Norris and
Armstrong (1999) who observed youths staging maght$ in front of city-centre
cameras in order to prompt operator action foplkeasure of wasting police time.
The result here and across the crime preventidohiBehat a constant stream of fresh
initiatives is thus required to keep pace.

It must be stressed that this ‘morphogenesis’ ofjamme effects is no quirk of
crafty criminals and chasing cops. Another exanople be drawn from the area of
welfare benefits. It is now widely recognised thath schemes are no longer
concerned merely with alleviating the harshest saggoverty. Rather they now aim
to interpose within interlocking cycles of depriat — for instance to balance the
provision of assistance with the avoidance of welfdependency, and to balance the
goal of work preparation with the promotion of sedflp. The pushes and pulls differ
for welfare clients with varying impairments andfelient personal and family
histories. The result is that welfare policy-makisa@lways a matter of making
adjustments to a scheme rather than creating proges anew. Any learning we gain
about such schemes has to be translated into nadjustments performed upon a
beam balance already loaded with benefit ratesrigmt’s allowances, earnings
disregards, payment tapers, training grants arwhso

What we have tried to do in this section is to jmleva portrait of how realism sees
the process of change as instigated by policy iation and programme intervention.
Complex, differentiated and intertwined as it i® know that it is a picture that will
be recognised by policy makers and practitionens.ndv turn to the implications for
research and evaluation.

2. Basic concepts in the explanation and understand ing of programmes

As should be clear from the previous section, séaliegard programmes as rather
sophisticated social interactions set amidst a éexgocial reality. Science deals
with intricacy by using an analytic framework tebk down systems into their key
components and processes. Realist evaluation estréms key linked concepts for
explaining and understanding programmes: ‘mechdnpisantext’, ‘outcome
pattern’, and ‘context-mechanism-outcome pattenfigaration’.

2.1. Mechanism

Mechanisms describe what it is about programmesrdad/entions that bring about
any effects. Mechanisms are often hidden, rathémeas/orkings of a clock cannot be
seen but drive the patterned movements of the hdmds realist concept tries to
break the lazy linguistic habit of basing evaluatom the question of whether
‘programmes work’. In fact, it is not programmeattivork but the resources they
offer to enable their subjects to make them wotksprocessof how subjects
interpret and act upon the intervention stratagekmown as the programme
‘mechanism’ and it is the pivot around which realesearch revolves. Realist
evaluation begins with the researcher positingptitential processes through which a
programme may work as a prelude to testing them.
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The concept is best grasped through an illustrafibe ‘primary school breakfast
club’ is a very popular measure used to boost eahlycation performance, often
included within community regeneration initiativd$e key point here is that ‘the
measure’ is not the basic unit of analysis for ust@dading causation. A measure may
work in different ways or, in realist parlance,thway trigger different mechanisms
(Mg, ..., My). A breakfast club may aid classroom attentivetgssffering the kids a
‘nutritious kick-start’ (M) to the day, which they might not otherwise getdfor it

may act as a ‘summoning point’ Mo prevent kids loitering or absconding or
misbehaving in the chaotic period before school/Anit may act as an ‘energy
diffuser’ (M3) to soak up gossip and boisterousness before fitlsacommence.
And/or it may enable to school to present a mar®timal face’ (M) to those
uninspired by classroom and book learning. And/aray act as a ‘pre-assembly’
(Ms) enabling teachers to troubleshoot potential @oisl and seed the day’s
schedules. And/or it might give parents and scktadf an ‘informal conduit’ (M) to
mix and offer mutual support. Mechanisms also @rpdgprogramme’s failure, of
course, so to this list we might add some adversegsses. It may act as an
opportunity for ‘messing about’ (Wlif only ancillary staff are on duty; it might
provide an unintended ‘den of iniquity’ @yifor planning the day’s misdeeds: or it
might prove a ‘cultural barrier’ (M because inappropriate food is served, and so on.

Having distinguished a measure from its mechanignsperhaps appropriate to
cover a couple of other potential misunderstandofgke notion of mechanism.
Many programmes have multiple component intervestid community

regeneration programme, for instance, may containirag of measures alongside the
breakfast club, such as ‘IT kiosks’, ‘neighbourheaardens’, ‘one-stop employment-
benefit shops’ and so on. The term mechanism isised to distinguish these
components, each one of which will work throughoian underlying processes.
Interventions also often involve long sequencest@bs before the outcome (e.g. the
Megan's Law example presented earlier). Again gtlaes not what are referred to
with the term mechanism. Rather mechanism refetisetovays in which any one of
the components or any set of them, or any stepragssof steps brings about change.
Mechanisms thus explicate the logic of an inteneemtthey trace the destiny of a
programme theory, they pinpoint the ways in whivh tesources on offer may
permeate into the reasoning of the subjects.

2.2 Context

Identifying the crucial programme mechanisms ig/dheé first step in a realist
evaluation. It is also always assumed that thelybeilactive only under particular
circumstances, that is, in different contexts. @antlescribes those features of the
conditions in which programmes are introduced #natrelevant to the operation the
programme mechanisms. Realism utilises contextirsking to address the issues of
‘for whom’ and ‘in what circumstances’ a programwmié work. In the notion

‘context’ lies the realist solution to the panapeablem. For realism, it is axiomatic
that certain contexts will be supportive to thegreanme theory and some will not.
And this gives realist evaluation the crucial ta§korting the one from the other.

We can return to the earlier example of prisonecation programmes for an

example, since it demonstrates the wide compafgeafotion of contextual
constraints. Let us assume that within the prograrturk mechanisms that may aid
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rehabilitation such as increases in cognitive skdbcial dexterity, qualifications and
so on. Whether these can be acquired and cashiesg@nds on circumstances both
within and without the prison classroom. Contexdthlkenable and constrain and the
individual capacities of the learner are obviousglgvant and so characteristics such
as being ‘drug and alcohol free’ {)C‘prison weary’ (G), and (obviously) having
some ‘aspiration’ to go straight §0might be significant in terms of using educationa
resources. The culture of the classroom is likelgnake a difference and the
education department’s ability to steer a path betwthe violent/macho culture of the
wings (G) and the containment/surveillance culture of thegm (G) may be crucial

in sustaining the learning process. Rehabilitaisoonly achieved on the ‘outside’ and
the activation of learning instincts may countrfiought without a stable home to
return to on release {and further education and training suppor)(Che wider
community itself is crucial in ‘permitting’ rehaliétion and so opportunity afforded
by employment havens {Omight be crucial, as will be wider norms about
toleration/retribution (@) of/against ‘ex-cons’ in neighbourhoods and woakgls.

Context must not be confused with locality. Depagdin the nature of the
intervention, what is contextually significant magt only relate to place but also to
systems of interpersonal and social relationsfaipd,even to biology, technology,
economic conditions and so on. Standard measumsnodgraphic difference in
social science, in terms of sex, age, ethnicityg, @ass, are in themselves unlikely to
capture what is contextually important, but mapext be rough indicators. The
salient conditions must also be identified as pathe programme theory. These
generally suppose that certain types of subjeetsnawvith a better chance and that
certain institutional arrangements are better lweleng the goods. Contextual
knowledge is absolutely crucial to the policy maKeére best programmes are well-
targeted programmes and the notion of contextisiaal entrée to that goal.

2.3. Outcome patterns

Programmes are almost always introduced into meltipntexts, in the sense that
mechanisms activated by the interventions will vamg will do so according to
saliently different conditions. Because of relevaatiations in context and
mechanisms thereby activated, any programme ikeltathave mixed outcome-
patterns.

Outcome-patterns comprise the intended and unietendnsequences of
programmes, resulting from the activation of digigrmechanisms in different
contexts. Realism does not rely on a single outcar@asure to deliver a pass/fail
verdict on a programme. Nor does it make a hardastdlistinction between outputs
(intermediate implementation targets) and outcofoleanges in the behaviour
targeted). Outcome patterns can take many formgeogtammes should be tested
against a range of output and outcome measuresh Muo be learned by monitoring
programmes across a range of such measures. Wénaan influence at point A or
in respect of characteristic B. But no change magibcernible at time C or in
relation to property D. Then again, we may fingugte unexpected movement at E
and an unwanted outcome at F. Deciphering the nsd®o such a variegated pattern
can give us vital clues to the workings of progragsm
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For instance, it may be instructive to learn th&® installation increases car park
‘turnover’ (Oy) as well as observing a fall in ‘crime rate’§JOThis might prompt the
hunch that ‘public presence’ as well as ‘deterréncé&letection’ is causing the
change. This secondary hypothesis about the impmetaf ‘natural surveillance’
could be further checked out by comparing crimegait ‘busy’ (@) and ‘slack’ (Q)
times of the day Moving to an accident preventigerivention provides another
useful example of the need for multiple measuresutéome. Consider a programme
based on the free distribution of smoke alarms. idang how many had been
properly installed (¢ and then maintained in the medium and long tédgh hay
give a better indication of how and why and for whitey are effective, rather than
relying on long-term changes in death or injuryfioy (Os).

Policy makers are often besotted and sometimeddeEed by performance
measures. This notion of ‘outcome patterns’ allfovsa more sensitive evaluation of
complex programmes. Hunting down outcome patterag imvolve implementation
variations, impact variations, socio-demographig-gtoup variations, temporal
outcome variations, personal attribute outcomeatians, regional outcome
variations, biological make-up outcome variationd gao on.

2.4. Context mechanism outcome pattern configumatio

By now it should be clear that realist evaluatias httle use for a ‘find-the-
intervention-X-that-cures-problem-Y’ notion of pragnme building. All
interventions involve multiple perturbations of gmesting regularities in behaviours,
events or social conditions, leading to the creatibmany new regularities. Such
outcome-variations are found routinely within praxpmes of all types. Any
programme rolled out nationally will have winneedare and losers in abundance,
and such differences will occur within and betweanh programme trial. The nature
and source of these internal differences is a &eyd of attention in realist
evaluation.

Realist evaluation is about theory testing anchesfient. Context-mechanism-
outcome pattern configurations (CMOCSs) comprise ef@thdicating how
programmes activate mechanisms amongst whom ambahconditions, to bring
about alterations in behavioural or event or stageilarities. These propositions bring
together mechanism-variation and relevant contexiation to predict and to explain
outcome pattern variation. Realist evaluation tteselops and tests CMOC
conjectures empirically. The sign of a good evatueis that it is able to explain the
complex signature of outcomes (Mark et al, 2000).

The ‘findings’ of realist evaluation thus alwayg to pinpoint the configuration of
features needed to sustain a programme. Let ugtiekexample of a very simple
device used to try to reduce domestic burglary,aetgrproperty-marking’ (using
indelible, immovable tags). For it to work optimyaénd efficiently, however, requires
a complex alignment of implementation and contexXtaetors. Property-marking
works better in reducing domestic burglary if oVidevels of marked property are
high; when crime targets are concentrated withd#arnatives; in small, well-
defined communities providing plausible conditidostracing stolen property; with
attendant persuasive publicity demonstrating iredaisk of being caught; and thus
only over a limited time period (Laycock, 1997).
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Configurational thinking - the key to programme building

The concept ‘context-mechanism-outcome-configunatidescribes how different
components of a programme need to be harmonisedevw, it is an ugly pug of a
term, which may detract from the crucial idea #kseto insinuate into evaluation. The
basic notion, nevertheless, is commonplace in keg@anation. The logic utilises a
‘configurational’ approach to causality, in whichtoomes are considered to follow
from the alignment, within a case, of a specifimbination of attributes. Such an
approach is used, for example, by historians attiepo figure out why a social
movement had ‘worked’. Explanations for why Englaxgerienced an early
industrial revolution turn on identifying trembinationof crucial conditions such as
‘technological innovation’, ‘weak aristocracy’, ‘oonercialised agriculture’,
‘displaced peasantry’, ‘exploitable empire’ andoso(Moore, 1966, chl). For a more
homely metaphor we turn to the kitchen. RecipegkMoy assembling the right
ingredients in the correct proportion to suit thstés of the diner. Think too of
bridges, cars, aeroplanes, computers and gardéeroggh physical, they all ‘work’
(when they do) through configurations. Programmi&ding is also a matter of getting
the right ingredients in place in the right settinguit the needs of particular sets of
consumers. A configurational evaluation of programumponents is a necessary
prerequisite to such decision making.

3. Strategies and methods of realist evaluation

3.1. Scope of realist inquiry

Realist inquiry can be located in every social sogediscipline. For example, it has
found a home in philosophy (Collier, 1994), law (Ne, 1993), psychology
(Greenwood, 1994), economics (Lawson, 1997), sogjo(Layder, 1998: Archer
1995), management studies (Ackroyd and Fleetwo@@)® and geography (Sayer,
2000). Given this miscellany of topics, it shoukldiear that realism is not a research
technique as such. It is a ‘logic of inquiry’ tltgggnerates distinctive research
strategies and designs. And so it is with realisiwation. It may be used
prospectively (in formative evaluations), concuthgfin summative evaluations) or
retrospectively (in research synthesis). Realiatuation, moreover, has no particular
preference for either quantitative or qualitativethods. Indeed it sees merit in
multiple methods, marrying the quantitative andlitgtave, so that both programme
processes and impacts may be investigated. Theserealance of methods to be used
is selected in accordance with the realist hypashssing tested, and with the
available data.

3.2 The realist research cycle
Realist research is absolutely conventional, ardg®d to be so, in utilising the time-
honoured ‘research cycle’ of hypothesis testingr@fidement. In evaluation terms

the wheel of science turns as in figure one:

Figureone about here
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3.21 Realist evaluation normally begins by elicitingldormalising the programme
theories to be tested. There can be various soaf¢hsse including documents,
programme architects, practitioners, previous etada studies and social science
literature. Hence documentary analysis, interviand library searches may all be
involved. Interviews with programme architects @odumentary analysis can help
articulate the formal or official programme theanyCMOC terms. Interviews with
practitioners are deemed especially important ssudsions of apparent programme
successes and failures can lead to fine-grainedthgpes about what works for
whom and in what circumstances and respects. Tdge $s the launching pad for
realist evaluation and is, in many ways, its mastirtctive phase. What is involved is
bringing the imagination to bear in ‘thinking thdudnow a programme works.

This is a research skill that can be nurtured and developed and we devote a small exercise to this at
appendix 1.

3.22The next stage is to collect data that will allowerrogation of these embryonic
hypotheses. Programme documents and/or practisom#éihave suggested that a
particular resource is vital, and that a particway of interpreting it is the key to
success. The initial hypotheses will also oftenecdlie type of client who is better
placed to succeed and some institutional locatidmere this is most likely to happen.
Data gathering has the task of trying to matchrmgttion to these various leads.
Given the preliminary theories cover mechanismsamdexts and outcomes, data
collection has to be both qualitative and quanwatThe evaluator has, quite
literally, to scavenge for the best data to testloe theories. Existing administrative
records might be put to use, stakeholders of p# tyight be interviewed and
shadowed, dedicated before-and-after measures degigned and put in place,
focus groups might be assembled to unearth redspogsucial choices, and so on.

3.23.The third stage is to subject a whole packageM®©C hypotheses to
systematic test, using data sets assembled as.aldoy@urpose of the analysis is to
see if the model will explain the complex footprafitoutcomes left by the
programme. There is no single analytic method Bl&téor this purpose and the
design of data analysis is a matter of the subtétiie proposed theories and the
availability of data. Realism’s primary expectatierthat there will be a nuanced
outcome pattern of successes and failures withidneanoss interventions. The
primary tactic is thus to interrogate these hypstisdoy making sub-group
comparisons. Overall, the explanatory theory igstigated by devising and testing
out multiple comparisons identifying winners anddcs amongst subjects and pros
and cons in programme delivery. Will the emergimgotry explain implementation
variations, impact variations, socio-demographig-gtoup variations, temporal
outcome variations, personal attribute outcomeatians, biological make-up
outcome variations and so on?

3.24.The final stage is the assessment and interpretafithe analysis. Have the
theories about how the programme worked been stgapor refuted by the
proceeding analysis? Judgement on this score aiabMy mixed, with some output
and outcome variations being clear and intelligillrilst others remain quite
puzzling. Just as with programme building itseifitg unanticipated effects can be
uncovered in the sub-group analysis and thesereguevisit to the hypothesis
drawing board. Stage four of the process is thusvan-repeating cycle, the purpose
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being to draw closer to explaining the complex atgre of outcomes left behind by
an intervention. This may be attempted in furtloemds of analysis on the same
programme within the same evaluation, or by pickipghe same theories in other
evaluations in the same family of programmes.

To illustrate the potential variations in design, data and method within the research cycle, two fragments
of realist analysis (one quantitative and one qualitative) are presented in appendix 2 (A & B).

3.3  The research relationship

Realist research is distinctive in its understagdihthe research relationship between
evaluators and stakeholders. There is a longstgrt#ibate in evaluation about
whether the evaluator should:

i) take an insider perspective, viewing the knowkedf stakeholders as paramount in
both understanding a programme and making it waml, thus engaging with them in

developing a shared understanding about programmpevements.

i) take an external perspective, relying on ohyectethods to make the judgement

about the efficacy of the programme, thus treastagieholders as sources of data to

input into these standard research designs.

On the realist approach, stakeholders are regasi&dy sources for eliciting
programme theory and providing data on how the ranmogne works. But it is not
assumed that they are all-knowing, nor that thélyneicessarily agree on how, for
whom and in what circumstances a programme wilkwStakeholders generally
have experience of and thus expertise in parti@hases and process within an
intervention. Realist evaluation requires data mt@ss and outcome, and on
individuals, interrelationships, institutions amdra-structures. In order to assemble
this bricolage of data, there needs to be a diwisidabour of information and
informants.

The realist interview recognises the theory-tesgingpose of evaluation and it is this
that shapes the research relationship. Subjecth@sainderstood to be trying to
respond to what they deem the interests of theviet@er. Collecting data that are
relevant to evaluation thus involve teaching (oftemore or less subtle ways) the
respondent the particular programme theory undgirieorder that subjects can
summon responses which speak in relevant ways t@ Cdhfiguration at issue. The
respondent, having learned the theory under geahle to teach the evaluator about
those components of a programme in a particulafiyrmed way.

Further details and examples of what realiststhalfteacher-learner relationship’ or
‘assisted sensemaking’ may be found in Pawson dley 71997, chapter six) and
Mark et al (2000, part two). The final point to edtere is that evaluation
commissioners often seek to steer a course betiheerxternal and the internal,
between appraisal and development, between autl$@gsport, and that ‘theory-
testing’ is a particularly useful pathway throughieh to steer this middle course.
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4. Realism’s place in the policy cycle: formative, summative and
synthetic approaches

4.1 Realism and pluralism

In this section, we reach the cusp of the evalisatask and the moment when the
results of evaluation are realised. There are atgnany issues to be confronted here,
the first of which is about timing and how reabkstaluation fits into the various
processes and stages of policy making and impletient As is well known, the
tempos of policy and of research are very differEndm either perspective, pot is
inclined to call kettle black. Researchers, usegiltiing, triangulating, checking and
balancing, are prone to complain about being sitedquick and dirty’ evaluations.
Policy makers, in the teeth of impending and perggtolicy change, are likely

frown upon many evaluations as ‘slow and ambivalent

There is an obvious solution here — namely, harswogiresearch findings to each
turn of the policy cycle. Despite the caricatugadjcy-making is hardly momentary
and unitary. Typically, there will be the followinmhases: preliminary analysis of the
problem, the speculative first-spark of a poterg@ution, the mulling over of the
plausibility of the intervention; the spelling aeftimplementation details, the
contemplation of pilots and demonstrations, the entovfull stream, and in the longer
run, the decision on whether to continue, expantudail. None of these judgements,
moreover, is arrived at in isolation or in the atst They are always made on the
back of limited resources and thus are made asidaesttaking-alternatives-into-
consideration.

Given this series of incremental judgements, @&gdparent that the supportive research
could and should be commissioned and assimilatedigiout the policy cycle.
Evidence can be targeted at big policy ideas otlsmplementation details. It can be
aimed prospectively at delivery, trying to figunet the best way to marshal together a
programme or service. It can be placed concurremitly a programme, asking the
traditional question about whether and in what eespit is working. It can be put in
place retrospectively, calling on all past evideabeut former incarnations of an
interventions in order to inform whether and whaisg it might be targeted at an
impending problem.

Evaluation, in short, can be formative or summativeynthetic. These orientations
have in the past, alas, been associated with thdigit between evaluation
paradigms and painted as rivals rather than agseswf complementary information.
The general thrust of tHdagenta Books towards methodological pluralism and thus
of pursuing a varied diet of policy analysis, sompstudies, plausibility studies,
developmental evaluations, impact evaluations,taadst-benefit analysis and so —
as appropriate to the policy purpadeealism sits conformably enough with this
outlook because it too can be performed prospdgtigencurrently or
retrospectively. The linking theme is, of cour$e tlevelopment, testing and
refinement of programme theory. Just as progranmeery can be interrogated with
both qualitative and quantitative data, evidenaealao be compiled by looking

magenta text.doc 12



backwards to bygone studies, by taking snapshas ohfolding programme, or by
working forwards fine-tuning a programme by a psscef trial and error.

To illustrate the potential variations in data sources and their origin within the research cycle, two further
fragments of realist evaluation (one formative and one research syntheses) are presented in appendix 2

(C&D).

4.2 Realism and Knowledge Management

One of the most interesting consequences of themutryst with evidence-based
policy has been the development of ‘knowledge mameant strategies’ in the
analytic services divisions of many government depants. The need has arisen out
of the insight described in the previous sectioterventions are becoming more
complex and, if they are to be understood and ingatpthey require underpinning by
a multifaceted body of evidence. Matching the anthe other requires a strategy.

Realism’s vision of programmes as configurationthebries provides a rationale that
may be helpful in formulating that strategy. Thgitocan be understood by drawing a
contrast with what might be thought of as the ‘ded evaluation regime’ as in
Figure 2. The conventional arrangement is for alwation to be commissioned as
and when a new intervention X is mounted (Fig Zag research is thought of, and
becomes known, as the ‘evaluation of X'. This one relationship has survived
through the commissioning of even the largest efdinrent national programmes.
Sometimes research teams may be broken down igitmnad (e.g. ‘north’,

‘midlands’, ‘south’) and/or substantive groups (écgime’, ‘health’, ‘education’).

And sometimes, as in Fig 2b, there may be a metbgaal division (e.g. ‘process’
and ‘outcome’ evaluation teams). The key linkageams however, in as much as
evaluation activities are firmly attached to therentintervention.

This direct connection has become broken somewttaeitrend towards review and
synthesis in evidence-based policy. Knowledge mamagt logic now tends to
reckon (quite correctly) that much is to be learfrech research on previous
incarnations of bygone interventions. The assumptdhat much the same
programmes get tried and tried again and resea@h@desearched again, and
learning accumulates by pooling the previous eviden

A realist knowledge management strategy takesiéaéignment of intervention and
research on board, but proceeds a step furtheur@Ryx). The starting point, as ever,
is the disaggregation of interventions into theimponent theories. If we take an
example a complex programme like thew Deal for Communitigscontains a
whole raft of hypotheses and decision points. Rstaince it assumes that: a)
concentrated, multi-agency working will harness@ereffective set of services than
will conventional one-issue-at-a-time delivery that community leaders can be
identified to help manage a much more user-oriemiglvention, c) that ‘quick wins’
are needed to galvanise community support, d)ab@tmunity members can make
gains without significant mobility and displacement of the locality, e) that there is
no ‘intervention fatigue’ or cynicism associatedtwinultiple past and present
regeneration efforts, etc, etc. In addition theseawhole range of theories associated
with the specific package of programmes put in@lsuch as: f) breakfast clubs, g)
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fithess centres h) warden patrols etc. ¥te.draw the list to a halt here and represent
the whole body of theories with the flow of darlkerows in Figure 2c.

Figure 2 about here

The basic realist evaluation strategy is to tesseéhcomponent theories and, to return
to a previous theme, the basic expectation issiheth interventions require a portfolio
of different evaluation methods. It might be tHsdry (a) requires a process
evaluation; theory (d) utilises geographic modellitheory (e) needs an historical
case study; theory (g) has a systematic revieWweatdady; theory (h) requires a
before-and-after crime survey, and so on. Thesdepited as the run of lighter
arrows in Figure 2c.

The realist knowledge management strategy comeslay in the third element of
Figure 2c. It is no more and no less than a ‘reaggbrocess’. There is a regular bus
service of new programmes and, to be sure, a newvihalways come along
(Programme 2) that has some of the componentseefqurs efforts. Note that the
new incarnation does not have to be a ‘replicatedséwhere of the ‘same’
intervention. Initiatives aimed at quite differgambblems often rely on common
components and suffer similar setbacks. Hypothakest joint-working are common
in trying to improve services across the policyevirtont — why not learn from
existing research on the same point? Problemsrdfifieation and displacement are
a familiar feature of community regeneration — wiog drawn upon previous studies?
Once they are decoupled from a specific interventwaluations can find extended
use. The dashed lines in Figure 2c depict thisge®of joined-up thinking in the
utilisation of evaluations. If one imagines thegtam extended to scores of
evaluations of scores of programmes, then the toppoy to re-use, make more of,
and make savings on, evaluation becomes evident.

Our final remarks on this point are addressed dedtwho commission evaluative
research. The idea is to give evaluation a hisdo/to stop commissioning the same
pieces of work. Our view is that policy makers ehmays expect a little learning on
the basis of previous studies. But there is alssponsibility to share and prolong the
utility of a new inquiry. This can be done by ensgrthat the researchers pay
attention to the theory underlying an interventitam,it is an appreciation of the scope
of that theory that offers transferable knowledgkeich can then be picked up by
future decision makers. More details on a realiatiation strategy for dealing with
complex programmes may be found in Pawson (2004).

5. The nature, presentation and utilisation of find ings from
realist evaluation

Realist evaluation is applicable in principle tbfaims of programme evaluation, and
to all areas of social and public policy. In eveage, the goal is to produce a tested
theory about what works for whom in what circumstsiand in what respects. This
end product is never a pass/fail verdict on anrvetetion but an understanding of
how its inner workings produce diverse effectsogrrealist evaluations are thus
intended to lead to better-focused and more eWfegirogrammes. This section
describes the limits to that endeavour, beginniit wclose consideration of the
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nature of the findings of realist evaluation (%2), then going on to consider matters
of presentation (5.3) and utilisation (5.4)

5.1 The provisional nature of findings

The findings of realist evaluation mirror the nataf programmes. As we have tried
to demonstrate in previous sections, programmesanplex social systems
introduced amidst complex social systems. Botlhe$¢ systems are open.
Programmes are composed of an intricate, reverbgra¢quence of decisions, which
will shift this way and that over the duration bétprogramme. The systems in which
they are introduced — organisations, localitiedfave regimes, moral communities,
belief configurations — are also in permanent titaors Furthermore, the relationship
between the two systems is dynamic. A powerful @ogne can alter the conditions
that made it work in the first place, thus changtsgffectiveness over time (recall
section 1.4).

This state of affairs places profound limitatiomsvehat evaluation can achieve.
Realism also means pragmatism, of course, andsthisother feature of the
perspective. Having a subject matter composed wibldocand triple doses of
complexity does not mean that we are forever diinthe consequences of
interventions. It does mean, however, that our tstdeding will always be partial
and provisional and, consequently, that we mustdmeewhat modest in our
ambitions for evaluation. The purpose of this secis to explore these restrictions in
a little more detail. We begin with a pragmatic saany of what evaluations can
achieve.

What can evaluations tell us?

Evaluating in open systems is a profoundly unceraisiness. What are the
limitations and what can the decision-maker reaslynexpect? It should be possibls
to detect outcome changes over the course of agnoge. These are likely to be
complex, with certain attributes and behaviour#ftisigg rather more than others. It
should be possible to detect some processes a&ctivathin the programme that ma
be responsible for and make sense of the changesvedl. It should be possible to
detect something about the conditions and circumstgin which the intervention is
mounted which allow for and make sense of the ofeseprocess and outcomes.

D

<

We emphasise these imperfect products of an evauiat this deliberately stark
synopsis, firstly to show that the ‘findings’ ofauation are inevitably equivocal, but
also to point out that they are still profoundlyefig. The caution of realist evaluation
applies, inevitably, in respect of the issue dfrilatition’. In its classic guise, this
refers to the problem of how and how safely we imégr that a programme is
responsible for outcomes observed. Realism rejeigtparticular formulation arguing
that that programmes are active, and thus it i®fezation of particular mechanisms
acting in context that brings about change. Allaed good, but one still has the
problem of attribution. From the preceding examjgi€sclear that a programme may
operate through many different mechanisms. So,dawwe be sure that a particular
mechanism or set of mechanisms is in fact respten&b bringing about change in a
given context?
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The answer is captured in a provocative little phae have used, quite deliberately,
in the boxed insertion above, namely ‘make sens@ biis, attribution is dealt with
when we accept that action of a mechamnisakes sense die particular outcome
pattern observed. Now, sense-making is not théophaton which other traditions of
evaluation are built but it is the cornerstonehaf tealist approach (and we would say,
for good measure, that of science itself). Henathiar more needs to be said about its
basic operation.

What we have in mind is a continuous programmeexding out of alternative
theories about how a programme works. This proeeduhich also carries the rather
grander title, namely ‘theory adjudication’ (re¢gn be illustrated as follows. Suppose
a CCTV system is installed in a car park and suppesearchers are able to observe a
subsequent fall in car crime. Now, there are a laptheories that could easily
‘make sense of’ this outcome pattern. It mighthmd the system catches thieves red-
handed and that increased detection and arrestvfélbm images of crimes
committed being caught on camera. Or, it mighthae the thieves get nowhere near
the car park and that thefts fall because of irsgddrepidation about the risks of
being caught by the new devices. So is detectiaetarrence the causal mechanism?
In this instance there is a rather simple mearaglpfdicating between the two
theories. The evaluator can examine the numbenimfrals apprehended and
arrested as a result of their CCTV exposure, alalilzde just how much of the

overall fall in crime is accounted for in this modReaders interested in this particular
adjudication may like to consult Tilley (1993) arahtributions to Painter and Tilley
(1999) and to Gill (2003).

Good empirical work in the realist tradition shoaldvays carry this strategy of
developing and adjudicating between rival explametifor programme outcomes. As
a research design, of course, it does have aleol@tation. Having sorted out a
couple of alternatives, as per our example, doesfrmurse preclude further
potential explanations. Returning to the car pankay be that the arrival of the
cameras has resulted in much greater usage. Thsvier of customer results in much
greater ‘natural surveillance’ and it may be thagey-parkers constitute the vital
mechanism protecting against theft. Again, it istoo difficult to imagine a test of
this theory, a comparison of crime rates when #repark is full (thus having no
natural surveillance) against periods when theoeisiderable entry and exit.

Of course, alternative explanations no more enbrat than they do at two. And this
conundrum spells out the ineluctable limitatiorrexilist evaluation. Programmes
modify and transmute and are constantly being wigdn fresh circumstances, so
there are always more and new potential explamatbtheir efficacy. At this point,
realist evaluation resorts to the pragmatism ppileciwhich says simply - go as far as
you can in sorting and sifting the rival explanaoAll eventualities cannot be
anticipated but, importantly, knowledge in consatdy improved on each
adjudication. If, for instance, policy makers knthat CCTV works significantly

more through deterrence rather than detection,dheyn a better position to plan its
next application and modification.

In general, there are an infinite number of expli@mnag for why, when and how a

programme works but there are only so many waysghich a programme might be
improved. Realist evaluators need not wait to f#gout the totality of explanations
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but should concentrate, therefore, on those progrardeas and variations, which are
‘on the table’.

5.2 The ‘middle-range’ nature of findings

Realist evaluation steers a path between makingetsal claims about what works,
and focusing on the particulars of specific measurespecific places relating to
specific stakeholders. Thus it places no faithlatk-and-white (or even red, amber
and green) policy prognostications of the kind thgipose that street-lighting works
to reduce crime, or that mentoring programmes igaftected youth are harmful, or
that 5-fruit-and-veg-portions-a-day health educatmotiatives have a null effect. And
although it acknowledges the actuality that a paldr programme may indeed have
failed because of Fred Bloggs’s recalcitrance ocsaded because ACME had the
spare managerial capacity to support it, it supptisat such personal and institutional
details do not help when it comes to the transfitabf evaluation’s findings.

Realism operates at middle range, using conceatsldscribe interventions at a level
between the big policy ideas and the day-to-daltiesaof implementation. Such
‘middle range theory’ has a time-honoured placedaial science (Merton, 1968).

No exposition is attempted here (see Pawson, 280®g the key idea is readily
intelligible through examples. Mechanisms are thge of change in realist thinking
and these describe how programme resources sadkugnce their subject’s
reasoning. Such programme theories often have muobmmon, and it is the
parallels between such ideas that are the primesfotleaning in evaluation.

One can comprehend similarities in programme theosgveral ways. Policy ideas
are contagious. Ideas like ‘public disclosure afgenance data’, ‘zero tolerance’,
‘shared working’, ‘public-private partnership’, ‘mering’, ‘learning collaboratives’
and so on develop in waves through government. #eratiay of viewing

intervention commonality is to consider the natifréhe ‘proposal’ made to
programme subjects. Policy makers and practitioaegsin truth, able to offer
relatively few ways of inducing change (the asserhere is not meant to reflect upon
the lack of imagination of programme architectsdmuthe limited nature of the
interventions they may draw upon). The result & the same programme theories
repeat themselves from initiative to initiative gachp from domain to domain. The
bravest rendition of this brave idea by Bemelmarde¥ et al (1997), who argue that,
if one scrapes away programmes to their elementaddy there are only three types
of mechanism on offer, namely ‘carrots’, ‘sticksida’'sermons’.

Without necessarily going this far, realism supgdbat evaluation can learn lessons
from diverse programmes by operating at the midalhge. For instance, consider an
intervention like the free two-week distributionratotine patches to help poorer
smokers quit (ref). It can be considered an egtimelw idea, or it can be considered
yet another incentive-based programme (carrot yheswisited). It is pretty well
established that incentives work better accordinigpé worth of the deal (benefit) and
how readily it is realised (ease of access). Ao@nd behold, it turns out that savings
anticipated in the short NRT subsidy are not satgfeone considers that poor
smokers often avail themselves of black-markety-dupaid imports. Benefits are
also reaped in a complex, down-the-line manner wiadeprogramme theory. The
hypothesis is about subsidising a brief treatmerthat there are funds available for
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its continued purchase, which will in turn pay taffallay future tobacco-costs. The
rational calculation involved here is not so stndigrward given the chaotic demands
of debt-ridden budgets. The study once again ptintise need to fine tune benefit
and access in incentive packages. The methodolqupaa here is that by operating
at the middle-range, there is a much greater oppiytfor realising and transferring
the findings of evaluations.

5.3 The presentation of findings

Realist evaluation seeks to discover what it isudlpoogrammes that works for whom
in what circumstances and in what respects, and Whgurprisingly, its results also
seek to elucidate propositions of this kind (kndemmally as CMO propositions). It
is often impossible to attend to everything in #xplanatory ensemble in a single
evaluation, with the result that findings are k&b concentrate on sub-sets of
mechanisms, contexts and outcomes. The naturesé fimdings are illustrated
throughout this text and, especially, in the foxaraples in Appendix 1. In general
terms they might indicate:

» that a particular intervention works in quite sepamways

» that it gets implemented in different ways

» thatit is more effective with some groups ratlmet others

» that it will find more use in one location rathbah another

* thatit has intended and unintended consequences

» that its effects are likely to be sustained or taye

This body of findings is intended to help with thesiness of targeting and tailoring
programmes. Distinctions of these kinds are oftgpalicy-makers’ minds when
evaluations are commissioned and realist evaluaiassisted if such questions are
well specified and forefronted.

In addition, the results of realist evaluation als® conditioned by the nature of the
programmes they investigate and this means thdihfys are also ‘configurational’,
‘middle-range’ and ‘adjudicationist’. These terhesve already found explanation in
the text, but their ramifications in terms of fings, results and conclusions can be
summarised briefly. In addition to the above lisgearchers should strive for, and
commissioners should expect, findings that:

» Show how combinations of attributes need to bdangfor a programme to be
effective. Optimal alignments of implementation edhles, target groups and
programme sites should be suggested.

* Have the potential for transferability on the bassg concepts that link to other
programme theories and thus rest on further badiéadings. Conclusions
should evoke similarities and differences with grig evidence.

» Bring alternative explanations to the fore in orttesift and sort them.
Programme building involves making choices betwierited alternatives, and
findings should be addressed at and help refingetioboices.

Bringing these three features of the findings afist evaluation together imparts a
fourth and crucial characteristic — namely, thatliings are always ‘provisional’.
Realist evaluation begins and ends with theorgeltelops and tests theory about
what works for whom in what context and in whaipexs. The tests may support the
emerging theory on these inter-linkages but carpnmte it. The realist approach is
particularly keen that one evaluation should ldewm another. A sequence of realist
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evaluations will lead to more powerful CMOCs, whaxte increasingly refined and

better tested - but not ultimately proven. We darstadd to the desiderata for the

presentation of findings, that they should:

» Synthesise the best evidence available withouepdetg that the evaluation or
review has covered every conceivable programmeegs®utput or outcome.
Evaluators should not protest that ‘more reseacteeded’, but should always
make clear the scope and boundaries of their refsear

5.4 Utilisation: The payoff of realist evaluation

We reach the point where the evidence arriveseaptticy-maker’s desk. In common
with all modern modes of evaluation, the vision Widoe of an arrival that was
expected and welcome, because of thorough consaltan the progress of research
from commissioning onwards. And the findings, meeo will usually arrive
containing presumptions and recommendations (lmbtinmal and formal) about how
they may be put to use. So what should the poliakars expect of realist
recommendations, and will they indeed be welcome?

As we have seen, realist evaluation produces sethdt are aimed at a relatively
complex question — what works for whom in what eimstances and in what
respects? The findings, if they are true to thehoetare also likely to be
‘configurational’, ‘middle-range’, ‘adjudicationisand ‘provisional’. Does this
explanatory ensemble bode well for utilisation? &hsewer is, of course, both yes and
no and the purpose of this section is to steer ataispirations to the former.

The school of theory-based evaluation, of whicliseavaluation is an affiliate, has
always described its appointed task as ‘enlighterinas opposed to ‘political
arithmetic’ (Weiss and Bucuvalas 1980). The metaphenlightenment describes
rather well the working relationship between reskeand policy (slow dawning -
sometimes staccato, sometimes dormant, and sonsedimiagonistic). Endless
studies of research utilisation have describecetibbgquered liaisons and the
‘realistic’ assumption remains that politics, i tlast analysis, will always trump
research. However, enlightenment’s positive prasgecwhich there is a great deal
of empirical evidence, is that the influence oflagh on policy occurs through the
medium of ideas rather than of data. Researchlilsaelynto produce the thumping
‘fact’ that changes the course of policy makingtHeg, policies are born out of clash
and compromise of ideas and the key to enlightehméa insinuate research results
into this reckoning.

On this score, realist evaluation has consideratilantages. Policy-makers may
struggle with and find difficulty in using data ealing, for instance, the comparative
statistical significance of an array of mediatard anoderators in meta-analysis. They
are more likely to be able to interpret and puisgtian explanation of why a
programme mechanism works better in one context @mather. These two research
strategies are, as a matter of fact, serving tawangther similar questions; the
crucial point being that the one that focuses msasenaking has the advantage. This
is especially so if the investigation has the tais&hecking out rival explanations (i.e.
adjudication), which then provides justificatiorr taking one course of action rather
than another (i.e. politics). Here, then, is thsifpee message on research utilisation.
Explanatory evaluations bring power to the deciimndecision-making.
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Now, what of the bad news? An evaluation that askedatively complex question is
bound to fetch up with a relatively complex answerd if that answer is also
‘configurational’, ‘middle-range’, ‘adjudicationisand, horror of horrors,
‘provisional’ then things do not appear to bodelvieal utilisation, which is said to
precede most smoothly if the advice is ‘simplefirmediate’, ‘unequivocal’ and
‘valid’. Once again, there is good evidence frém investigations of the
‘enlightenment’ school (Weiss, 1987) supporting tiiew that key policy-makers
spend precious little time on research. And, whamsalted, the preference is for
digests, executive summaries, potted historiegaitteéd historians.

So can this circle be squared — is there somesteddihemy available to turn complex
evidence into simple policy advice? In many casgsan many issues, the answer
here is no. There will always be tension betweetasepolicy questions and the
answers that realist evaluation can supply ancktisdittle use pretending otherwise —
for a selection see the following box.

The policy question Therealist response

» Did that intervention work? » It depends (in what respects?)
» Does that intervention work? » |t depends on the conditions.
» Does that programme work? » Parts only, in some places and at some times
»  Should we fund X rather than Y? »  Check first to see if they are commensurable
»  Willit have a lasting effect? e Unlikely, but you’d have to wait and see
» The pilot was great, should we go large? * No, play only to its strengths
» Can you let us known before the next » Sorry, not in all honesty

spending round?

Whilst there are elements of reality in all thewp®ints depicted in this box of
tensions, it paints an overly glum picture of tlesgibilities of utilising realist
research. But as soon as one changes the natilne gdiery, then realism comes into
its own. The alternative set of questions that mdlest use of realist evaluation is
listed in the following box. In this case we sewticonly the agenda, and not the
response (which is delivered throughout the text).

Policy questionsfor realist research?

» What do we need to know in formulating programmes in this area?
» What are likely to be the key decisions in implementing it?

» What pointers can you give us in making these decisions?

»  Would it work here?*

e Should the programme be targeted and if so how?

» Should the intervention be adapted to local needs?

» Are we likely to need to adapt the programme over time?

» How can we track the programme and keep it on track?

As an illustration of how the realist evaluator would tackle this vital question, we reproduce a useful grid
in appendix 4.

So what should we expect a programme of theoryatgsd reveal? What is
enlightenment's content? Perhaps the best met&mhitre end-product is to imagine
the research process as producing a sohigiiway-code’to programme building,
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alerting policy-makers to the problems that thegimiexpect to confront and some of
the safest measures to deal with these issuesvalnation highway-code could

never provide the level of prescription or prostoip achieved in the real thing, the
point of the parallel being that the highway-codesinot tell you how to drive but
how to survive the journey by knowing when, whend &r what to keep your eyes
peeled.

What the realist (theory-driven) approach initiatea process dthinking though’

the tortuous pathways along which a successfulrprome has to travel. What is
described are the main series of decision poimtaitih which an initiative has
proceeded and findings are put to use in alerhegoblicy community to the caveats
and considerations that should inform those deassibor each decision point, the
realist evaluators should be able to proffer tHiewang kind of advice: ‘remember
A’, ‘beware of B’, ‘take care of C’, ‘D can resuit both E and F’, ‘Gs and Hs are
likely to interpret | quite differently’, ‘if yourty J make sure that K has also been
considered’.

Programmes are theory incarnate. And in genenas@nd as a final summary, one
can say that the realist viewpoint is that the ndosable and practical
recommendations that evaluators can offer come fes®arch that begins with
programme theory and ends with a refined progratheery.

6. Conclusion: strengths, limitations and relations hips with
other approaches

Realist evaluation has some clear strengths. Wslits foundations from the
methodology of the natural sciences, and transthtesnto the world of policy and
practice, with a view to bringing to that area ahtan endeavour the kinds of
achievement that are manifest in the applied nbsgrances. In taking its lead from
the ways of the natural sciences, realistic evalnatresses theory and the scope for
generalisation that comes from attention to exptayaheory - generalisation that is
critical in moving progressively from one programengerience to another.

The tendency to generalisation in realist evalmatiwites attention to forms of
underlying mechanism and forms of context acrosstlbstantive concerns of
government and across departmental boundariessReahluation promises thereby
to maximise learning across policy, practice arghorsational boundaries. In steering
evaluations towards transcendence of conventiam@iahs, it chimes well with
discourse on partnership, cross-cutting issuesaaadiance of silo thinking. With its
insistence that context is critical and that agertesact with and adapt to policies and
programmes, realist evaluation is sensitive tordieand change in programme
delivery and development. It provides a principgéeer from failed one-size-fits-all
ways of responding to problems.

Realist evaluation provides a coherent and comgift@mework for the whole range
of orders of engagement with programmes in whicdwation plays a part: the
formative and summative and synthetic momentserptlicy cycle. Finally realist
evaluation is alive and alert to the importancstakeholders to programme
development and delivery. It steers a course betwleszegard for stakeholders on
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account of their self-interested biases and thraiven treatment as omniscient and
infallible on account of their inside knowledgeakholders are treated as fallible
experts whose understanding needs to be formadiseédested.

We have also to acknowledge important shortcomimgealist evaluation. It is
intellectually enormously challenging. There cambesimple formula book that can
provide tick-box recipes for delivering findingsyyamore than this is possible in
research in the natural sciences. Realist evaluagiguires sustained thinking and
imagination to work through programme theory, tbradeexpected outcome patterns,
and to figure out exactly what footprints or dagmatures to look for and where to
find them to test or arbitrate between theoriesidNof this is easy. It requires
advanced theoretical understanding, abilities wgeresearch and techniques for
data analysis.

Even when undertaken well realist evaluation presiiso certitude and it eschews
efforts at being comprehensive. Again as in thena&sciences findings are tentative
and fallible. And understanding relates to anafllycdefined mechanisms rather than
to lumpy and disparate whole programmes. Withrtpleasis on contextual
contingency and on temporal changes in the waygranames are implemented and
interacted with by their participants, realist exslon is chary about serving up those
stable net effects conclusions that are understdpndaloved by economic modellers
anxious to help wrest greatest utility from ourgioeis and finite resources.

We turn finally to the fit between realist evalwatiand other approaches. Realist
review adopts an open-door policy. It can drawnd draw on studies using any of a
wide range of research and evaluation approaches.ignot to say that studies are
treated indiscriminately. Indeed they are raidedsfecific, realist purposes — for the
potential they have to identify, test or arbitregween promising context-
mechanism-outcome pattern configuration hypothdskewise, realist evaluation of
initiatives has no particular predilection for piéging quantitative or qualitative
methods. There is space for both. The choice tinigae is subordinate to the
theoretical task of working through expected progre outcome footprints however
these may exhibited, in the light of mechanisms/atdd according to contextually
relevant sub-group.

Realist evaluation is content to be pragmatic widate sources or resources are
limited — to try to find out whether specific exped programme footprints can be
identified in light of available data and data typ&enerally, realist evaluation
prefers, in ways that are now quite conventiormatdmbine quantitative and
gualitative methods. Qualitative methods are oftertial to the elicitation of
promising theory amongst programme architects amtte@vs. Equally, they are often
important in checking participants’ means of int#ireg with programmes. These do
not, nevertheless, exhaust sources of theory oteaicigredients of programmes or
sources of information on programme outcomes. Daruis; official records of
various kinds, observational material, survey-firgdi and so on can all find their
legitimate place. In that sense realist evaluasan inclusive approach.
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Figure 1: evaluation as hypothesis testing
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Figure 2: Matching evaluation(s) to programme theor
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Appendix 1: ‘Thinking it through’

Realist evaluation is a hypothesis driven appraathit is a truism to say that it can
be only as good as the hypotheses that drive iis Agggested in the main body of
the text, these hypotheses can be derived fromraes@urces including key
stakeholders, the programme’s administrative malterits legislative framework, and
social science literature in general. In additiorlt of these, a touch of what Mills
(1959) calls ‘the sociological imagination’ is alsmuired.

In dozens of example in the main text, we havel titetried to illustrate the breaking
of programmes down into their component mechani{®msM,, M3, M, etc.), their
surrounding contexts (CC,, Cs, C4 etc.), and their potential outcomes (@,, Os,

O, etc.). There follow two brief exercises for newcosi® help in thinking about
howsocial interventions operate. The idea is to sgérd5 minutes ‘brainstorming’
the following programme, in order to come up witlme mechanisms through which
it might work, and to highlight some differing cemts which might shape which
mechanisms are activated, and thus to suggestteonoe pattern of potential
successes and failures. You should be able to opmégth a whole list of different
reasons 'why' and 'for whom' and 'in what circums#a' such programmes might
work and (just as important) might not work. Taxuy@naginations and try to fill the
hypothesis grid.

1. A Smoking Cessation Programme. Your task is to develop the hypotheses to
evaluate a ‘shock campaign’ aimed at persuadinguealsmokers that theghould
never give up on giving upThe campaign takes the form a series of harajt20-
second promotions shown in TV commercial breakshEme shows a smoker (in
fixed frame, with a gradually closing focus) intate of intense physical pain. Each
patient attributes their terminal illness diredttysmoking and each one acknowledges
that they had always assumed it ‘could never happémem’. Each film ends with
the slogan about it being never too late give upksng and gives a help-line number
to call. The final frame reveals that ‘XY died neks after this interview was filmed.’
The campaign is run intensively in the evening sem@l channels for two-months
and then repeated one year later.

Think of some of the different potential reactidaghis campaign. Think of what
different viewers might think. Think of the differecircumstances (smoking habits,
health status, family, lifestyle, other health adyithat might prompt a different
reaction. Think of what subjects might go on tcadaa consequence of the message.

2. A Domestic Violence Programme. This time, your job is to formulate some
testable conjectures around an initiative to addrepeat domestic violence by
arresting perpetrators even where the inciderl&ively ‘minor’. In this programme
discretion is taken from the police officer calledncidents reporting domestic
violence. In all cases the alleged perpetratorrisséed though they may not
necessarily subsequently be charged.

Think, in this example, about variations in comntysietting, family composition,
sub-culture, and economic and employment circunes&nT hink too about
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differences in the men and women encounteringafagramme. How might
reactions vary in differing contexts? How might aeiour patterns then differ?

If interested in this case you might care to corapaur theorising with that of others
given the same task (Tilley 2000).

Therealist hypothesisgrid

Some plausible mechanisms Some potential contexts Some possible outcomes
M1 C1 01
Mg Cz 02
M3 Cs 03
Ma Cs O4
M5 C5 05
Mz Ce Os
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Appendix 2: Varieties of realism: Four pocket illus trations of
the approach

A. A gquantitative realist analysis

This example is taken from Duguid’s (2000) evalmatf a higher education course
in Canadian prisons. The core of the statisticalyeis is made up of a comparison
between the predicted rate of recidivism of men Wwad undergone the programme
and their actual rate. Readers are referred tbdbk for details of the definitions,
measures, time-intervals involved in these calautat It may be worth pointing out
that reconviction predictors are commonplace imemdronal services. The revolving
door of re-entry to prison turns at different rdimsdifferent groups and so there is
already a constant outcome pattern according taheh¢he offender is a school drop
out from a broken home, has an addiction problemmnitted violent offence, is of
certain age, has a family home to return to aflzase, and so on. The reconviction
predictor captures and weighs these factors pnogidiprobability score for the
recommittal/rehabilitation of any inmate.

Duguid’s basic hypothesis is that undergoing thes® will not be beneficial to all
but will impact significantly on quite differentgups of offenders. The table below
(Duguid, p. 216) is but one of dozens and dozem®woifparisons within the
programme’s subject group. It looks at what hescalhrd cases’, those prisoner-
students with ‘serious convictions’, from ‘brokeorhes’, who had ‘dropped out’ of
school. The table is subdivided into age categowesch identify further sub-groups
according to their age of admission on the curcenviction.

Sub-group Predicted Actual Difference
by age rehabilitation rate rehabilitation rate Gain under programme
16-21 43 69 +26
22-25 43 41 -2
26-30 40 41 +1
31-35 40 57 +18
36+ 47 89 +42

There are indeed successes and failures unearthiee analysis as can be seen in the
comparisons of actual and expected non-return @geaff hese are all men deeply
involved the dismal cycle of crime, yet the impatthe course on them is hugely
different. But this is not just a simple tale okademographics, because the standard
imprint of age is already taken into account indgonviction prediction. These
subgroups thus mark out different contexts in wkadhcation might light a different
spark. So why might the youngest of these tougtests benefit significantly from
the programme? Duguid posits a ‘shelter’ mechanismight be that the course
offers an ‘immediate second chancé&eforethese young men have to confront and
become drawn into the macho culture of the wingsanontinuing criminal career.
The benefit for the two older groups might be duecontrast, to ‘last chance’ and
‘maturation’ mechanisms. And for the group in theladle, it may be that education
cannot penetrate a set of ‘twenty-somethings’wioom criminal status might be
might bethe badge of honour recognised for survival on thelms
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It must be stressed that this snapshot of dataleWypotheseis development
‘Shelter’, ‘maturation’, the grabbing of ‘secondid’last chances’ and so on are
potential explanations for the above outcome patfEinese various claims are
hardened and refined in the rest of Duguid’s qaamte analysis in which he
compares the fate of differently composed sub-gspapd also in qualitative work in
which practitioners and subjects are able to vthie& reactions to opportunities and
constraints offered by an education-in-prison regim

B. A qualitative realist analysis

This example is taken from Campbell and MacPh&(02) evaluation of a peer-
education programme used as an HIV-preventioneglyah South Africa. In this
instance, a well-developed programme theory is egep for inspection using
gualitative data on the mechanisms by which thifqadar intervention was
delivered and the contexts that surrounded it. grfbgramme theory starts with the
idea that young people established norms abougseranduct in a process of
collective negotiation within group settings. Peducation settings thus might
provide an ideal context in which they might comgether to forge identities that
might challenge existing relationships and behagolat put their sexual health at
risk. It takes a degree of consciousness raisidghantual empowerment to resist
dominant gender and sexual norms - and the peposugontext, rather than HIV-
information alone, was thus a favoured vehicle.

Interviews and focus groups were held with bothrysekicators and subjects,
gathering information on group activities and tleegeived challenges in mounting

the intervention. These responses were then taped)ated and transcribed.
Transcripts were then analysed using the NUDISTwsoE for processing large
gualitative data sets. Here the realist formatmtext + mechanism = outcomnas

used was used to identify and code the processienanstances that were deemed to
influence the success (of failures) of the progranmachieving its desired outcome.

The overall finding is that the programme theorylinad above has little chance of
being developed and sustained (and thus havingnpaat) in the particular
circumstances of this South African trial. Jusea Df the of the critical contexts
uncovered are outlined here:

* The highly regulated nature of the school environtrieeer educators reported
that it was difficult to overcome the traditionditiactic teaching and rote
learning. Free discussion and argument had nagrtitibeen encouraged. Peer
leaders would drift back into chalk and talk; stuideautomatically raised hands to
ask questions.

» Teacher control of the programmEhe goal of empowerment requires that the
school should act in an advisory and non-direateeacity. Peer educators
reported that they fell under strict supervisiorgoidance teachers and principals,
leading to disputes on the content of the programme

» Biomedical emphasis of the programme contEnére was relatively little focus
on the social content of sexuality. Discussion mase likely to be focused on the
transmission of the virus and on simple behavioadgice on resisting sexual
advances.
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* Negative learner attitudes to the programms.levels of HIV have rocketed
many South Africans have responded with high legétienial. Accordingly,
some potential students ridiculed the programmeesting that peer leaders were
themselves HIV positive.

» Adult role models of sexual relationship&lmost half of the informants had
absent fathers and many referred to domestic tel@mtheir households.
Expectations about the quality of sexual relatigpskvere not high.

The authors argue that, as it is presently impléeterihis programme has little
chance of overcoming a whole configuration of spetsonal, family, school and
community constraints that mediate against saferedationships. They go on to
suggest the need for further measures that migiht fomore comprehensive HIV-
prevention strategy, capable of combating sombedd deeply-rooted contextual
impediments.

C. A formative realist evaluation

This example is taken from Clark and Goldstein@02) collaboration with
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department to addpgeblems of theft from
construction sites in their Charlie One distridar®e and Goldstein worked with the
local police to formulate a plausible strategyderitify a specific aspect of the
problem where a preventive mechanism could play$ielactivated. Though not
badged realist, the local strategy is realist gidoMoreover its formulation accords
with a realist approach and methodology in fornegvaluation.

Of all the property crimes occurring at constructstes (which also include, for
example, thefts of tools, materials, and plantark® and Goldstein, alongside the
local police officers and crime analyst, specificadentified theft of electrical goods
that had been installed in yet-to-be occupied hauBkeey note that these accounted
for 22% of commercial burglaries in the area. Thksyp found that plug-in rather than
hard wired appliances were most often taken, suggethat opportunist rather than
organised and determined thieves were at workk€land Goldstein provide a realist
account of the problem. In the context of new hogisievelopments the disparate
new residents were poorly placed and little mog&dab watch over unoccupied new
dwellings. Moreover with the comings and goinga abnstruction site they were
unlikely to notice suspicious movements of goodss Treated opportunities for
thieves to take high value disposable electricaldgahat could be readily sold.
Hence there was a relatively high rate of theiftthe

Clarke and Goldstein helped the local police thhmough which opportunity-
reducing mechanism would be most promising in tligseimstances. ‘Reward
removal’ comprised the obvious choice. The postpuwarg of the installation of plug-
in electrical goods until the dwelling was occupieauld deprive the prospective
thief of the key reward and incentive to the bunglthat had hitherto been available.

Lest such a conclusion might seem to the readetgaobvious to be worth stating,
it should be emphasised that this was not theegjyabeing adopted by builders or
promulgated by police. Indeed, less sharply focusetess realistically thought
through responses, had been tried but had notfoeed effective. These included,
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for example, police and private security patrogvyision of tips and contact numbers
to builders, establishment of watch schemes, affartargeted enforcement and so
on.

Clarke and Goldstein catalogue some of the impléatem issues that faced the
preferred strategy: most importantly persuadinddmg firms to alter their routine
installation practices at some cost in terms ofvearence. There was only partial
success in this. Clarke and Goldstein then traelspecific expected effects: the rates
of loss amongst builders participating in the scheim particular in relation to the
appliances whose risk of theft was reduced — thwaseplugged in. They also examine
changed rates in the most plausible substitutenoffe to try to gauge whether any
crimes saved have simply been switched to alteresti

The outcome focused findings were that theft ajeted appliances amongst the 12
participating builders fell from 4.0 per 100 house4.6 per 100, and of all appliances
from 5.7 to 3.5 (631 houses in test year). Amotigs¥d7 non-participating builders
the rate amongst targeted appliances fell front@l 1.8 and amongst all appliances
from 5.1 to 2.0 (1131 houses in test year). Oveaddis of target appliance burglary in
Charlie 1 fell from 4.0 to 1.6 and for all appli@scfrom 5.3 to 2.5 per 100 houses.
There were slight increases in the rest of the IGtiarMecklenburg police districts.
There was no evidence of displacement, but sonadfasion of benefits — the
production of positive effects beyond the operatiorach of measures brought about
in this case by a generalised reduction in the epgebenefit from theft.

D. A realist synthesis

This example is taken from Pawson’s (2002) reviévpuablic disclosure’ initiatives.
Such interventions involve some aspect of ‘undefgpmance’ or ‘failure’ or
‘misdemeanour’ being drawn to the attention of dewipublic, with the idea that
wider pressures can be brought to bear in ordenasten miscreants and bring them
into line. The underlying theory is a venerable,oméh more than a sprinkle of
scholarly overtones:

‘Sunlight is the best of disinfectant: electrichtghe most efficient policeman’ (Brandeis)
‘A good name is better than precious ointment’. (Esiasticus)

The theory is also a common one, such ‘naming hathsg’ schemes being brought
to bear across all policy arenas. The efficacyhefgrogramme theory is explored by
examining its success in five different domains:

» The Car Theft Index revealing makes and models emsity stolen

* Newspaper publicity revealing those householdsutifig on Poll-Tax payments
» Community notification of sex-offender (Megan’s Law

* Hospital rating systems (US Mortality Report Cards)

» Public natification of environmental damage (US itdReleases Inventory)

The synthesis used available evidence from a yapigbrimary sources. There is no
space here to report on the whole gamut of outcpsudfice to say they were
typically mixed, with the ‘adverse’ publicity sonmaes being countermanded,
overlooked, ignored, resented, and even enjoyeédferent measure in different
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circumstances. The most successful interventioeangual to be the Car Theft Index
(at least in its very first incarnation). One maauitirer performed particularly badly
(seven ranges of cars were identified as ‘high riskhe '92 report and Ford made six
of them) and subsequently made rapid steps toftnansts security system.

It is important to make the conclusions of the egvclear. The assertionngtthat

public disclosure works only to combat car crimd anno other domains (indeed in

recent times the Car Theft Index seems to cretfie piublic interest and all new cars

come well-protected electronically). The point airking though the five

comparisons is that they reveal the contextual itiomg that assist the operation of

the disclosure mechanism and the public resportgecdnclusion is thus a theory

about the conditions necessary to sustain the rpamd shaming and sanction

sequence. The paper hypothesises that CTI work#&dnwis 1992 outing because:

* the shamed party was an ‘aspirational’ insiderhwitreputation to protect (I

» the shaming mechanism could be dovetailed with keiasanctions’, with loss of
sales bringing the company to heel as well asdbssputation (Q)

» the disclosure carried intense ‘media interestthwlie ‘one key fits all’ headline
proving irresistible ()

» the public data allowed for ‘unambiguous’ resporisieeing much easier to
purchase a rival model than choose a differentitadg&,)

» the shamer (the Home Office) had exemplary ‘watghdcedentials, which gave
authority to the index (§

The odd one or two of these characteristics apjhi¢lde other intended applications
but they do not occur in concert. It is the confagion of characteristics that seems to
be crucial. Note also that the theory produced lsetansferable, the contexts are
described at a middle level of abstraction andasole examined as part of the
evaluation of any future public disclosure intertiem.
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Appendix 3: ‘Would it work here?’

This is one of the most crucial, and most difficgliestions confronting evaluation. It
is a vital issue because it is what practitionespecially, really want to know.
Innovations often run in waves. Sometimes it isadten of considering whether to
follow a current programming fashion. Sometimes,itiitial trials and pilots of a

new initiative emerge with really promising resulé$ this point local practitioners
and funders begin to ponder, ‘would it work on patch?’

Methodologically speaking, there isn't a more difili question around. Repeating
success is not just a question of imitating sldyi#iie day to day workings of a
programme. What has to be considered is the €bl® configuration of the
intervention. Gomm (2000), writing in the realistdition, has produced a useful
checklist that policy makers and practitioners rigge in thinking though (that
phrase again!) whether to mount their own versiioa thriving programme. It is
adapted in the following table, with column A refeg the established and successful
programme, column B referring to the new potendehtion, and the third column
asking some pertinent questions about the diffagnc

System A

System B

Desirability and/or feasibility of
changing practice, procedures
and context of system B to
match those of system A

The innovation

What are the salient features
of the innovation as it is
currently used in system A?

What are the salient features
of the innovation as it is
intended to be used in system
B?

Where there is a mismatch, could
and should the system B adopt the
same innovation as is used by
system A?

The resources

What resources were used in
producing the outcomes (staff
time, money, equipment,
space, etc) in system A?

What resources are available
to system B?

Has system B got the resources to
emulate the practice of system A?
If not, would it be feasible or
desirable for system B to enhance
or redeploy resources?

The people What are the salient [ What are the salient | Insofar as there is a mismatch,
characteristics of the key | characteristics of the key | would it be desirable or feasible to
actors in system A in terms of | actors in system B? recruit different staff, invest in
expertise, experience, training, go through teambuilding
commitment and so on? activities etc?

Institutional How far were the outcomes [ How  far ~ does  the | Insofar as there are differences,

factors dependent on (for example) | organisational structure | would it be feasible or desirable to

organisational / departmental
structure, organisational
culture, etc

and/or culture of system B
determine practice?

change the institutional structures
and/or cultures in system B?

Environmental How far were the outcomes | How far is the external | Insofar as there is a difference,

factors dependent on  particular | environment of system B | would it be feasible or desirable to
environmental factors (e.g. | comparable? change the external environment of
political, legislative, etc)? system B?

Measures What  baseline, process, | Does system B (or could it) | Would it be desirable or feasible for
outcome and other measures | use the same measures: system B to change the way it
were used to evaluate measures and records practice?
success?
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Procedures

What exactly was done in
system A that led to the
outcomes reported?

Does system B do exactly the
same (or could it)?

Insofar as there are differences,
would it be desirable or feasible for
system B to change what it does?

Outcomes

What were the key outcomes,
for whom, at what cost, and
what are they attributable to
(see previous rows)? What
was the cost per successful
outcome?

What key outcomes are
measured in system B? Are
they achieved for the same
actors as in system 1?7 What
outcomes does system B
achieve that system A does
not? To what are these
outcomes attributable? What
is the cost per successful
outcome in system B?

Insofar as the outcomes are
different, to what are the differences
attributable? Are there outcomes
that system B is not achieving that it
would be desirable for it to? Could
system B achieve the same
outcomes at a lower cost? Would
system B have to forgo some
current outcomes in order to
achieve the same outcomes as
system A?
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