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Abstract

The role of the Scottish Executive’s policy on social inclusion – now the social justice policy – is to reduce the degree of disadvantage experienced by certain sections of Scotland’s population.  In order to monitor the success of this policy, suitable ways of evaluating its components need to be identified.  This paper examines some of the issues surrounding the evaluation process.  Key factors to be taken into account in devising a means of evaluation are identified.  These include the importance of measuring both the tangible and intangible outcomes of social inclusion policy, and also the importance of using both quantitative and qualitative data to measure the full effects of such policies.  The paper also examines the extent to which the Scottish Executive’s current policy is evaluated according to these principles, and the implications that this may have for future policy in this area. 
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1. Introduction

This paper documents the evolution of Scotland’s Social Inclusion Strategy and the Scottish Executive’s related policy framework since the strategy’s introduction in 1999.  It examines the issues surrounding the evaluation of public policy in this area, and attempts to identify the extent to which these evaluation methods have been applied within Scotland over the course of the strategy’s implementation.  It also highlights the difficulties involved in successfully evaluating the components of an evolving strategy in terms of both information availability and usefulness.

2. The History of Social Inclusion in Scotland

Over the last ten years there has been a significant shift in emphasis with respect to social welfare policy in the UK.  Traditional economic concepts of poverty and deprivation that had previously underpinned Government thinking with regard to its economic policies have given way to new ideas relating to “social exclusion”, “social inclusion” and “social justice”.  Within the Scottish framework, the Scottish Executive’s Social Inclusion Strategy has encompassed these principles, although in developing its strategy initially, the Executive did not explicitly define what it meant by social inclusion:

“In developing this strategy, the Government and the Scottish Social Inclusion Network have agreed a ‘vision’ of social inclusion in Scotland.  Our vision is of a Scotland in which:

- every child, whatever his or her social or economic background, has the best possible start in life

-there are opportunities to work for all those who are able to do so

- those who are unable to work or are beyond the normal working age have a decent quality of life

-everyone is enabled and encouraged to participate to the maximum of their potential”

(Scottish Executive, 1999)

Since 1999 there has been a significant amount of debate regarding precisely what constitutes social inclusion.  One of the most comprehensive definitions of the concept is the one devised by the Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion:

“Social inclusion is the process by which efforts are made to ensure that everyone, regardless of their experiences and circumstances, can achieve their potential in life.  To achieve social inclusion, income and employment are necessary but not sufficient.

An inclusive society is also characterised by a striving for reduced inequality, a balance between individuals rights and duties and increased social cohesion.”

        (Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion, 2002).

In terms of putting this definition into practice at a policy level, they further conclude that:

“Social inclusion is achieved when individuals or areas do not suffer from the negative effects of unemployment, poor skills, low income, poor housing, crime, bad health, family problems, limited access to services and rurality, e.g. remoteness, sparsity, isolation and high costs.”

(Centre for Economics and Social Inclusion, 2002)

The Scottish Executive’s early social inclusion strategy very clearly focussed on the factors cited above.  The strategy was based around three Policy Action Teams whose remits were:

“Excluded young people: what more can be done in relation to excluded young people, with a particular emphasis on 16-21 year olds; the particular exclusion faced by young people not in education, employment or training; the experience of care-leavers; young homeless people; young drug misusers; young disabled people; plugging gaps in service provision; developing preventative approaches.

Inclusive communities: devolving decision making to community level; widening community participation in decision-making processes; building community capacity; resourcing communities; developing the concept of ‘active citizenship’ through participation in voluntary and community activity, community and further education, and sport and the arts; broadening participation to include young people and marginalized groups.

Impact of local anti-poverty action: assessing the effectiveness and sustainability of local anti-poverty action including food co-operatives, credit unions, local exchange and trading schemes, and fuel poverty initiatives; action to ensure correct entitlements to benefits are met; the potential contribution of labour market initiatives; contribution of the social economy.” 

(Scottish  Executive, 1999)

In 2002, the Executive’s social inclusion strategy was revised to embrace the concept of  “social justice”, although it is difficult in some respects to see the difference between the two.  Once again the Executive used a ‘vision statement’ to move its agenda forward.  Specifically, this was articulated as follows:

“Our vision for delivering social justice in Scotland:

A Scotland in which every child matters, where every child, regardless of their family background, has the best possible start in life. 

A Scotland in which every young person had the opportunities, skills and support to make a successful transition to working life and active citizenship.

A Scotland in which every family is able to support itself –  with work for those who can and security for those who can’t.

A Scotland in which every person beyond working age has a decent quality of life.

A Scotland in which every person both contributes to and benefits from the community in which they live.

(Scottish Executive, 2002)

In terms of actual policy, one effect of this re-orientation was that the original twenty-nine milestones of the social inclusion policy were grouped into five themes reflecting the five component parts of the vision, although it does not appear that any of the milestones was significantly altered as a consequence.

Specifically, these groups are:

Children
1. Reducing the proportion of our children living in workless households.

2. Reducing the proportion of our children living in low income households.

3. Increasing the proportions of our children who attain the appropriate levels in reading, writing and maths by the end of Primary 2 and Primary 7.

4. All of our children will have access to quality care and early learning before entering school.

5. Improving the well being of our young children through reductions in the proportion of women smoking during pregnancy, reductions in the percentage of low birth-weight babies, reductions in dental decay among 5 year olds, and by increasing the proportion of women breastfeeding.

6. Reducing the number of households, and particularly families with children, living in temporary accommodation.

Young people

7. Halving the proportion of 16-19 year olds who are not in education, training or employment.

8. All our young people leaving local authority care will have achieved at least English and Maths Standard Grades and have access to appropriate housing options.

9. Bringing the poorest-performing 20% of pupils, in terms of Standard Grade achievement, closer to the performance of all pupils.

10. Reducing by a third the days lost every year through exclusion from school and truancy.

11. Improving the health of young people through reductions in smoking by 12-15 year olds, teenage pregnancies among 13-15 year olds, and the rate of suicides among young people.

12. No one has to sleep rough.

Families and working age people

13. Reducing the proportion of unemployed working age people.

14. Reducing the proportion of working age people with low incomes.

15. Increasing the employment rates of groups, such as lone parents and ethnic minorities, that are relatively disadvantaged in the labour market.

16. Increasing the proportion of students from under-represented, disadvantaged groups, and areas in higher education compared with the overall student population in higher education.

17. Increasing the proportion of people with learning disabilities able to live at home or in a ‘homely’ environment.

18. Improving the health of families by reducing smoking, alcohol misuse, poor diet and mortality rates from coronary heart disease.

Older people
19. Reducing the proportion of older people with low incomes.

20. Increasing the proportion of working age people contributing to a non-state pension.

21. Increasing the proportion of older people able to live independently by doubling the proportion of older people receiving respite care at home and increasing home care opportunities.

22. Increasing the number of older people taking physical exercise and reducing the rates of mortality from coronary heart disease and the prevalence of respiratory disease.

23. Reducing the fear of crime among older people.

Communities

24. Reducing the gap in unemployment rates between the worst areas and the average rate for Scotland.

25. Reducing the incidence of drug misuse in general and of injections and sharing of needles in particular.

26. Reducing crime rates in disadvantaged areas.

27. Increasing the quality and variety of homes in our most disadvantaged communities.

28. Increasing the number of people from all communities taking part in voluntary activities.

29. Accelerating the number of households in disadvantaged areas with access to the Internet.

In July 2004, the Executive announced a further amendment to its existing policy under the headings of “Closing the Opportunity Gap” or “ A Partnership for A Better Scotland” (Scottish Executive, 2004).  It can be argued that this represented a return to a somewhat more traditional focus on poverty, although aspects of the existing social inclusion/social justice policy were very much in evidence.  

Specifically, the aims of this new policy are:

“- to prevent individuals or families from falling into poverty

- to provide routes out of poverty for individuals and families; and

- to sustain individuals or families in a lifestyle free from poverty.”

The objectives of the policy are:

“- to increase the chances of sustained employment for vulnerable and disadvantaged groups – in order to lift them permanently out of poverty

- to improve the confidence and skills of the most disadvantaged children and young people – in order to provide them with the greatest chance of avoiding poverty when they leave school

- to reduce the vulnerability of low income families to financial exclusion and multiple debts – in order to prevent them becoming over-indebted and/or to lift them out of poverty
- to regenerate the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods – in order that people living there can take advantage of job opportunities and improve their quality of life

- to increase the rate of improvement of the health status of people living in the most deprived communities – in order to improve their quality of life, including their employability prospects

- to improve access to high quality services for the most disadvantaged groups and individuals in rural communities – in order to improve their quality of life and enhance their access to opportunity.”


(Scottish Executive, 2004)

As can be seen above, within the context of the policy statement itself, all three aims are focussed on poverty, which had previously been argued to be a sub-set of social inclusion, rather than social inclusion or social justice in its entirety.  Taking this a stage further, of the six objectives of the policy, three explicitly mention poverty, which in one case is linked to the idea of “financial exclusion” as a key issue, rather than social exclusion.  The remaining three objectives all focus on quality of life, which may be seen as more closely aligning them with the social inclusion/justice agenda, but all three also mention either job opportunities, employability or access to opportunity.  This suggests once again that the link between employment, income and inclusiveness is being re-inforced in this latest version of the strategy.  Whether this represents a significant change in the strategy is debatable, as these elements were always present, but what is different is the renewed emphasis upon them compared to the other softer, more qualitative, aspects of the original social inclusion strategy.  This gives rise to the possibility that at least part of this re-focussing arises from the need to actually measure the extent to which progress has been made with the strategy.  This is likely to be easier to do in those areas where data is freely available.  Consequently, the evaluation of the success of the social inclusion strategy may depend upon both what is being measured and how it is being measured.  This is the focus of the rest of this paper.

Before proceeding to look at the alternative methods that can be used to evaluate  social policy, however, it is interesting to note that the ten targets identified as underpinning the six objectives listed above are all ones for which quantitative data is either available or could be made available.  These targets, which were announced in December 2004, are:

A. Reduce the number of workless people dependent on Department of Work and Pensions benefits in Glasgow, North and South Lanarkshire, Renfrewshire and Inverclyde, Dundee and West Dumbartonshire by 2007 and by 2010.

B. Reduce the proportion of 16-19 year olds who are not in education, training or employment by 2008.

C. Public sector and large employers to tackle aspects of in-work poverty by providing employees with the opportunity to develop skills and progress in their career, NHS Scotland will set an example by providing 1000 job opportunities, with support for training and progression once in post, between 2004 and 2006 to people who are currently economically inactive or unemployed.

D. To reduce health inequalities by increasing the rate of improvement for under 75 Coronary Heart Disease mortality and under 75 cancer mortality (1995-2003) for the most deprived communities by 15% by 2008.

E. By 2008, ensure that children and young people who need it have an integrated package of appropriate health, care and education support.

F. Increase the average tariff score of the lowest attaining 20% of S4 pupils by 5% by 2008.

G. By 2007 ensure that at least 50% of all “looked after” young people leaving care have entered education, employment or training.

H. By 2008, improve service delivery in rural areas so that agreed improvements to accessibility and quality are achieved for key services in remote and disadvantaged communities,

J. To promote community regeneration of the most deprived neighbourhoods, through improvements by 2008 in employability, education, health, access to local services, and quality of the local environment.

K. By 2008 increase the availability of appropriate financial services and money advice to disadvantaged communities to reduce their vulnerability to financial exclusion and multiple debts.

Targets A, B, C, D, and F can be measured using existing Government data sources.  Targets E, G, H and J refer to publicly funded services into which these targets can be integrated and/or related performance indicators set to encourage their achievement, and Target K refers to existing national initiatives to encourage “social banking” facilities to be provided in designated areas, for example via the Post Office network or “credit unions”.  It might appear from this, therefore, that the policy goalposts have moved in such a way as to make them more transparent in terms of ease of measurement, although this may well not have been the only motivation for the change.

3. Evaluating the Success of the Social Inclusion Strategy – Key Issues

Monitoring and evaluation of the social inclusion/social justice strategy are necessary in order to ensure that the related expenditure is used effectively given that the funded organisations that put the strategy into operation are accountable to the Scottish Executive, the Scottish Parliament and the taxpayer.  Although further social inclusion funding may be raised by the voluntary sector, it is the publicly provided funding that is the focus of this paper.  Correspondingly the evaluation techniques identified here are principally those that are used at governmental level, while other techniques, which may be more appropriate for the evaluation of particular initiatives, for example specific social inclusion projects, are excluded from this analysis.

Within the social policy framework, a distinction can be made between policy monitoring and policy evaluation.  Monitoring examines both the inputs and the outputs relating to the policy process.  Evaluation, on the other hand, has a greater focus on the outcomes of policy initiatives, that is their success or failure.  Rossi and Freeman (1993) identify a number of reasons for evaluating a policy or strategy:

“Evaluations are undertaken for a variety of reasons: to judge the worth of on-going programmes and to estimate the usefulness of attempts to improve them; to assess the utility of new programmes and initiatives; to increase the effectiveness of programme management and administration; and to satisfy the accountability of programme sponsors.” (Rossi and Freeman, 1993, p3) 

Evaluations may either:

- “take the form of performance measurement, that is looking at the outputs against a pre-set series of targets, or against the outputs of previous years, or similar organisations; or

- take account of the process of service delivery, that is looking not only at the outcomes of a particular project, but also looking at how well the delivery meets the needs of users; or

- be explicitly concerned with value for money.  This involves a concern for how economically, efficiently and effectively a particular project is delivering its services”   (Kelly, 2003)

Regardless of which of these three options is chosen, it is difficult to isolate the policy specific effects from wider environmental effects.  For example, with respect to social inclusion policy, a boom in the economy will create jobs and raise incomes in such a way as to reduce the level of poverty and/or social exclusion.  This evidence can not, however, be used with any justification to state that the prevailing social inclusion policy has been successful.  In recognition of this, central government attempts to measure the ‘additionality’ resulting from social inclusion policy.  This concept is defined as follows:

“The success of government intervention in terms of increasing output or employment in a given target area is usually assessed in terms of its ‘additionality’.  This is the net, rather than its gross, impact after making allowances for what would have happened in the absence of intervention.”

(HM Treasury, 2003)

More specifically, HM Treasury (2003) states that figures must be adjusted for:

“ ‘Leakage’, that benefits those outside of the spatial area or group which the intervention is intended to benefit.

‘Deadweight’ which refers to outcomes which would have occurred without intervention.  Its scale can be estimated by assessing what would have happened in the ‘do minimum’ case, ensuring that due allowance is made for other impacts which impact on net additionality.

‘Displacement’ and ‘substitution’ impacts which are closely related.  They measure the extent to which the benefits of a project are offset by reductions of output or employment elsewhere.”

Data may be collected in a variety of ways, for example using either quantitative methods such as surveys or through qualitative methods such as interviews and focus groups.  What is important, however, is that the data should be as precise as possible in terms of excluding the influences of the factors cited above.  This may not always be easy to do in practice.

In addition to this, the nature of social inclusion itself has implications for the way in which social inclusion policy should be evaluated.  Specifically, social inclusion:

 - is a relative rather than an absolute concept, that is what constitutes inclusion is determined by what society views as normal

- is a participative process and so process outcomes need to be measured/evaluated

- can be viewed as an active process and so actions need to be taken by policy makers to encourage inclusion,

- is subjective, that is only the individual concerned can truly identify whether or not they feel included and this subjectivity needs to be taken into account 

(although more recent definitions of social inclusion have  seen it as society’s job to identify social inclusion rather than  the individual’s)

(adapted from Kelly, 2003)

A further aspect relating to the choice of evaluation method is that of client group, that is many of the individuals who are recipients or beneficiaries of social inclusion policies may experience difficulty in articulating their views in relation to these policies, but without their participation the conclusions to be drawn from any evaluation may not be as robust as would be desirable.

This in turn raises the issue of the difficulties involved in measuring and evaluating the more intangible aspects of social inclusion policy.  For example, it may be difficult to evaluate the contribution to individual or group well being of training and confidence building initiatives, unless there is a specific tangible outcome such as employment.  If policy evaluation is to be effective, intangible outcomes such as increased levels of confidence need to be turned into measurable concepts.  Failure to do so will result in the under-estimation of the benefits arising from social inclusion policies, with possibly negative consequences for their funding.  Consequently, a good, effective evaluation methodology will be one that is linked to the targeting or resources and which is capable of being explained relatively simply to the stakeholders involved in the policy process.

Given that much of the policy delivery process occurs at regional or local governmental level, it is at this level that most of the data regarding alternative evaluation methods can be found.  Stewart and Walsh (1992) and Sanderson (1998) note that the search for effective evaluation methods has been driven by successive government initiatives which have focussed on “value for money”, and consequently there has been a need to prove that services meet this criterion.  This has been supplemented by changes to public sector management practices to mirror those prevalent in the private sector, and the corresponding move towards ‘customer focus’ strategies, which place a higher emphasis on meeting the ‘customers’ rather than the ‘clients’ expectations regarding the services provided.  The various techniques that have been used in recent years to evaluate performance are summarised in Table 1.

With respect to the use of performance indicators to measure and evaluate the success of social inclusion policies, it can be argued that the use of such measures leads to a short-run focus on outputs rather than a longer run focus on outcomes, which ideally are what should be measured within this context.  For example, Smith (1995) and Palmer (1993) both note that policy evaluation has been heavily focussed on tangible measures, at the expense of attempts to measure the more intangible results of social inclusion policy, that is, its actual outcomes.  This correspondingly makes ‘best value’ and the citizen’s charter more difficult to use in order to evaluate service provision as some stakeholders, for example those who have difficulty in communicating their views, may in effect be disenfranchised by the use of such methods on which they do not have either the opportunity or the ability to commentate (Brown and Elrick, 1997).  In addition, it may be tempting to downplay, or even ignore, the relatively intangible aspects of the citizen’s charter such as ‘openness’, ‘courtesy’ and ‘helpfulness’ if proof of quality of service delivery is required and this can only easily be obtained via the use of tangible measures.  Indeed, this may at least in part explain why the notion of the Citizen’s charter seems to have disappeared from the political scene.

Table 1 Alternative Performance Measurement/Evaluation Methods

	Technique


	Description

	Performance indicators


	Performance indicators are a measure of an organisation’s performance in exercising a function

	Best Value
	Best value is a duty to deliver services to clear standards – covering both cost and quality – by the most effective, economic and efficient means available.  In carrying out this duty organisations will be accountable to local people and have a responsibility to central government in its role as representative of the broader national interest.



	Benchmarking
	Benchmarking is the continuous process of measuring products, services and practices against the toughest competitors or those companies recognised as industry leaders, that is the search for industry best practices that will lead to superior performance.



	DIN ISO 9000-9004
	The DIN ISO 9000-9004 is an internationally recognised benchmark for quality management.



	Citizen’s Charter
	The Citizen’s Charter, launched in 1991, was a ten-year programme which aimed to raise the standard of public services and to make them more responsive to the needs and wishes of users.

The Charter was based on six key principles:

- standards

- information and openness

- choice and consultation

- courtesy and helpfulness

- putting things right; and

- value for money




(Source: Kelly, 2003) 

Within the Scottish context, much of the responsibility for the actual delivery of the social inclusion/social justice policy lies with the Social Inclusion Partnerships (SIPs).  These are local bodies composed of representatives from local authorities, health boards, the voluntary sector, community representatives, universities and colleges and, to a lesser extent, the private sector.  SIPs are designed to co-ordinate the social inclusion related work of their component parts in order to avoid overlap and the waste of resources.  Consequently each SIP has the remit to design and fund local strategies to tackle social exclusion and to promote social inclusion/social justice.  Each of the 48 SIPs is expected to undertake monitoring and evaluation of its own activities in order to: 

- “provide a framework in which objectives are set in terms of realistic targets and realistic resource assumptions and timescales;

- allow progress towards the achievement of objectives to be monitored;

- allow scrutiny of cost-effective operation at activity level;

- provide feedback for management purposes;

- enable only objective assessment of where adjustments and improvements might be made in order to ensure maximum impact towards regeneration goals;

- allow examination of the mechanisms of programme delivery;

- give funders assurance that investment is being put to effective use;

- to learn lessons for the future.”

(Scottish Executive, 1999)

The information provided by the SIPs is designed to be fed back to the Scottish Executive in order to help it in turn to evaluate the success or otherwise of the overall social inclusion/social justice strategy.  As this point in time, however, there is insufficient evidence within the public domain to gauge the efficiency of this process.  The Scottish Executive was invited to give a view on this within the context of the research that underpins this paper but declined to comment on this area.  While some of the targets identified can make use of existing databases, additional information often needs to be collected on the so-called ‘soft indicators’ which involves the use of qualitative data collection methods.  These indicators include both compulsory measures such as ‘fear of crime’ and ‘satisfaction with the area’, and optional measures such as ‘individual or family empowerment’.  The process for monitoring SIPs activities is shown in Table 2.

Some of this data collection takes place at the level of individuals, for example in terms of assessing a person’s ‘self confidence’ or ‘preparedness for work’, and how this has changed during their participation in a project.  While such information can be valuable at local level, it is, however, relatively difficult to aggregate effectively as a measure of broader policy success.  This demonstrates the conflicting nature of social inclusion work in terms of evaluation, that is, the implementation of a policy may have a significant and important effect on those who are directly involved, but it may be difficult to justify the related expenditure to the wider public who do not benefit from it directly.  Consequently in terms of the wider evaluation of such policies, measures of service quality are more frequently used as these cover a broader range and, in some cases, are easier to measure.  This in turn raises the issues of who or what the evaluation data is actually for, that is should data collection be targeted towards those measures which are most acceptable to the funder (who provides the inputs) or to the users (who have an interest in the outcomes).  It may be that at least some of the data collected can be used for both purposes, but in other cases the data requirement may be different depending upon the perspectives of the relevant stakeholders.

Table 2 Scottish Executive Monitoring and Evaluation Requirements for SIPs

Defining the Social Inclusion Partnership’s vision and objectives

Defining the indicators that will be measured


Setting targets for each indicator which define the outcomes that the SIP would like to achieve


Putting together the baseline information for the indicators that have been identified


Setting out the SIP’s ‘inputs’ in a resource schedule


Putting together a plan for measuring the compulsory indicators and the other indicators that the SIP has chosen


Setting out all of the above in a monitoring plan

Making quarterly financial returns

Summarising progress and setting out forward strategies in an annual report, and regular appraisal by the Scottish Executive


Interim and final evaluations

                                                                                              (Scottish Executive, 1999)

In terms of assessing service quality, Martin and Kettner (1996) identify five main quality dimensions in relation to social programmes – reliability, responsiveness, assurance, empathy and tangibles:

“Reliability means providing services in a consistent fashion; always being friendly, polite and considerate (assurance); always attempting to understand client needs (empathy); always speaking with clients in understandable language (communication) and so forth.  

(Martin and Kettner, 1996, p.43)

In addition to this, the tangible elements include the appearance of the facilities, equipment, personnel and the published materials involved in programme delivery.  Both the tangibles and the intangibles listed above need to be measured in some way.

Failure to include the intangible elements of social inclusion policies can lead to the under-estimation of the success of an initiative, for example a SIP project or programme, with possible consequences in terms of a loss of future funding.  Given that intangibles are more frequently amenable to assessment using qualitative data, it can be argued that relying solely on quantitative analysis can lead to a mis-allocation of resources.  Specifically, Whitting (1989) argues:

“Social and economic welfare programmes generate outputs which cannot be measure solely in monetary or cost terms.  There is a danger therefore that this [Cost Benefit] analysis is more readily used in those areas where benefits are more easily expressed in financial terms.  Consequently, this might lead to a redistribution of resources to those area where analysis has been easier to apply, rather than to those areas where services are more effective.” 

(Whitting, 1989, p4)

In conclusion, therefore, there are a number of issues surrounding the evaluation of social inclusion/social justice policies.  These can be summarised as follows:

- Is the focus of the evaluation process performance measurement, the process of service delivery itself or value for money?

- Are existing evaluation methods – performance indicators, best value, benchmarking, DIN ISO 9000-9004, the Citizen’s Charter – sufficient?

- To what extent is the net ‘additionality’ effect of policy being measured, and have allowances been made for leakage, deadweight and displacement and substitution effects?

- Do intangible as well as tangible factors need to be measured, and if so, how?

-What types of data are available, and what type of data needs to be collected in order to measure the success or failure of the policy?

- What mix of quantitative and qualitative data is appropriate?

- How would the stakeholders, for example Government or client groups, prefer to have the policies evaluated?

- Are there conflicts between stakeholder groups when it comes to project/policy evaluation? If so, whose needs should predominate in assessing success or failure?

- To what extent does project evaluation at local level, for example via the SIPs, feed back into the evaluation of policy at national level?

The next section examines the extent to which answers to these questions can be found in relation to the Scottish social inclusion/social justice policy.  It should be noted at this stage, however that this is still ‘work in progress’ so that definitive answers to some of these questions cannot reasonably be expected at this point.

4. Evaluating the Success of the Social Inclusion Strategy – The Scottish Executive’s Approach

In terms of the alternatives available, the Scottish Executive has via the “Social Justice Annual Report (SJAR)” which was produced annually between 2000 and 2003, taken a fairly quantitative approach to evaluation.  The data sources used to track the 29 milestones include:

- 5-14 attainment levels

- schools attendance and absence data

- Scottish Qualifications Agency database

- further and higher education participation rates provided by the funding councils

- community care statistics

- death data

- General Registrar for Scotland population projections

- the Households Below Average Income (HBAI) dataset

- the Labour Force Survey

- rough sleepers estimate

- statistical return from local authorities based on homeless person’s legislation

- Scottish crime survey

- Scottish drugs misuse database

- Scottish health survey

- self reported health data

- Scottish household survey

- Social Inclusion Partnership monitoring and evaluation data

In terms of actual progress towards the milestones, the Social Justice Annual Report (2003) provides the most comprehensive and recent source material.  According to the Scottish Executive’s own evaluation, progress was being made towards the achievement of 17 of the 29 milestones.  With respect to the remaining 12, there had been no change in the data compared to 2002 for 9 of them; while in two cases the data was moving in the wrong direction; and in the final case, there was insufficient data to come to a conclusion.

Taking the milestones by group, the progress made on them can be summarised as follows:

Children
Progress has been made on milestones 1-4 (see section 2 for details of these milestones), but milestones 5 and 6 have proved problematic.  In the case of milestone 5, the Social Justice Annual reports for 2001 and 2002 indicated that progress had been made, but this appears to have halted in 2003.  The most intractable problem within this category, however, related to milestone 6 – reducing the number of households, and particularly families with children living in temporary accommodation – as the number of people in this category appeared to have increased.  It should be noted, however, that this may in part be attributable to improved data collection methods which now record “hidden” homelessness, such as people staying temporarily with friends or relatives, as well as those who are officially classified as homeless because they are staying in Bed and Breakfast accommodation.

Young People
According to SJAR (2003) progress has been made on just 2 of the 6 milestones – 11 and 12 – while there has been no change for 3 of them – 7, 8 and 9 – and a reversal of progress for one.  The biggest challenge in this area, therefore, appears to relate to milestone 10 – reducing by a third the days lost every year through exclusion from school and truancy.  While it is comparatively easy to record the number of days lost, the reasons why these have occurred may require further investigation via the use of qualitative research to identify the source of the problem.  This might take the form of interviews with teachers, truants and those who have been excluded in order to identify the reasons for this trend.  As a first step, the Scottish Executive could make use of existing SIP related research where available in order to provide the policy link between local and national level.

A further analysis of the data from SJAR (2000), SJAR (2001) and SJAR (2002) reveals, however, that there are also issues in relation to those milestones for which no change has been recorded in SJAR (2003).  Specifically, across this period there has been no change at all in relation to milestone 9 – bringing the poorest performing 20% of pupils, in terms of Standard Grade achievement, closer to the performance of all pupils – where the position was the same in both 2000 and 2003.  There has similarly been little progress in relation to milestone 7 – halving the proportion of 16-19 year olds who are not in education, training or employment – as performance on this measure deteriorated in 2001 and has remained stable since then.  Finally, the previous lack of data on milestone 8 means that “no change” in this context cannot be truly relied upon as an outcome as measurement problems obviously still exist here.

Families and Working Age People
With respect to the 6 milestones in this category, SJAR (2003) notes progress for 5 milestones and “no change” for one, namely milestone 14 – reducing the proportion of working age people with low incomes.  Tracking back through the previous SJARs reveals a disturbing pattern with respect to this milestone whereby “no change” was recorded in 2000 and 2001, followed by a deterioration  (an increase in the proportion of those on low incomes) in 2002.  This means that the position regarding this milestone is actually worse than it was originally.  It should be noted, however, that the Scottish Executive’s ability to influence this milestone is limited as the methods that could be used to tackle it, such as actions relating to the benefits system, are reserved matters for the Westminster Parliament.

Older People
Of the 5 milestones in this category, progress was being made on 4 with only milestone 20 – increasing the proportion of working age people contributing to a non-state pension – showing “no change”.  This continued the trend of previous years.  Once again, however, the Scottish Executive has no power to influence this measure directly as pensions are also a reserved item, although indirect intervention such as media campaigns to encourage additional pension saving could be launched by the Executive in practice.

Communities
The data here is much more mixed.  Of the 6 milestones in this category, only 2 – 27 and 29 – are showing signs of progress.  Three milestones – 24, 25 and 28 – are in the “no change” category, while milestone 26 – reducing crime rates in disadvantaged areas – has been identified as having “insufficient data” to measure its (lack of) progress.  This has been the case since this milestone was established in 1999.  Once again, this type of data might be collected at SIP level, but if it is then it is not being fed through, at least in sufficient quantity, to inform the national policy evaluation.  It is also possible that, even if the police did record data at this level of disaggregation, there would be still significant under-reporting of crime levels in these areas.  This is, however, highly speculative so all that can be done at this point is to note that such a gap exists.

With respect to those milestones for which there has been “no change”, this has been the case throughout the duration of the social inclusion/social justice policy for milestone 24; since 2001 for milestone 25, prior to which there was a deterioration in the data; and in the case of milestone 28 there has been a failure to build on previous progress in this area.

Summary
The analysis above indicates that progress has been made on just over half of the milestones (17 out of 29) since 1999.  Least progress appears to have been made in those areas relating to young people and communities.  A number of reasons have been suggested for this including an inability to measure particular aspects of the milestones using existing quantitative data; the Scottish Executive’s inability to take action in those areas for which it does not have devolved powers; and the lack of supplementary qualitative data in some areas, even where collection of relevant (or at least indicative) data might be possible, for example at SIP level.  Overall, however, the Scottish Executive is pleased with the progress made to date, although it also acknowledges that there is still further progress to be made:

“We are delivering social justice for Scotland.  Four years since devolution, we continue to make real progress in tackling poverty and disadvantage and promoting social inclusion.  The statistics speak for themselves….. And now we have more and better data for every milestone bar one.  But we also know that more work needs to be done in many areas:

- to close the gap in the performance of pupils, and improve attendance

- to give children a permanent home

- to get more 16-19 year olds into education, training or employment.”

(Margaret Curran, Minister for Communities in SJAR (2003) page v)

Exactly how each of the Scottish Executive’s conclusions regarding the milestones are arrived at is examined in a reasonable degree of detail in the body of the SJAR (2003).  What is interesting, however, is that there is a heavy reliance on nationally published data sources and it is not always clearly apparent how the monitoring and evaluation of the individual Social Inclusion Partnerships activities is fed back into the overall national evaluation.  Indeed previous research in this field (Kelly, 2003) reveals that those working in the social inclusion/social justice arena have concerns regarding this issue.  This research included interviews with a number of people working within SIPs at both programme and project level and some of their comments relating to the monitoring and evaluation process are recorded below.

One point which was raised was that funders (and by implication the Scottish Executive) expected to be given quantitative information:

“ I don’t think they are a good they are a good measurement but unfortunately, today, at the present moment in time, it seems to be one of the main ways of measuring people’s or project’s performance in relation to them getting funding or not getting funding.  Whether it’s through the local social inclusion partnerships or through European funding, there always seems to be more of an emphasis on numbers and quantity rather than quality.” 

In some cases, the Scottish Executive itself may require its data to be quantitative in order to satisfy its external stakeholders, for example the European Social Fund, or the taxpayer.  This need for quantitative information for funding reasons may in turn have led to either an over-emphasis on it.  Alternatively, established quantitative datasets may have been focussed on as a result of resource constraints that prohibited more widespread collection of qualitative data.  This does not necessarily mean, however, that this is seen as acceptable practice:

“I think that the barrier a wee bit is time constraints.  But it’s not a good enough answer.  We should be making sure that it (qualitative data) is in-built.” 

“I would have to say that time and resources are a major stumbling block for that type of work…..if there was a recognition that it was a priority, if there was a consensus, a political consensus that it was important to do…..then I think we would find it easier to engage people” 

The extent to which the data provided in SIP reports was actually used by policy-making bodies, including the Scottish Executive, was also questioned:

“I feel that sometimes our figures we’re asked for figures in the annual reporting process and never receive feedback very seldom say, are these figures being used?  Cos I would suspect they’re not unless they’re put as a top figure some place.” 

This view was re-inforced when the interviewees were asked to specifically comment on the role of the Scottish Executive in the funding, monitoring and evaluation process.  In particular, there was some debate regarding how meaningful the data requested by the Executive was, given its quantitative rather than qualitative emphasis, and it was also suggested that the Executive should do more to encourage the use of qualitative measures:

“If the funding agency is the Executive, I would have to say that it’s sadly lacking in what they understand of people’s lives in communities, or communities of interest, for example.  I would like to think that at some point in the next few years that that kind of information would be used in terms of gauging people’s needs, the nature of the problem, the process of exclusion.  That is what the programmes are geared towards, em, they are not going to understand…. We are not going to be able to understand what these processes are, it’s not possible to understand exclusion, in relation to inclusion, if we rely on database indicators which are interested in health, housing, physical fabric of the area.  I think inclusion is about relationships and process, and these things happen over time.” 

“I think the funders they need to and it may have been led by the Scottish Executive in some ways they need to get away from the bums on seats attitude and probably to work with the organisations that they’re funding to look at developing ways of measuring the quality the qualitative outcomes.  I think a degree of that work has been done through the Anti Poverty Forum in Dundee and that would be useful, you know.  It’s all very well saying projects can develop their own indicators but if they aren’t recognised at a funding level, then you’re missing the boat sometimes.” 

“I think that the Scottish Executive needs to take more credence about it.  The reality is at the end of the day they are still interested in the hard quantitative information.  And that’s the reality.  And in some way we have got to impact on those major funders view of qualitative research.  It’s still seen as the tail-end Charlie, and at the end of the day what people are interested in is how many people are now going to college.  They might still think that they live in a bad area, and all these things that are about qualitative measures.  We still need I think to push the whole issue, and I think particularly for what are still fairly short-term funded programmes.  Because people might only be so far down the line.” 

It is interesting to note that since these interviews were undertaken, very little has changed in terms of the quantitative versus qualitative debate, and if anything, as demonstrated by SJAR (2003), the Executive has reinforced its reliance on quantitative measures rather than qualitative ones.  The corresponding lack of subjective and/or intangible data used to evaluate the social inclusion/social justice strategy may be explained by a number of factors.  Firstly, although measurement of soft indicators such as policy effects on family relationships or resident satisfaction may be possible at local level, it may be difficult to generalise these on a wider scale, or at least to measure them with any degree of accuracy.  Secondly, if different methods of data collection are being used by different SIPs, then this may undermine the robustness and validity of the data if a national level aggregation of it is attempted.  Thirdly, it may be that such soft indicators are viewed as being of secondary importance to others such as income and poverty levels, which also have the advantage of being more easily collected.  These reasons are merely speculative, however, in the light of the absence of specific comment from the Scottish Executive in relation to this research. 

A further issue that arose during the interviews was the difficulty in establishing additionality without using qualitative as well as quantitative data.  This view was expressed as follows:

“I think it is very easy to purely look at the hard stuff, the quantitative stuff and actually not know if you are making an impact.  At the end of the day people want, the recipient’s of the service actually want the service, that they think it makes a benefit.  Because you can do all sorts of stats of numbers through training programmes, but are on a wee merry-go-round where actually people are going on a training project and having to come back, whereas if you actually use qualitative information about people’s perception of what they have actually gained, or whether it has made a difference you can see whether it’s a long term solution, but to do that I think we have to help people to collect qualitative information that is credible.” 

“You really need to do a number of things to make sure you have captured all the benefits of carrying out a piece of work, and, em, there is nothing like a number of interviews or focus groups to add these insights, particularly if you are asking open questions, to the qualitative framework we are talking about.  And, it’s an interesting question this one.  Because one of the key issues is always about additionality, in other words, would this person have made this progress without their engagement with this project, em, and obviously when we are reviewing projects this is one of the things we do.” 

Consequently, if the views cited here are representative of reality, it could be argued that the Scottish Executive has, to some extent, failed to tackle the issue of additionality adequately in its analysis of the social inclusion/social justice strategy.

Returning to the issue of policy co-ordination and the extent to which local policy feeds back into regional and national policy, one of the respondents suggested that a significant gap existed in this regard..  Specifically they thought it would be a good idea to have an annual report for the social inclusion sector as a whole, for example across a local authority (and by implication, these could then be fed into a national, Scottish report):

“What we’d like to see is almost like some type of annual report type thing for the sector as a whole which is highlighting where organisations are doing really well but in a collective sense, say across West Lothian, the type of things happening.  Because it’s public money that’s going into these organisations, although they’re all doing their annual reports separately, it would be good to maybe say in this area of service provision, here’s what’s happening.  In that area, here’s what’s happening, here’s the good news.  Or here’s the things we’ll need to do to make things better in the future.” 

Again this highlights the fact that a lot of policy work is taking place at the various levels but at least some of those involved in it do not think that they are seeing “the bigger picture”.  Alternatively, it could be perceived that there is a gap between the “big picture” in the form of the Social Justice Annual Report and the “small picture” in terms of individual project evaluation.  Each of the projects and programmes reports to the Scottish Executive, which may make more or less use of the information they provide, while there is nothing in between to allow similar projects to compare their activities in a particular geographical region or social inclusion project area. 

In summary, therefore, this analysis raises a number of issues in relation to the evaluation of the social inclusion/social justice policy.  While it is apparent that progress has been made on 17 of the 29 milestones, the remaining 12 milestones are proving somewhat more difficult to attain.  The absence of suitable data to measure progress arises in several cases, most noticeably for milestone 26 – reducing crime levels in disadvantaged areas – and 10 – a reduction in the number of school days lost as a result of truancy and exclusion.  In addition, the Scottish Executive’s ability to influence some of the milestones, for example those relating to people on low incomes (14) and pensions (20), is limited as they relate to the reserved powers of the Westminster Parliament.  On a wider scale, there appears to be a lack of evidence with respect to attempts (if any) to measure “additionality”; a perceived lack of clarity regarding how the localised data provided by the SIPs feeds back into overall national policy evaluation; and a concern regarding the over-emphasis on the use of quantitative, as opposed to qualitative, data, in undertaking the evaluation process.  This suggests that there is some scope for improvement within the evaluation process to identify ways of filling these gaps, but further analysis of how this might be done lies outside of the remit of this paper.

5. Conclusion

This paper commenced with a discussion of the evolution of social inclusion policy in Scotland.  It began by identifying the components of the Scottish Executive’s initial social inclusion strategy in 1999; moved on to its transformation into the social justice strategy in 2002; and documented its subsequent re-emergence in the form of the “Closing the Opportunity Gap” policy in 2004.  The change in emphasis implied by this change in strategy was noted, but it is too early to say how the return to a more poverty focussed strategy will be translated into alternative forms of action – if indeed it will at all.

The remainder of the paper then focussed on the issue of how the social inclusion/social justice policy could be, and is in practice, evaluated.  It is clear from this analysis that the primary focus of the evaluation as stated in SJAR (2003) is performance measurement, rather than either process measurement or value for money.  The targets of the policy, in the form of the milestones are clearly identifiable and largely quantitative data is used to measure the progress being made in relation to them.  The issue of additionality does not appear to be explicitly taken into account, and the evaluation method chosen appears to be quite strongly focussed on the Scottish Executive as a stakeholder, rather than individual client groups, who are perhaps more heavily focussed on at individual SIP project level.

Tangible outputs are also the primary focus of the evaluative process, and it is those milestones which have more intangible outcomes – those relating to truancy and crime – that are proving to be the most difficult to measure in terms of the progress being made towards them.  This is also true of those parts of the other milestones that are intangible in nature, and it appears that these aspects may be relatively neglected in assessing the overall progress towards a milestone.  

Consequently, the Scottish Executive’s approach to social inclusion/social justice policy evaluation is heavily based on performance indicators that measure tangible outputs using primarily quantitative data.  This approach then feeds down the policy levels to the SIPs, which are obliged to provide similar information to the Scottish Executive and to other funders, even though some of those working in this area believe that this should be supplemented by qualitative data.  Moreover, there is some concern at SIP level that the data they provide is not in fact fed back into the evaluation of national policy, although it is difficult to assess the extent to which this is actually true in the absence of direct information from the Scottish Executive itself which declined to participate in this research.

What implications, then, does this have for future policy in this area?  We can only speculate on this in terms of the Closing the Opportunity gap strategy.  What is clear, however, is that a number of the related targets that are outlined in section 2 are designed to be measured very specifically, and again using primarily quantitative data.  The renewed focus on poverty both in terms of the aims and objectives of the strategy may facilitate this to a degree.  On the other hand, however, concepts such as ‘quality of life’ and ‘access to opportunity’ are notoriously difficult to measure and may require additional qualitative information to be collected.  

As was noted previously, five of the ten specific targets identified by the Closing the Opportunity Gap policy are capable of measurement using existing Government data sources, while a further four are capable of being integrated into public sector performance measures. Only one of the targets really lies outside of the Scottish Executive’s sphere of influence – target K, which relates to the provision of financial services to the disadvantaged - the remit for which at least partly lies with private sector organisations.  This is, however, part of a UK wide initiative in this area, which may make its achievement more feasible than if it were solely a Scottish issue.  

The added difficulty in assessing the implications of the findings contained in this paper for future policy is that the SIPs will shortly cease to have responsibility for policy delivery, as they are scheduled to be integrated into the new “Community Planning Partnerships” in line with the implementation of the provisions of the Local Government in Scotland Act 2003, which introduced community planning on a statutory basis.  Consequently, although Communities Scotland is likely to continue its current co-ordination and evaluation role at this level, the nature of its work may change.

In summary, therefore, it is apparent that the evaluation of social inclusion policy in Scotland is very much a “moving target” in all senses.  The nature of the policy has been altered, the methods of evaluation are evolving and organisational responsibility for them is also changing.  In addition, this has all taken place over a timescale of just five years – a significant degree of movement in a relatively short space of time.   
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