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Background: Despite increasing scholarly interest in the organisation of evaluations within 
different countries’ political-administrative landscapes, not much attention has hitherto been 
paid to the consequences of a specific institutional set-up for the function of evaluations 
within government.
Aims and objectives: This article investigates how the organisational anchorage of policy 
evaluations within central administration shapes the function those evaluations primarily serve.
Methods: We focus on the role of ministries of finance for coordinating countries’ evaluation 
systems, and study its influence in Denmark and the Netherlands through a combination of 
document analysis and interviews with centrally placed civil servants.
Findings: Our analysis shows how the ministries of finance come to influence the evaluation 
activities of the whole central administration by constituting a specific economic outlook on 
evaluation, which (1) narrows down the applied evaluation methods and criteria; (2) inserts 
the ministry of finance as primary evaluation user; and hereby (3) furthers accountability 
rather than learning as the main function of evaluations within central administration. In both 
countries, the result is that the ministry of finance’s main role in the evaluation systems favours 
somewhat defensive qualities, where evaluations are primarily used for control and piecemeal 
changes in policies, rather than fundamental revisions or reflections on the appropriateness 
of specific policies.
Discussion and conclusions: Our findings indicate that the influence of evaluation systems is 
not only dependent on the degree of institutional anchorage of evaluation activities, but also very 
much a matter of whom the evaluation systems is centred around.
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Introduction

In recent decades, policy evaluations have evolved into a critical element of good 
governance, given their potential to provide relevant knowledge about the content, 
implementation or impact of ongoing or completed policies (OECD, 2020). Still, 
governments can anchor policy evaluations in different ways in their government 
apparatus, as evidenced by several mapping exercises of prevalent institutional designs 
(Jacob et al, 2015; OECD, 2020; Stockmann et al, 2020). Despite increasing scholarly 
interest in the organisation of evaluations in a country’s political-administrative landscape, 
less attention has hitherto been paid to the consequences of a specific institutional set-up 
for the function of evaluations within government. By function we refer broadly to 
the many different forms of evaluation use highlighted by the burgeoning evaluation 
utilisation literature (King and Alkin, 2018). This literature has found a plethora of 
different types of both intended and unintended usages, such as instrumental use 
of evaluative findings to design policy programmes (Weiss, 1998) or strategic use of 
evaluations to bolster political positions and arguments (Boswell, 2009). In the current 
article we focus on the two primary functions of accountability (or control) and 
learning (or improvement), which are often highlighted as the main dual purpose of 
evaluations (Alkin and King, 2017; Reinertsen et al, 2022). Most types of intended use 
can be categorised into either of these. Both accountability and learning are broad and 
vague concepts, but here we use them in relation to the prevalent distinction within 
the evaluation literature between summative and formative use of evaluations (Vedung, 
2017). When evaluations serve the function of accountability, they are thus used to pass 
judgement on that which is evaluated (be it an organisation, an individual, a policy, and 
so on) and thus ultimately control this through the rewards and punishments stemming 
from this judgement. When evaluations serve the primary function of learning, they 
are rather used to further develop that which is evaluated and thus ultimately try to 
improve this by changing practice according to the knowledge attained. The function 
at stake is important. In the case of control, evaluations can be viewed as ‘information’ 
about results, providing evidence that the government is (or is not) working effectively. 
In the case of learning, evaluations are more about ‘knowledge’ that is explanatory and 
theoretical, which can then be used formatively to drive policy and societal change. 
Depending on the evaluation function, the type of evidence is therefore qualitatively 
different in nature (Sanderson, 2002). Both functions are legitimate within government, 
with neither being superior to the other; however, existing research indicates that the 
two functions can be in tension with each other (Reinertsen et al, 2022). The factors 
furthering one of the functions may impede the other function.

The current article investigates this potential tension by elucidating the influence 
of organisational factors for the function of evaluations within central administration. 
The article seeks to answer the question of how the organisational anchorage of 
evaluations within the ministry of finance influences the functions evaluations 
primarily serve within policy making. We focus on the role of ministries of finance as 
this is the most common organisational anchorage for the coordination of evaluation 
activities within central administration in Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development countries (OECD, 2020). Empirically, we focus on Denmark and 
the Netherlands, which both have a high degree of evaluation maturity in central 
government (Jacob et al, 2015) and where the ministry of finance has played a central 
role in the coordination of the evaluation function for many years.
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With the emphasis on the organisational dimension of evaluations and the specific 
role of the ministry of finance, we contribute to scholarship on evaluation use by 
bridging two hitherto disparate literatures. The first is the small but growing literature 
on evaluation systems (Rist and Stame, 2006; Leeuw and Furubo, 2008; Raimondo, 
2018; Kupiec et al, 2023b), which advocates a shift away from focusing on the influence 
of individual evaluation studies towards a more holistic emphasis on the very context 
in which evaluation studies are being produced. Studies on evaluation systems have 
generally focused on elucidating the processes of institutionalisation through which 
evaluation systems have come about, as well as analysing how such systems affect 
the use of evaluations (Højlund, 2014; Andersen, 2020). However, the literature has 
hitherto paid less attention to unpacking the relative importance of specific dimensions 
of the institutionalisation and systematisation of evaluation activities. That is, whether 
and how the specific institutional set-ups and the role and power of the central actors 
within an evaluation system further certain evaluation functions rather than others.

To fill this lacuna, we draw on a second strand of literature concerning the power 
and influence of economists in central government (Hirschman and Berman, 2014). 
This literature offers a perspective that – compared to the literature on evaluation 
systems – is more attuned to the importance of specific actors and interests for how 
evaluation systems are structured and utilised. Existing studies have aptly shown how 
economists in general have gained an increasingly central role in policy making over 
the last 30–40 years (Christensen, 2018; Christensen and Mandelkern, 2022). This 
development is closely related to a subsequent change in the role of the ministries of 
finance, which – across many different countries – have strengthened their position 
of power vis-à-vis other ministries since the 1980s (Roberts, 2010; Garritzmann and 
Siderius, 2024). This strengthening of the power of the ministry of finance, and its 
economists, have come about both through a general centralisation of government 
policy making (Raudla et al, 2015; Kristiansen, 2018) and through the introduction 
of policy instruments such as fiscal rules (Roberts, 2010) or new economic models 
(Fuglsang, 2023). Studies have shown how this has infused government policy making 
with certain logics (Maron, 2021; Garritzmann and Siderius, 2024) or styles of 
reasoning (Heimberger et al, 2020; Berman, 2022) focused on efficiency and frugality. 
Our article draws on such findings to elucidate the way in which the economic 
thinking of the ministry of finance is inscribed within the evaluation system of 
the central administration and thus affects the way evaluations of current and prior 
policies are structured and used.

The article proceeds as follows: in the next section, we present our theoretical 
framework concerning the ‘constitutive effects’ of evaluation systems. We then proceed 
with a presentation of our methodological approach, after which we zoom into the 
findings. We conclude with a discussion section in which we discuss the trends and 
differences across both country cases and the broader implications of our findings.

The constitutive effects of institutional arrangements:  
theoretical approach
Leeuw and Furubo (2008) argue that in many modern organisations, evaluation 
activities are increasingly becoming ‘more permanent arrangements’ (p 159), where 
single evaluations are embedded within broader evaluation systems. According to the 
authors, such evaluation systems create coherence between the different evaluation 
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activities of a given organisation or within an organisational field through four central 
dimensions: (1) ensuring that evaluations are produced on a permanent basis and 
with a substantial volume; (2) endowing one or more central organisational units 
within a given organisational field with the responsibility for the commissioning and/
or production of evaluations; (3) ensuring that evaluation activities are guided by a 
shared epistemological perspective; and (4) ensuring that procedures are in place to 
enhance the instrumental use of evaluative findings.

Leeuw and Furubo thus argue that in situations where each of these dimensions 
are met, it makes sense to study evaluation activities as part of a coherent evaluation 
system. It is exactly through this overarching focus on the coherence of evaluation 
activities – and how organisational and institutional features can further such 
coherence – that the concept of evaluation system differs from related concepts such 
as evaluation culture (Furubo et al, 2002; Jacob et al, 2015) or evaluation capacity 
(Preskill and Boyle, 2008; Bourgeois and Cousins, 2013). The point being, that it is 
possible for an organisation to show a high maturity in evaluation culture or have a 
significant capacity for making evaluations, without having an evaluation system – 
as defined by these criteria. This is, for example, the case, if the different evaluation 
activities of the organisation are driven by a dispersed set of actors or draw on different 
epistemological perspectives.

It is clear from this definition of evaluation systems that the coherence and function 
of any evaluation system is largely determined by its organisational features – that 
is, the structures, procedures and processes put in place to support the permanence, 
methodological rigour and instrumental use of evaluations. Even so, the empirical 
literature on the systematisation and institutionalisation of evaluations, which has 
expanded significantly since Leeuw and Furubo’s seminal article, shows surprisingly 
little systematic reflection on the association between the specific institutionalisation 
modalities or ways of organising evaluations in a given political-administrative 
setting and evaluation use in that same setting. The lack of such nuanced studies 
is symptomatic for the general absence of discussion about different forms of 
institutionalisation with their advantages and disadvantages (Jacob et al, 2015). A 
range of studies indeed focus on organisational determinants influencing evaluation 
use (see Kupiec et al, 2023a). While valuable, most of these focus on the meso-level 
of analysis, which deals with the organisation of evaluation systems within certain 
ministries or agencies. This leaves aside the more macro-organisational set-up at 
country level, in which ministries and agencies operate, and which thus influences 
the meso-organisational level. As already indicated in 2015 (Jacob et al, 2015), little 
systematic comparative research across countries exists. However, we know from the 
few systematic comparative cross-country studies (Jacob and Varone, 2004; Filgueiras 
and Queiroz, 2021; Kupiec et al, 2023b) that different evaluation styles (De Francesco 
and Pattyn, 2021) and levels of evaluation maturity (Furubo et al, 2002) exist across 
countries, and that different institutional design scenarios have been adopted (for 
example, Jacob et al, 2015; OECD, 2020; Stockmann et al, 2020). While there are 
several parameters defining the institutional set-up of policy evaluations at country 
level (Furubo et al, 2002; Jacob et al, 2015; Stockmann et al, 2020), the key feature 
is arguably the organisation providing strategic direction for evaluation within the 
executive (that is, criterion 2). Recent reflections on evaluation institutionalisation and 
its importance in view of evaluation capacity building also highlight the prominent 
role of the executive branch (Lamarque, 2023). This makes it one of the most logical 
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empirical entry points to understand how institutional arrangements shape the use 
of evaluative evidence within countries.

To study the consequences of institutional arrangements, we rely on the concept 
of constitutive effects (Dahler-Larsen, 2014). The concept of constitutive effects or 
consequences is indebted to notions of power that centres on the ‘productive’ aspects 
of power and knowledge (Foucualt, 1990; Haugaard, 2010), which for long has played 
a prominent role within sociologically inspired studies on tools and practices of 
measuring (Espeland and Sauder, 2007), quantifying (Berman and Hirschman, 2018; 
Mennicken and Espeland, 2019) and accounting (Hopwood and Miller, 1994; Power, 
1997). The concept elucidates how tools and practices of knowledge production 
not only represent or describe social reality, but also constitute or ‘make up’ social reality. 
Through the works of Peter Dahler-Larsen (2012; 2014) the concept has also gained 
traction within the fields of evaluation and performance measuring in the last decade. 
Here the concept has been used to challenge the dominant focus on intended and 
unintended consequence of evaluations and performance measurement, which is 
closely tied to the preoccupation of both research fields with enhancing instrumental 
use of evaluative findings and performance information (Alkin and King, 2017). The 
concept of constitutive effects discards the primacy of any preconceived and fixed 
intentions of use by the ones who commissioned or produced the evaluation or 
measurement. Instead, it directs our attention towards the myriad of ways that the act 
of evaluating and measuring shapes (that is, constitutes) that which is being evaluated 
and measured – regardless of any formally stated intentions (Dahler-Larsen, 2014).

As such, the concept functions as a sensitising concept, which points to two 
distinct avenues where evaluations and measurements – through the way they 
categorise, commensurate, temporalise and fixate the object being evaluated and 
measured (Dahler-Larsen, 2024) – can come to constitute social reality: the shaping 
of language and the shaping of social interactions among the central actors of a 
given organisational field (Dahler-Larsen, 2012). In the instance of language, the 
categorisation and fixation of meaning within evaluations (for example, how ‘quality’, 
‘goals’ or ‘good performance’ is operationalised) can come to colonise the language 
of the wider organisational field regarding how to view and describe the tasks 
and goals of organisations within this field. Social interactions are shaped through 
processes of interpellation where the actors within the broader organisational field 
come to see themselves and each other through the values, norms and criteria of the 
evaluation activities. This can, for example, happen by evaluations and measurements 
inserting standards of high- and low-performing organisations or individuals, which 
these organisations and individuals then come to see themselves and each other in 
accordance to.

Dahler-Larsen’s conceptualisation of constitutive effects has been used to study 
the consequences of evaluations and measurements on public sector governance 
(Hanberger, 2016; Hanberger and Lindgren, 2019; Kok et al, 2019), users of public 
services (Carlbaum, 2016), welfare professionals (Lindgren, 2015; Hult and Edström, 
2016) and processes of policy making (Andersen, 2020). In all instances, the focus of 
the studies is on the way the production and use of evaluations and measurements 
constitute a certain way of governing, making policies, viewing citizens and 
professionals, and so on. In the current article we instead propose to shift focus to 
the question of how the way evaluation activities are organised constitute certain 
evaluation functions. We do so by studying how the organisational anchorage of 
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the Dutch and Danish evaluation systems – ascribed to the ministry of finance 
through both formal and informal means – reshapes the language concerning how 
evaluations are produced and the social relations among the actors ascribed as the 
primary producers and users of such evaluations. Ultimately we are interested in 
elucidating whether and how this shaping of language and social relations can come 
to constitute a dominant understanding of the main function of evaluations – for 
example, whether evaluations should primarily serve purposes of accountability and 
control or learning and improvement.

Case countries: Denmark and the Netherlands

Our study focuses on Denmark and the Netherlands. Both countries share three 
important features with relevance to our research question. First, they exhibit similar 
characteristics in terms of their politico-administrative tradition. Both are part of the 
family of parliamentary democracies, have a corporatist-consensus policy-making style, 
and are considered as ‘early modernisers’ with high scores on New Public Management 
emphasis in comparative studies (Hood, 1995;  Verhoest, 2016; Lægreid, 2017; Pollitt 
and Bouckaert, 2017). Additionally, both countries demonstrate relatively low degrees 
of politicisation (Peters and Pierre, 2004). They also rank among the highest worldwide 
in ‘government effectiveness’, as measured by the Worldwide Governance Indicators 
(Denmark having percentile rank 98.58, the Netherlands having rank 95.28 in 2022) 
(Lægreid, 2017: 83; Kaufmann and Kraay, 2023). Government effectiveness refers to 
the perception of the quality of public services, the quality of the civil service, the 
degree of independence from political pressures, the quality of policy formulation 
and implementation, and the credibility of the government’s commitment to such 
policies (Kaufmann and Kraay, 2023).

Second, both countries are consistently at the top of indices of evaluation 
institutionalisation in Europe (Jacob et al, 2015; Stockmann et al, 2020). They have 
been showing a permanence and volume in policy evaluations, and have taken 
substantial efforts to enhance the epistemological coherence and instrumental use of 
policy evaluations as well as to organisationally anchor the evaluation system within 
the ministry of finance. They can thus both be classified as highly institutionalised 
evaluation systems (Leeuw and Furubo, 2008).

Third, and important, in both countries the drive to make policy evaluations 
a more permanent – and thus systematic – part of ministerial practices stemmed 
from economic downturns. The Dutch evaluation system received its initial 
impulses as early as the 1970s, following the stagflation crisis, with efforts to 
achieve a more goal-oriented budget and a range of spending reviews during 
the 1980s (Oudenampsen and Mellink, 2022). Similarly, the Danish evaluation 
system began to take shape after the record levels of unemployment and huge 
deficits on the balance of payment that plagued the country throughout the 
1980s and into the early 1990s. For the ministry of finance, this economic crisis 
highlighted the need to assume the role of central coordinator and final arbiter of 
all government policies (Ejersbo et al, 2014). As part of this role, the ministry also 
took responsibility for developing a common framework to evaluate the costs of 
policy proposals and to validate and double-check the calculations, evaluations, 
and projections made by the line ministries responsible for a given policy. This is 
comparable to the Netherlands, where the ministry of finance has long viewed 
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its main task as ensuring budgetary discipline, with public choice theory serving 
as an important intellectual foundation (Oudenampsen and Mellink, 2022). 
With Vedung (2010), we can state that both countries are part of the ‘neo-liberal 
wave’, or ‘new public management wave’ in which evaluations have spread across 
the European continent (Vedung, 2010; De Francesco and Pattyn, 2022). This 
wave, which has left its sediments until today (Capano et al, 2022), came with a 
strong emphasis on ‘value for money’, and a central role of evaluations in view 
of results-based management, and accounting for the economy, effectiveness and 
cost-efficiency of public spending.

In this regard, it is also relevant to refer to the fiscal governance tradition to which 
both countries belong. They are clear cases of the so-called ‘contract approach’, 
where the budget process hinges on ‘pre-established, numerical budgetary targets 
negotiated among key policymakers’ (Hallerberg et al, 2006: 2), a practice typical 
for coalition governments. Under this approach, the finance minister has strong 
monitoring capacities regarding budget execution and the authority to correct 
deviations from it.

These three features combined – their shared administrative tradition, the strong 
institutionalisation of the evaluation system, and the decade-long role of the ministry of 
finance to further the evaluation system – makes the cases very comparable. However, 
both countries differ in one important respect, that is the formality of their evaluation 
system. Whereas the Dutch system has enacted a formal regulatory framework for 
the production and use of evaluations, the Danish system is based much more on 
norms, practices and procedures not stipulated by law. Moreover, in Denmark, these 
are largely focused on ex ante evaluations only.

In the Netherlands, the Government Accounts Act (2016) and the associated 
Regulation for Periodic Evaluation (Ministerie van Financiën, 2022) constitute the 
regulatory corpus of the evaluation system. In terms of ex ante evaluation, Article 
3.1 of the Act prescribes that proposals, intentions and commitments must include 
an explanation detailing (1) the goals, effectiveness, and efficacy that are aimed for; 
(2) the policy instruments that are used; (3) the financial consequences for central 
government and, where possible, the financial consequences for social sectors. Proposals 
that imply ‘substantial policy changes’ with a budgetary impact of over 20 million 
euros also need to include an evaluation paragraph, detailing how the policy will be 
evaluated during and/or after its implementation.

The Act is also important for in itinere and ex post evaluation. The Act (Article 4.1) 
mandates that responsible ministers periodically examine the ‘(conditions for the) 
effectiveness and efficiency’ of their policies and related expenditures. The Regulation 
for Periodic Evaluation elaborates on this, and specifies how ministers must account for 
the money they spend on the objectives outlined in departmental budgets (Ministerie 
van Financiën, 2022). A key instrument in this regard are the periodic reviews. These 
require ministries to compile the insights obtained from individual evaluations on 
each (policy) theme of their Strategic Evaluation Agenda into a periodic report at 
least every four to seven years. This includes, among other requirements, describing 
opportunities for increasing the policy’s effectiveness and efficiency with the same 
level of financial resources. Additionally, at least one efficient option must be outlined 
to achieve a 20 per cent budgetary savings for the (policy) theme.

While individual ministers are primary responsible for evaluating their policies, 
the minister of finance has a strong regulatory and supervisory role (Government 
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Accounts Act, Article 4.1). It will be this ministry monitoring compliance with 
the Accounts Act, implying that it may reject a draft budget or amendment to the 
extent that it is not consistent with the general financial policy or the efficient 
management of the financial resources of the Kingdom. Similarly, if proposals 
to spend money ‘do not bear a reasonable relationship or are not in reasonable 
proportion to the objectives of the policy underlying that budget’, the finance 
minister can object (van der Knaap et al, 2020). In sum, in the Netherlands, the 
evaluation system is very formalised, with the ministry of finance having a central 
coordination role in this regard.

In contrast, Denmark has taken a less formalised route to enhance instrumental 
use of evaluations within central administration, as there are no formal requirements 
stipulated by law to commission, produce or use policy evaluations in the policy-
making process – neither before nor after a policy is adopted. The Danish evaluation 
system is thus much more dependent on certain norms and procedures that have 
been formed over time – rather than being inscribed into formal regulations of the 
policy-making process. Such norms and procedures have especially developed after 
the introduction of a new budget law in 2012. With this budget law, it was decided 
that when ministries develop and propose new policies, the projected cost of these 
policy proposals had to be covered either by the same proposal or by other policies 
that were already passed and implemented. Around the same time a new norm began 
to emerge, where the ministry of finance in select instances started to include not 
only direct costs, but also more dynamic – or behavioural – effects on the labour 
supply in the calculation of the expected costs of a policy proposal (Andersen, 2020; 
Kelstrup, 2024). Until the beginning of the 2010s the norm was that projections 
on such dynamic effects on labour supply were routinely done by the ministry of 
finance, but the calculated gains of such an increased labour supply would only be 
used when and if they were actually materialised. This has changed markedly in the 
last decade, where expected future gains can be used as soon as a policy is adopted 
and not just when (and if) these gains are materialised. This has then of course 
greatly increased the potential use of ex ante evaluations that can document expected 
dynamic effects on the labour supply of a proposed policy. At the same time, this has 
also further bolstered the epistemological coherence of the evaluations being done 
by different ministries, as these are increasingly focused on calculating the dynamic 
effects of policies on the labour supply according to the principles laid down in 
several guidelines by the ministry of finance (for example, Finansministeriet, 2018; 
2021). This gives the ministry of finance an important anchoring role in setting the 
methodological standards of the evaluation system, which is further bolstered by the 
procedure, that all policies with expected effects on the labour supply have to first 
pass through the economic committee, where the ministry of finance is permanent 
chair. Thus, affording the ministry of finance with an important gatekeeper function 
concerning policy making.

Taken together, the many similarities in the two contexts, combined with the 
central difference regarding the formalisation of the organisational anchoring of the 
evaluation systems, provides a unique research setting for the study of the influence of 
the ministry of finance for the function of evaluations. We argue that if similar patterns 
emerge across the two cases, then similar effects are also likely in other countries, 
where evaluation systems are anchored within the ministry of finance – regardless 
of the formality of such organisational anchorage.
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Empirical data

To elucidate the constitutive power of the ministries of finance, we relied on a series 
of interviews among privileged informants, which we complemented with document 
analysis. For the interviews, we combined the perspectives from respondents situated 
at different positions within or independent of the central administration, each 
having a particular view on the countries’ evaluation system from their respective 
roles. To allow for a systematic comparison, we targeted respondents with the same 
profile in both countries. We selected interviewees from four different positions. First, 
we interviewed civil servants working for the ministry of finance itself, and with a 
prominent position in advising and developing evaluation policies, and monitoring 
other ministries’ evaluation activities. In the Netherlands, the Inspectorate of the 
Budget has an important role in this regard (Government Accounts Act, Article 
34). The Bureau Strategic Analysis of this Inspectorate also took the lead in the 
government’s large-scale Operation Insight into Quality (2018–2021), which came 
with a substantial revision of the Regulation for Periodic Evaluation in 2022. In the 
Danish case these tasks were not the formal responsibility of any specific section or 
division within the ministry of finance. Rather the tasks followed more informally 
from the work of two specific sections within the ministry of finance, from which 
we then collected our interviews. These were the sections responsible for developing, 
updating and coordinating the use of the methods and principles for calculating 
the economic effects of new policies, and the section responsible for coordinating 
the yearly budgetary process as well as overseeing the cost-calculations concerning 
new policy proposals. Second, we intentionally sought to compare the perspectives 
of civil servants in evaluation coordination positions within three central spending 
ministries: the ministries of health, the ministries of labour and the ministries of social 
affairs. Internationally speaking, the first two policy fields are among those with a 
strong institutionalisation of policy evaluations (see Stockmann et al, 2020), while 
the area of social policy is generally considered an area where evaluations are less 
systematised and institutionalised. We thus cover different types of ministries, as we 
know that evaluation cultures can differ across policy fields (Barbier and Hawkins, 
2012; Jacob et al, 2015). The three spending ministries thereby function as exemplars 
of the consequences of the wider evaluation system, which we provide a more generic 
overview of by including interviews with evaluation experts from both courts of 
audits, who possess a comprehensive overview of the country’s evaluation system.

This approach resulted in a total of 11 interviews involving 15 respondents from 
both countries. In Denmark, we conducted six interviews, involving a total of nine 
respondents from the ministry of finance (n=4), court of audit (n=2), ministry of 
interior and health (n=1), ministry of social affairs (n=1) and ministry of employment 
(n=1). In the Netherlands, we conducted five interviews, involving six respondents 
from the ministry of finance (n=2), court of audit (n=1), ministry of health, welfare 
and sports (n=2) and the ministry of social affairs and employment (n=1). The 
interviews, each lasting approximately one hour on average, were conducted between 
March and June 2023. They followed a semi-structured format, consisting of four 
main sections. In these sections, we addressed: (1) the organisation of the evaluation 
function, its current situation and evolution over time; (2) the various components of 
the evaluation system, aligned with the dimensions described by Leeuw and Furubo 
(2008); (3) the implications of the evaluation system; and (4) the needs and potential 

Unauthenticated | Downloaded 04/06/25 08:23 PM UTC



Niklas A. Andersen and Valérie Pattyn

10

for further institutionalisation. The topics covered were derived from the literature on 
evaluation systems. A broad topic list was sent to all respondents in advance to allow 
them time to prepare for the interviews. The semi-structured approach enabled us to 
delve deeper into specific areas when necessary, and to adjust the order of questions as 
appropriate. All interviews were transcribed verbatim using artificial intelligence (AI) 
tools and then double-checked and edited by the authors. The interview quotes were 
first categorised according to the initial topic list, but then followed a second more 
abductive coding process, where quotes where recategorised in a back and forth process 
between the prevalent themes emerging from the interviews and the interpretive lens 
afforded by the concept of constitutive effects. Through this process the three-part 
structure of the analysis slowly emerged. The topic list and full questionnaire can be 
found at the public repository Data Station Social Sciences and Humanities: https://
doi.org/10.17026/SS/VERXYA.

We supplemented the insights collected from the interviews with document analysis. 
Documents fell into two categories: first, we examined the prevailing evaluation 
guidelines and policies in the two countries; second, we reviewed available audits and 
(commissioned) analyses of specific aspects of the countries’ evaluation systems. All 
documents were found by systematically going through the available publications of 
the ministry of finances, court of audits and the relevant ministries, which – for all 
publications since 2000 – are accessible through the websites of these organisations. 
These documents are referenced throughout our analysis, and they have also been 
listed at the public repository Data Station Social Sciences and Humanities (https://
doi.org/10.17026/SS/VERXYA). Overall, while the document analysis provided a 
systematic assessment of the formal power of the ministry of finance, the interviews 
allowed us to capture the influence of more informal norms, discourse and practices 
that come from assigning a strong role to the ministry of finance in steering a country’s 
evaluation system.

The constitutive effects of the role of the ministry of finance

We now turn to the consequences of the central role within the evaluation systems 
afforded to the ministry of finance, as we elucidate how it has constituted: (1) certain 
dominant evaluation methods and questions applied within central administration; (2) a 
specific primary user of the evaluation findings; and, following from this, (3) furthered 
accountability as the primary function of evaluations within central administration.

Evaluation criteria steeped in the language of accountants

Despite steps taken to further the epistemological coherence of the Dutch and 
Danish evaluation systems, both cases show a remarkable diversity in the types of 
evaluation methods and criteria being applied across individual ministries, as neither 
country has a formalised cross-ministerial hierarchy of evidence. However, there 
is evidence of more informal evidence hierarchies at play within both countries’ 
central administration.

In Denmark, this hierarchy places (quasi)experimental methods – preferably 
randomised controlled trials – combined with cost–benefit calculations at the top 
and qualitative methods at the bottom. In practice, many other evaluation methods 
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are applied across and within different ministries, but for evaluations to ‘count’ in the 
ministry of finance’s macro-economic projections, these are the methods to use. The 
methodological hierarchy thus functions as a standard to aspire to, but it is not all 
ministries that are equally close to achieve it (Kelstrup and Jørgensen, 2024). When 
asked about which ministries have the strongest and most systematic approach to 
policy evaluations, all our respondents from the Danish ministry of finance as well as 
the respondents from the Danish National Audit highlight the same three ministries: 
‘The ministry of taxes, the ministry of employment and the ministry of education 
and research.’ It is telling that these three ministries are also the exact same ministries 
where the ministry of finance most often calculate and include dynamic effects on 
the labour supply of the policies (Finansministeriet, 2018: 129–30; Kelstrup, 2024). 
This is further backed by our interviews with Danish respondents from the ministry 
of social affairs, ministry of health and ministry of employment. The ministry of 
employment is the only one of these ministries which has hitherto been allowed 
to include the expected dynamic effects of their policy proposals into the financing 
of said proposal. But to do so, this has entailed a very close collaboration with the 
ministry of finance. As explained by a respondent from the ministry of employment: 

It is very important that we calculate effects the same way [across the ministry 
of finance and the ministry of employment], because it has consequences 
for the economy. … This means that when there is a disagreement, we talk 
it over with the ministry of finance and land on an agreement on how to 
do the calculations.

The ministry of finance thus plays a very active role in guiding and judging the 
evaluations conducted within the area of employment policies, as these evaluations 
can potentially drive up spending, if they are able to document positive effects on 
the labour supply. As explained by a manager within the ministry of finance, this 
necessitates the insertion of as high a bar as possible for what counts as evidence: ‘It 
is paramount for the whole way that we control expenses and public finances that 
we only include the things for which we trust in the evidence.’

The ministry of social affairs, on the other hand, experiences a much more hands-
off approach by the ministry of finance regarding their evaluation activity, as their 
evaluations are not deemed methodologically sound enough to be incorporated ex 
ante into the macro-economic projections on the labour supply. A respondent from 
the ministry of social affairs explained how this illustrates the way the ministry of 
finance primarily sees evaluations as usable for ‘keeping spending down’, rather than 
as ways of gaining knowledge of ‘what we get from the money we DO spend’.

A similar tendency can be found in the Netherlands, where the ministry of 
finance sees the two main policy-evaluation criteria of effectiveness and efficiency 
as critical to understanding how public money is being spent. These criteria are also 
built in the definition of policy evaluation in the Regulation. Policy evaluation is 
defined as ‘research that provides insight into (conditions for) policy effectiveness and 
efficiency’ (Ministerie van Financiën, 2022: Article 1). Individual ministries can, in 
principle, consider additional foci, such as ‘public values’ or ‘broad welfare’, as long as 
evaluation studies also address effectiveness and efficiency. Nonetheless, societal impact 
is sometimes felt to come at the cost of financial aspects. To put it in the words of a 
respondent: ‘Money makes the world go around, but if you truly consider societal 
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effects, the ministry of finance simply falls short in some instances … the financial 
perspective will always prevail.’ Another respondent indicated that the ministry too 
often acts as an accountant with an emphasis on ‘wrong frugality’ and cost-saving.

The ministry’s conceptualisation of policy effectiveness (and likewise, efficiency) 
also comes with an emphasis on quantitative evaluations. It is defined as ‘the degree 
to which the policy objectives are achieved thanks to the policy deployed and with 
the least possible undesired side effects’ (Ministerie van Financiën, 2022: Article 1). As 
also noted by a consultant in an evaluation commissioned by the ministry of health, 
welfare and sports (Regioplan, 2022: 2), this definition leaves little room for other 
types of evaluation research, and is not easily compatible with a more qualitative lens. 
Despite the relatively stringent definition, qualitative methods are getting increasingly 
appreciated, and they secured a place in the evaluation toolbox that was recently 
established by the ministry of finance.1 Yet, and as is also the case in Denmark, they are 
still predominantly seen as having lesser value than more quantitative effect-evaluations. 
As a respondent of the ministry of finance put it in relation to qualitative methods: 

Yes, the methodological landscape is evolving, but this does not come without 
disadvantages. For instance, in the ministry of health, welfare and sports they 
were conducting a range of pilots, for which they were browsing a bit and 
sitting a bit together in groups. … This is evaluation research that does not 
deal with effectiveness and efficiency. This does make me a little itchy though.

Additionally, policy reviews frequently continue to rely on evidence hierarchies 
inspired by the Maryland Scientific Methods Scale. Evaluations that do not align 
with the relatively strict, quantitatively oriented definition of evaluation stipulated 
in the Regulation are often considered of lower quality (SEO, 2018), and therefore 
receive less importance.

Again, this is not to say that there are no qualitative evaluations being conducted, 
but they are still often perceived as inferior in terms of quality, and less capable of 
providing insights into the attribution of policies to specific objectives, and their 
efficient implementation. As perceived by a respondent in one of the policy ministries:

We often feel that we need to interpret everything quantitatively. But this is 
not always possible nor necessary. With qualitative data you can also already 
offer insights into effectiveness and efficiency. But this is often a cry in the dark.

Despite the formal autonomy given to individual ministries to define their evaluation 
needs and select what they consider the most appropriate evaluation methods for a 
specific evaluation question, the central role of the ministry of finance within both the 
Dutch and the Danish evaluation systems has constituted a clear and shared ideal for 
‘good’ evaluative evidence. An ideal that closely aligns with what commonly counts as 
appropriate from an accountant’s perspective. Notably, this ideal is furthered not only by 
formal regulations but also by more informal processes. In both cases, the organisational 
anchorage of evaluations within the ministry of finance seeps into the language of 
evaluations which increasingly comes to resemble that of an accountant. Phrases such 
as ‘balancing the books’ and ‘budgetary sobriety’ are thus dominating discussion about 
evaluations within the central administrations of both countries and there is a tendency 
to prioritise effectiveness and efficiency as the central and essential evaluation criteria.
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The ministry of finance becoming primary evaluation user

In the Netherlands it is stipulated in the regulatory framework (Ministerie van 
Financiën, 2022: Article 4) that the research design and report of periodic reviews 
are to be sent to Members of Parliament. In addition, though not mentioned in the 
Regulation, evaluations are also meant to inform policy makers, whether ministers 
or civil servants in charge of a particular policy. In Denmark, the parliament plays a 
lesser role due to the general ex ante focus of policy evaluations. Instead, the central 
administration typically produces evaluations to be used in processes of policy making 
by the relevant ministers and the civil servants within the relevant ministries. However, 
our findings suggest that in both cases, the evaluation system is instating the ministry 
of finance – and especially the top civil servants herein – as ‘primus inter pares’ when 
it comes to evaluation practice and thus the de facto primary user of the evaluations 
produced by the different ministries.

In the Netherlands, this role of ‘primus inter pares’ seems to directly follow from the 
formal responsibility given to the ministry of finance of coordinating the evaluation 
activities of the different ministries. While this in no way places the ministry of 
finance in the formal role of evaluation user, it gives the ministry substantial leverage 
to push for changes and incentivise other ministries to take evaluation practices 
seriously, ‘whether they want it or not’. As explained to us by one of the respondents, 
different departments operate at different evaluation speeds, in different contextual 
circumstances, and have different backgrounds. This means that some departments 
will be frontrunners, while others will struggle to meet the requirements that come 
with the evaluation system and will lag behind. Considering these differences, the 
role of the ministry of finance is ultimately to keep everyone on track, which is 
not perceived possible with ‘goodwill and support only’. Interestingly, however, as 
noted by the respondent of the court of audit, much leeway is possible for each 
ministry, as we were told, if they ‘dare to engage in a conversation with finance’ and 
provide a good proposal, justifying why deviation from default evaluation practice is 
desirable. Apparently, though, many departments have a tendency not to verify what 
is possible and sometimes act on the basis of misunderstandings. This behaviour can 
undeniably be explained by the mode of control with which the ministry of finance 
is traditionally associated and which is connected to their general role of controlling 
and overseeing the state budget. This role is mirrored in the requirement to submit 
the Strategic Evaluation Agenda along with ministries’ budget. It is also exemplified 
by the key role played by the Directorates for Financial Economic Affairs (FEZ) in 
the management of evaluations in individual ministries (Ministerie van Financiën, 
2020). It is most telling, for instance, that an evaluation coordinator in one of the 
policy departments consistently introduced herself to new policy colleagues as: ‘I 
am X working for FEZ, but I am not a real FEZ-style person’ with the intention to 
make them feel more at ease. Evaluations are thus still often perceived by ministries 
as obligatory and required by FEZ, who in turn refer to the ministry of finance. 
One respondent directly compared it with filling out taxes, where the purpose of 
evaluations risks becoming a ‘box-ticking’ exercise to accommodate the control and 
budgetary needs of the ministry of finance.

Since the introduction of the Strategic Evaluation Agenda in 2021, the link 
with the budgetary process has officially become less strict as ministries can 
now organise their evaluations by (policy) themes (Ministerie van Financiën, 
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2022: Article 2), as long as all articles (including the resources that fall under 
these articles) in the budget are still included in this agenda. According to some 
respondents, this helped to ‘finally have a normal conversation’ with the ministry 
of finance related to perceived knowledge needs, rather than about the policies 
covered by a particular budgetary article. At the same time, though, another 
respondent remarked that it is still primarily an ‘accountability agenda’, and that 
discretion is perceived as relatively limited, also when it comes to the terms by 
which policy themes need to be assessed (see also Berenschot, 2022: 35). As it 
was described to us, departments are on the defence and depend on the whim of 
the ministry of finance. Another respondent highlighted the use of ‘war jargon’ 
in the ministry (for example, ‘shooting things in the agenda’), which was felt as 
symptomatic of the prevailing attitude.

In Denmark, we also find that evaluations are often both initiated and formed 
according to the needs and wishes of the ministry of finance. And here it is also a 
consequence of the social relations between spending ministries and the ministry of 
finance constituted by the tight coupling of the evaluation system with the budgetary 
process of the state. From the 1990s and onwards a norm has been developed, where 
all policy proposals by spending ministries are to be approved by the economic 
committee (Økonomiudvalget) before being presented to parliament. The ministry 
of finance functions as permanent chair of the economic committee, while the other 
ministries represented (typically four to eight) can change between governments. The 
permanence and power of this committee has over time become so institutionalised 
that it is often described as an informal cabinet of ministers, where the ministry of 
finance functions as de facto head of the cabinet. A respondent within the ministry 
of finance explains: 

Our power is in the coordination. … So the role of the ministry of finance 
in Denmark is different to most other countries, because our main task is 
to coordinate government policy. It is not because anybody has officially 
decided this, but it [the coordinating role] is just something that has been 
cultivated since the 1980s and which has become institutionalised.

In its role as permanent chair of the economic committee, the ministry of finance 
not only functions as gatekeeper for policy proposals, it is also increasingly taking on 
the role of gatekeeper for policy evaluations. Meaning that the ministry of finance 
validates and double-checks the calculations, evaluations and projections made by 
the spending ministry responsible for a given policy proposal presented before the 
economic committee. And just as in the Dutch case, this renders the ministry of 
finance the de facto primary user of policy evaluations – at least in the areas of tax, 
education and employment policies, where dynamic effects of policies are potentially 
included in the economic projections. In other welfare areas, such as health and social 
affairs, the ministry of finance is not as dominant as end user of the evaluation, as 
the potential effects of policies in those areas are currently deemed untranslatable 
into effects on the labour supply. As explained by a respondent from the ministry 
of health: ‘We simply do not have an apparatus or knowledgebase, which is strong 
enough to do so [calculate the dynamic effects of policies]. We would like to do it, 
but we are simply not there yet.’
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An evaluation system supporting the function of internal accountability rather 
than learning

Taken together, the furthering of an accountant’s perspective on evaluations and 
the ministry of finance’s role as de facto primary user of evaluations also furthers 
accountability and impedes learning as the primary function of both the Dutch 
and the Danish evaluation systems. In our cases the use of evaluations for learning 
is impeded in at least two distinct ways. First, by the way of routinisation, where the 
act of evaluating – and doing so in a certain way – becomes a goal in itself. Second, 
by fear of sanctions, which can impede the willingness of ministries to experiment 
and pose novel questions.

In the Netherlands, evaluations have often become ‘box-ticking’ exercises to 
accommodate the wishes of the ministry of finance. One of the respondents, for 
example, bemoaned the fact that the use of evaluations is sometimes compromised 
from the beginning when they are seen as obligatory, regardless of their quality. 
Initiatives to alleviate this problem have, however, been taken in recent years. With 
the introduction of the earlier mentioned Operation Insight into Quality, a range 
of initiatives have been taken to foster learning from evaluations, of which the pilot 
‘learning-oriented evaluations’ of the ministry of health, welfare and sports is a case 
in point. The increasing attention to learning was confirmed and recognised by all 
respondents, also beyond this ministry, and has been said to result in growing attention 
for evaluation methods that are more participatory and that have learning as a key 
goal (for example, Folkert et al, 2018).

Still, the second impediment to learning continues to arise, as a consequence of 
the central position of the ministry of finance within the evaluation system, which 
furthers ‘a mentality about money and not about policy’. Spending ministries thus 
fear that the results of their evaluations may have financial implications and threaten 
their policy portfolio, which is why several respondents describe how the civil servants 
of those ministries are not always fully ‘honest’ in their evaluations. The learning 
potential of evaluations thus to a large degree depends on the extent to which 
ministries ‘dare’ to evaluate, we were told, and especially dare to engage in a dialogue 
about the evaluation results. This fear of sanctions is thus impeding the willingness to 
openly discuss and question the desirability or appropriateness of a given policy, as 
also indicated by the court of audit in their assessment of the Operation Insight into 
Quality (Algemene Rekenkamer, 2021). Even when evaluations are used to improve 
policies, most respondents were under the impression that they primarily serve the 
purpose of ‘tweaking’ and fine-tuning existing policies, rather than leading to more 
substantial changes and rearrangements.

In Denmark, the ministry of finance is much more preoccupied with ex ante 
spending than ex post outcomes. The ministry of finance is thus highly focused on 
the process leading up to the passing of a policy reform and especially on double-
checking and validating the projections concerning the potential economic effects 
of a given policy proposal. The same is not the case when a policy has been passed, 
as the ministry of finance – in the words of one of the respondents from within the 
ministry – is ‘very reluctant on re-calculating and re-evaluating policies afterwards’. 
Another respondent from the ministry of finance explains that this focus on ex ante 
evaluations is ‘super important as we are the ones responsible for ensuring that the 
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right numbers are brought to bear in the fight for finances [between the ministries]’. 
This quite naturally limits the possibility to learn about the consequences of policies 
after they have been implemented. Second, the individual ministries also, like in the 
Dutch case, show a tendency for risk-avoidance, but in the Danish case it has less 
to do with the fear of being punished by the ministry of finance and more to do 
with a fear of ‘missing out’ on potential gains. This is especially vivid in the case of 
the Danish employment ministry, which has succeeded in producing high-ranked 
evaluations on certain aspects of employment policies. According to the respondent 
from the ministry of employment, this naturally skews the attention of policy makers 
in the direction of the few tried and tested programmes as ‘there is a tendency that 
policy proposals flows in the direction of where there is already evidence or where 
we can calculate this [the dynamic effects]’. This tendency is also furthered by the 
difficulties in evaluating certain aspects of employment policies according to the high 
methodological standards of the evidence hierarchy. According to the respondent from 
the ministry of employment ‘it is easy to gain evidence on the effects of caseworker-
client meetings, as it is easy to measure whether you get a meeting or not’. Contrary 
to this, the respondent argues that more holistic services involving both employment, 
health and social services are ‘much harder to measure and evaluate’. The economic 
gains of applying the tried and tested policy measures and the methodological 
difficulties in developing high-ranked evidence on the more complex aspects of 
employment policies thus limits the potential of the evaluation system to support 
the function of learning.

Discussion and conclusion

The analysis of the Dutch and Danish evaluation systems highlights the implications 
of assigning the evaluation coordination function to ministries of finance in terms 
of the intended function it serves. The function of evaluations are shaped not only –  
or primarily – by the ministry of finance forcing or coercing other ministries to 
adopt certain practices or procedures of evaluation, but also through processes where 
the logics, language and practices of the ministry of finance come to influence the 
evaluation activities of the whole central administration. In both countries, the result is 
that the ministry of finance’s central role in the evaluation systems favours somewhat 
defensive qualities, where evaluations are primarily used for accountability and 
piecemeal changes in policies, rather than more fundamental learning and revisions 
or reflections on the appropriateness of specific policies – especially if such change 
includes a substantial increase in government spending.

These findings add to existing research in several ways. First, we elucidate some of the 
central mechanisms behind the influence of economists in general (Christensen, 2017; 
Maesse et al, 2022) and ministries of finance more specifically. Much of the existing 
literature has centred on documenting how the interests and logics of economists and 
the ministry of finance affect the content of actual policies (Hirschman and Berman, 
2014; Berman, 2022; Garritzmann and Siderius, 2024). Less attention has been paid 
to the ‘administrative underpinnings of expert influence’ (Christensen, 2021). That is, 
how the organisation of knowledge and expertise within the procedures, structures 
and norms of policy making affects the ability of economists to assert their influence. 
By shifting focus from the influence of economists and economic knowledge on 
policy processes and output to the organisational factors supporting (or impeding) 
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such influence of economists, our study can thus help explain the enduring influence 
of economic thinking even when the context and actors of policy-making processes 
change. Our findings thus mirror recent studies, which shows how neoliberal ideas 
continue to exert their influence on government policies, exactly because of the way 
these ideas have been inscribed into economic models or fiscal rules that continue 
to guide policy making (Maron, 2021; Fuglsang, 2023). Furthermore, our study 
provides new perspectives on the way the influence of economist thinking can extend 
beyond economic policies, rules and models, as the ministry of finance – through 
their central role in the evaluation system – helped further a specific epistemological 
and methodological position on knowledge production and use within the whole 
of the central administration.

Second, the article builds on the increasing focus of evaluation research on 
organisational factors influencing the uptake and use of evaluations (Kupiec et al, 
2023a). Our study finds the institutional anchorage and organisation of evaluations 
to be of significant importance, but furthermore adds to this organisational 
perspective on evaluations by highlighting the importance of specific actors in 
shaping evaluation systems and their consequences. The consequences of the Danish 
and Dutch evaluation systems are not only a matter of the degree of institutional 
anchorage of evaluation activities within the central administration, but also a matter 
of whom the evaluation systems is centred around. Our two cases differed on the 
level of formalisation of the organisational underpinnings of the evaluation system, 
but this appeared to make less of a difference than the special role and standing 
that the ministry of finance holds. This suggest that the constitutive power of the 
evaluation systems is very much dependent on the central actors of such systems 
and would thus probably also be less vivid or different if the institutional anchorage 
of said systems was to be placed within a different ministry.

Third, the article contributes to the evaluation utilisation literature and especially 
debates on the ability of evaluations to be used for both learning and accountability 
(Alkin and King, 2017; Reinertsen et al, 2022). We thus concur with Raimondo 
(2018) that evaluation systems can lay out a blueprint and a set of norms favouring 
certain types of functions rather than others. And this blueprint can make it extremely 
challenging, if not impossible, to transform evaluation on different terms. Our study 
suggests that the very act of placing the responsibility of evaluations primarily in the 
hands of a powerful organisation and then planning evaluative activities according to 
the timeframes and knowledge needs of said organisation, can prove detrimental to 
the possibilities of learning. Meaning that the organising and planning of knowledge 
production to accommodate the existing frameworks and mental models of the 
organisation in charge will often contradict the ability of such evaluations to challenge 
underlying assumptions and thus induce more substantial changes. This is not due 
to ill-will within the ministry of finance, as all our respondents from the ministry 
highlight the need for broadening the perspective and functions.

However, such a broadening of the perspective and functions of evaluations will, 
on the one hand, require a greater awareness by the ministry of finance of the way 
their powerful position within central administration in general can also seep into the 
evaluation system and thus limit the methodological scope applied by other ministries. 
On the other hand, our findings also suggest that it requires the spending ministries 
to ‘dare’ to engage in dialogue with the ministry of finance, as this can help clarify 
how broader perspectives on evaluations are often possible.
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That being said, there remain significant differences across individual departments, 
confirming the existence of sectoral evaluation patterns (De Francesco and Pattyn, 
2021). Therefore, one should exercise caution in overinterpreting the findings. 
While we illustrate the major trends stemming from the institutionalisation of the 
evaluation system and the constitutive power of the ministry of finance, it would be 
erroneous to conclude that there is a uniform evaluation style. The choice of specific 
evaluation methods will also depend on sectoral evaluation styles, for instance, and 
the stage of the policy cycle during which evaluations are conducted. Additionally, 
individual ministries may exceed the (formal or informal) expectations set by the 
ministry of finance, and engage in additional evaluation practices that are not strictly 
required and where the ministry of finance has no role. Our analysis thus covers 
only a share of all evaluations conducted in both countries, though it represents 
the most significant share. Finally, the special nature of the two cases – regarding 
the central role of the ministries of finance and the long-standing emphasis and 
institutionalisation of procedures for using evaluative evidence – entails that we 
should not overemphasise the ability to generalise from these cases. Our findings 
indicate that formal procedures for anchoring evaluations within the ministry of 
finance probably means less than the general power and standing of the ministry of 
finance within the government hierarchy, which was substantial in both cases. This 
calls for more comparative and more contextually sensitive research on evaluation 
systems. Future research could thus ideally test to what extent our findings also hold 
in countries, where the ministry of finance does not have the same long-standing 
tradition and position as the main coordinator and arbiter of government policy. 
In addition, we also call for similar analyses of evaluation systems headed by other 
ministries in order to enhance our understanding of the influence of specific types 
of (economic) actors and organisational factors.
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