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“Evaluation can contribute mightily to increased effectiveness in meeting the 

needs of people in poverty, the homeless, the sick and afflicted, children in need of 

quality education, and wiser use of resources for the full range of hopeful human 

endeavors.” 

(Patton, 2008, p. xvii) 
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Abstract 

Purpose – This study seeks to shed light on the increasing complexity of 

evaluation practices in the context of international development projects by exploring 

two competing evaluation logics—professional and political. This study then aims to 

provide greater understanding of ‘how’ and ‘why’ projects are really evaluated beyond 

the common and formal rhetoric expressed by mainstream stakeholders in the project 

evaluation context.  

Design/methodology/approach – This qualitative study was built upon a 

systematic review of the evaluation literature followed by an in-depth investigation of 

a phenomenon through the application of narrative inquiry approach. This research 

also benefits from the conceptual aid of the actor-network theory (ANT) in the 

examination of an international development project funded by the World Bank in 

Brazil. The ANT is used as a sensitizing concept to examine the emerging role of 

different human and non-human actors (such as the funder, sponsor, evaluators, 

government, project team, etc.) in the evaluation process of a large and complex 

project. 

Findings – This study found that evaluators and other key stakeholders must 

manage a competing battle between professional and political logics in which each 

actor pursues their own interests, attitudes, and approaches through the manipulation 

of the evaluation product (report or text). This research illustrates how an emergent 

transformation of an evaluation outcome occurs as a consequence of a constant contest 

between professional and political logics. This study articulates the evaluation practice 

as the collaborative sense-giving and sense-making processes in which both evaluators 

and evaluees enhance their understanding of the project and its outcome. Furthermore, 

this research also proposes that the evaluation outcome could be either enlightenment, 

legitimization, collusion, or a combination of these, depending on the result of the 

battle between professional and political logics. This work also integrates the findings 

into a concept map that demonstrates how different elements—such as evaluation 

motivation, purpose, value, politics, process, temporality, criteria, and actors—interact 

through collaborative sense-giving and sense-making processes to construct the final 

evaluation logics. 
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Research limitations/implications – This research does not seek to propose a 

generalizable concept model or framework following the mindset of ‘one size fits all’. 

Instead, this study offers both project evaluation scholars and practitioners a method 

to go beyond scientific paradigms and objective-subjective duality and consider 

evaluation practice through the lens of a social construction paradigm. This study 

opens up a new avenue toward the study of evaluation logics in an emergent and 

complex environment and allows for better understanding of the complexity of 

evaluation practice.  

Practical implications – The collaborative sense-giving and sense-making 

concept map developed in this study can assist evaluation practitioners to enhance their 

understanding of the increasing complexity of evaluation practice. This study also aims 

to assist evaluation practitioners with adopting a more resilient and adaptive approach 

toward the design and implementation of evaluation practices to address the emergent 

nature of societies. 

Originality/value – The originality of this study relies on transcending the 

conventional approaches toward project evaluation practice and enhancing this 

understanding of the two competing professional and political logics in the context of 

international development projects. The value of this research is that it sheds some 

light on the subjective process of translating the evaluation product to an outcome 

through the lens of sense-giving and sense-making processes.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1 FOREWORD 

This chapter presents an overview of this study by exploring the study background, gaps 

in the literature, and research problem. First, I discuss what motivated me to pursue this research 

project and the rationale behind it. Second, I provide an overview of the research background 

and present the gaps in the evaluation literature identified through a systematic literature review 

explored in the following chapter. Third, I state the research problem and illustrate the research 

questions as the major outcomes of the literature review. Fourth, I explain the relevance of this 

study, refine the objectives, and present an overview of the research design to address the 

research questions. In this section, I also illustrate how an integrated research design helped me 

to fulfil the research objectives and fill the research gaps, thanks to an overarching roadmap 

presented in the third chapter of this thesis. Fifth, I explore the core contributions of this study 

and articulate the research scope and limitations, as well as the assumptions and biases that 

affected these contributions. Sixth, I discuss the generalizability concerns related to the research 

outcome and present the overall structure of this thesis. Finally, this chapter concludes with the 

chapter summary. 

1.2 FOCUS AND IMPETUS 

This research seeks to provide a greater understanding of the ‘hows’ and ‘whys’ in the 

evaluation process of large and complex projects, particularly in the context of international 

development. Two approaches were sought to unfold this complex and emergent construct. 

First, this study employs a narrative inquiry approach to facilitate understanding of how 

evaluators and other key human and non-human actants interact with each other to construct 

the evaluation product. Second, the reasons behind their decisions, actions, and behaviors 

through the application of the actor-network theory (ANT) and text, author, audience, context 

(TAAC) models were also investigated, which assisted with unfolding the political aspects of 

evaluation practice in this project. Thus, the combination of these two perspectives as the 

analytical tools of this study helped me to explore the different evaluation logics in an 

international development project, the First Programmatic Reform Loan for Environmental 

Sustainability in Brazil (henceforth, the BR Project) funded by the World Bank. 
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To illustrate what motivated me to conduct this study, the significant role of the 

evaluation practice in providing welfare and prosperity for human society should be explored. 

Evaluation protagonists argue that evaluation practice can be a powerful tool for policymakers, 

politicians, governments, funders, and other professional communities to increase the 

efficiency and effectiveness of the projects, programs, and initiatives. They also argue that 

higher evaluation quality could lead to improved quality of life, higher education systems, better 

health and support, reduction in poverty and homelessness, and overall improved human life 

condition (see De Lay & Manda, 2004; House, 2001; Mohan & Sullivan, 2006; O'Brien, Payne, 

Nolan, & Ingleton, 2010; Patton, 2008 & 2012; Stake, 2004). However, like any other tool 

(such as a knife or double-edged sword), evaluation can be used for harm as well as good. It 

can be argued that evaluation practice had trouble in the last decade from unprecedented 

examples of data corruption, suppression of findings to serve narrow political and partisan 

agendas, and distorting data to justify decisions already made in the interests of those with 

power and wealth (see Agopian, 1979; Chelimsky, 1995; Datta, 2011; House, 2004; Patton, 

2008 & 2012; Stufflebeam, 2001). As a result, the evaluation profession is increasingly called 

upon to contribute to general public welfare, speak truth to the power, and support critical 

thinking in this global age of widespread disinformation and misinformation (e.g., Abma, 2006; 

Bjørnholt & Larsen, 2014; Chelimsky, 1987). This vague and ambiguous atmosphere of 

evaluation practice in contemporary societies, which makes it more of a political intervention 

than technical or professional, was the main trigger for pursuing this research. 

1.3 RATIONALE OF THE STUDY 

Davidson (2005) argued that evaluation is possibly the most important activity that has 

allowed human beings to evolve, develop, improve things, and survive in an ever-changing 

environment. As stated by House (1993), “Evaluation is a powerful social force that has 

emerged only recently in advanced capitalist societies, a new institution that promises to be a 

major [good or bad] influence over the long term” (p. viii). House (1993, p. 30) defined 

evaluation as the “determination of the worth or value of something such as educational and 

social programs, policies and personnel, judged according to appropriate criteria” (see also 

Scriven, 1991). Guba and Lincoln (1989) pointed out that evaluation is a socio-political 

continuous, recursive, and divergent process. According to Patton (2018), evaluation is a 

dynamic, multidimensional endeavor. Patton (2018) defined evaluation as a “systematic 

process, which involves making judgments to determine merit, worth, value, significance, 

credibility, and utility of whatever is being evaluated” (p.18). This could be a program, project, 
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policy, product, or the performance of a person, team, or organization, which is referred to as 

an ‘evaluand’ in the literature. From the social construction perspective, evaluation is a 

collaborative sense-giving and sense-making process in which evaluators and other key actants 

interact with each other to construct their understanding of the project being evaluated and share 

it with each other (e.g. Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Lincoln, 2003). Hence, the social construction 

process of evaluation practice can be explored from different perspectives. 

First, from one perspective, evaluation can be categorized into two forms: internal and 

external evaluations depending on the independence of the evaluators from the organization for 

which they perform this practice. However, from another perspective, evaluation practice can 

be grouped into two different clusters: collaborative or participatory and non-interactive 

evaluations. Davidson (2005) claimed that only an internal evaluation can be considered 

collaborative and an external evaluation as non-interactive. This could be true in some 

circumstances; however, in overall the evaluation practice could be interactive and 

collaborative irrespective of being internally or externally conducted, and vice versa. However, 

regardless of conducting an internal or external evaluation, what practitioners mostly focus on 

in their practice is the evaluation process and criteria and what is usually missed is the 

motivation, politics, and not only considering the evaluation outcome as a text (or report). This 

study seeks to shed some light on these soft aspects of the evaluation practice in the context of 

international development projects. 

Second, one of the most frequent expressions found in both evaluation literature and 

practice is ‘independent evaluation’, which means that nobody on the evaluation team should 

have a significant vested interest in whether the results are good or bad (Davidson, 2005). 

However, I am skeptical that this view, which Davidson and other evaluation scholars and 

practitioners represent, would be able to clearly explain the level of the evaluators’ 

independence. For instance, the evaluators of the BR Project studied in this research had no 

direct interest in the good or bad results of the project itself; however, they were recruited by 

the World Bank and were officially the Bank’s employees. As discussed in the analysis and 

results chapter, the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) is actually one of the World Bank’s 

(WB) departments. Thus, simply choosing the term ‘independent’ does not change the truth 

that they were actually dependent on the Bank, as their members were already in the payroll 

system. Therefore, it can be argued that a more accurate definition for the evaluators’ 

independence is nested within two kinds of relationships: the relationship between the 

evaluators and the evaluand and the evaluators and their client or sponsor. However, this 
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elaboration is also subject to controversy, as someone may claim that even being independent 

from the client or sponsor is still not enough to call evaluators ‘independent’, because 

politicians, partisans, and other agencies who share high stakes in the evaluand may also have 

relationships with the evaluators, which can potentially harm their stance of independence. In 

essence, this research seeks to clarify the ground for superficial labels such as ‘independent 

evaluation’ and argues that in reality, which is a network-oriented world, there is no such thing 

as an ‘independent evaluator’. 

Third, as indicated by Patton (2008), high stake decision-making goes beyond the 

evidence, politicization, and distortion of evaluation findings; misuse of evaluations; bloated 

rhetoric about accountability; expecting more than the evaluation can deliver; huge expenditure 

on poorly done and useless studies; and a likely decline in quality due to demand outstripping 

the capacity for high quality evaluations (see Azzam & Levine, 2014; Chelimsky, 2012 & 2009; 

Patton, 2012; Rossi & Wright, 1977; Shaw et al., 2006; Stake, 2004). My aim is for this study 

to adequately answer some of these challenges by providing a greater understanding of the 

competing evaluation logics in the context of international development projects. 

Hence, this research is not intended to be a replacement for the other in-depth theoretical 

and practical contributions already made by evaluation protagonists, such as House, Hirschman, 

Guba and Lincoln, Patton or any of the others whose work I have drawn on. This study was 

developed to shed some light on the evaluation logics of large and complex projects in the 

context of international development. The contribution of this research is examining this 

phenomenon through a different approach, which goes beyond conventional scientific and 

objective research paradigms. My study considers ‘evaluation practice’ through the lens of a 

social construction paradigm with the application of narrative inquiry approach complemented 

by the ANT and TAAC models. 

1.4 RESEARCH BACKGROUND 

To provide the context of this study, here I explore the rationale behind the selection of 

an international development project in Brazil funded by the World Bank as the empirical 

source of field data. The World Bank has more than 70 years’ experience in appraising, 

financing, and following up large and complex development projects, which constitutes the 

most ample, varied, and detailed source of information, insights, knowledge, and 

documentation for this study (see Hirschman, 1967). Furthermore, my research objective was 

to enhance the understanding of the evaluation logic in large complex projects, and the World 
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Bank has developed highly sophisticated evaluation practices, with high standards of 

performance performed by its evaluation unit, which is called the ‘Independent Evaluation 

Group’ or ‘IEG’. Another benefit of choosing an international development project funded by 

the World Bank is the ease of having access to publicly available data related to the project, its 

design and implementation, and most importantly, its evaluation documents. 

The main reason for choosing the BR Project as the source of my research field data was 

its controversial evaluation results, which are reflected in the PPAR and its supplementary 

documents. A brief scan of the project’s documents, as well as its highly socio-political subject, 

which is related to environmental management in one of the world’s most significant eco 

systems, proved how complex this project was and its viability for an in-depth qualitative 

inquiry. According to Pollack and Remington’s (2007) framework to map complexity in a 

project, the BR Project can be considered structurally, temporally, technically, and directionally 

complex. The BR Project is considered structurally complex simply because it was an 

international development project with many stakeholders (or actants) dispersed across the 

globe (in Latin America, North America, Europe, etc.). The project was temporally complex as 

it was affected by the quick changes in the socio-political environment of the project. 

Furthermore, there is no argument that the project was technically complex, as it was the first 

time a project of this size, scope, and goals was developed by the World Bank, and this provided 

a great deal of uncertainty and novelty. Finally, the project is considered directionally complex 

as it entails diverse key stakeholders (actants) with diverse, conflicting, and even contradictory 

technical, political, social, financial, and environmental goals and objectives. 

Davidson (2005) argued that when building organizational learning capacity is the 

primary purpose of evaluation, independence is no longer the case, as the major goal is to 

improve organizational learning through its successes and failures. Thus, in this case, even 

independent evaluators could not be as helpful and effective as dependent ones. This argument 

can lead to the conclusion that having 100% independent evaluators may not be the best strategy 

for the World Bank’s evaluation practices. The reason is nested within the justification that the 

WB seeks diverse purposes additional to accountability, such as organizational learning, as well 

as legitimization in their practices. As a result, this makes evaluation logic a complex, 

multifaceted, and political construct. Thus, it can be argued that choosing the BR Project makes 

perfect sense for undertaking an exploratory, inductive, and qualitative study with a narrative 

approach to unpacking competing evaluation logics in a large and complex project. 



 

6 Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.5 GAPS IN THE LITERATURE 

A systematic literature review, which is present in the following chapter, complemented 

by reviewing the related evaluation practices, helped me to gain an in-depth understanding of 

the shortcomings of the extant literature. The major pitfall of evaluation literature is the 

dominance of objective and scientific perspectives toward the evaluation concept (for 

exceptions see Guba & Lincoln, 1989; House, 2001 & 1993; Hirschman, 1967). In this sense, 

a paradigm shift toward evaluation practice, which considers it as a multifaceted, complex, and 

emergent construct, is required to enhance the understanding of this phenomenon. For instance, 

Guba and Lincoln (1989) argued that ‘evaluation’ should not be approached as a ‘scientific’ 

process, because this will mislead us from its fundamentally social, political, and value-oriented 

character. They conceptualized fourth generation evaluation as an approach that goes beyond 

mere science and includes human, political, cultural, and contextual elements that are involved 

with the evaluation practice. In this sense, they argued that fourth generation evaluation moves 

beyond conventional evaluation approaches that are characterized as measurement-oriented 

(first generation), description-oriented (second generation), and judgment-oriented (third 

generation), which are all dominated by the positivist paradigm. They called their proposed 

evaluation generation the responsive-constructive approach, which is constructed based on 

negotiation. Thus, it can be argued that Guba and Lincoln (1989) tried to depict an evaluation 

trajectory that began with quantitative approaches and later joined with qualitative methods that 

aligned with House’s (1993) findings, which reviewed the history of evaluation in the North 

American context. This research is built upon the works of subjectivist and qualitative 

evaluation researchers who considered evaluation practice a complex and emergent 

phenomenon. 

The above-mentioned shortcomings in the extant literature and practice guided me on a 

long and interesting journey to complete my PhD research project to explore the ‘whys’ and 

‘hows’ of evaluation logics in large and complex projects. 

1.6 PROBLEM STATEMENT AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

To address the above-mentioned shortcomings in the extant literature, I developed 

inductive and qualitative research by adopting a narrative inquiry approach. However, as 

expected, this study has the benefit of the nature of qualitative research, which is its constant 

change and emergence. The principal research question that triggered this study was 

‘Understanding the logics behind the evaluation of large and complex projects’. This main 
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research question evolved through a systematic review of the evaluation literature and identified 

a research gap that was deemed viable to address in this PhD dissertation. To create a more 

specific direction to guide my research, I then developed three sub research questions that 

oversaw evaluation logic through different angles, inspired by the extant literature: 

 How can a framework/model for comprehensive evaluation of complex projects be 

constructed from the knowledge of existing successful approaches? 

 How can the key criteria, perspectives, and methods underlying successful evaluation 

of complex projects be modelled? 

 How do the different dimensions of project complexity influence the evaluation 

process and criteria for large, complex projects? 

However, qualitative research is considered an exploratory journey in which the research 

directions, goals, questions, and as a result, methods, may change throughout the study due to 

its unique, unexpected, and resilient nature. My study was not an exception to this case, and I 

was therefore required to update the details of my research, including the research questions 

and methods, to better capture and reflect the changes imposed by the external and internal 

factors that influenced my work. One of the main reasons for the changes to the research 

questions was gaining more insight and knowledge of the phenomenon through the analysis of 

field data and extended examination of the literature throughout the data analysis. As a result, 

the research questions ultimately transformed to the following: 

 Main research question: What are the competing logics behind the evaluation of large 

and complex projects? 

o Sub research question 1: What are the major components of evaluation practice 

that contribute to the construction of evaluation logics in large and complex 

projects? 

o Sub research question 2:  How can evaluation logics enhance the understanding 

of different interpretations of the evaluation product (text or report)? 

o Sub research question 3: How can those competing evaluation logics transform 

the evaluation product into an evaluation outcome? 

o Sub research question 4: How can evaluation logics augment understanding of 

different interpretations of evaluation outcome? 

 Complementary research question: How can evaluation practice be interpreted 

through the lens of sense-giving and sense-making processes? 
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I confess that it was difficult to determine these research questions without an in-depth 

engagement with the field data, which enhanced my insights about the complex and emergent 

nature of evaluation practice and its highly subjective component: ‘evaluation logics’. 

1.7 SIGNIFICANCE AND RELEVANCE OF THIS STUDY 

To expand on the relevance of this study, I now review the stance of evaluation practice 

in a greater context, which is ‘project management’. Interest in project management has grown 

considerably within both academic and practitioner fields over the last few decades, 

demonstrating enthusiasm in this field. The approach toward project-oriented organizational 

design is becoming more common, with even the most operation-based organizations preferring 

to define projects to better plan, execute, monitor, and control their organizational plans and 

programs. The methods, tools, and techniques that the project management body of knowledge 

recommend to the project-based organization can be used to manage the project more 

productively (efficiency and effectiveness) and be more competitive in a dynamic, complex 

world of uncertainty and ambiguity (Ika, 2009).  

According to Turner and Muller (2006), an increasing portion of organizational tasks are 

now being undertaken as projects. They also argued that until the mid-1980s, interest in project 

management was mostly limited to some specific industries such as engineering, construction, 

defense, and information technology. However, more recently, interest in adopting a project 

management approach has extended into many other industries and areas of management 

activity (Bredillet, 2010). For example, more than 20% of global economic activity currently 

takes place as projects; in some emerging economies it exceeds 30% (Scranton & Fridenson, 

2013, p. 149). The World Bank (2015) data indicates that 22% of the world’s $78 trillion gross 

domestic product (GDP) is gross capital formation, which is almost entirely project-based 

(Bredillet, 2010). In many public and private organizations a number of operating expenditures 

are also project-based (Turner & Muller, 2006). As a result, the project management approach 

makes an important and significant contribution to creating value for the global economy 

(Bredillet, 2010).  

Simultaneously, projects are now becoming more and more complex, unpredictable, and 

difficult to manage. The causes of complexity in project environments include the increasing 

complexity of products being developed, the project management methodologies, processes, 

the tightening of timescales, and dramatic and endless changes in the project environment 

(Williams, 2002). A significant number of complex projects fail to meet their evaluation 
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criteria, such as time and cost targets (can be considered as the project efficiency), which leads 

to the perception of failure to achieve their goals (or project effectiveness). Other projects fail 

to issue their major deliverables or other significant outcomes, or are cancelled by their key 

project stakeholder due to a lack of a project management team to achieve the time schedule 

and budget planned. From these issues, it can be understood that project failure is a serious 

concern for project owners, who have a great deal of responsibility, especially in large, complex 

projects. 

As a result, the more complex a project is, the greater the need for more sophisticated 

project management and evaluation processes, methods, tools, and techniques. According to 

Baccarini (1996), the importance of complexity to the project management process is widely 

acknowledged, for example: 

 “Project complexity hinders the clear identification of the goals and objectives of the 

projects. 

 Complexity is an important criterion in the selection of an appropriate project 

organizational form (or structure). 

 Project complexity influences the selection of project inputs (e.g. the expertise and 

experience requirements of the project management team). 

 Complexity is frequently used as a criterion in the selection of suitable project 

procurement arrangements. 

 Complexity affects the project objectives of time, cost, and quality. Broadly the 

higher the project complexity is, the greater the time and cost is.” (p. 201) 

However, most of the research focus, following Baccarini (1996), has been on how to 

perceive project complexity in terms of project complexity dimensions, drivers, and symptoms 

(e.g., Brady & Davies, 2014; Geraldi et al., 2011; He et al., 2015;  Nguyen et al. 2015; Qureshi 

& Kang, 2015; Remington & Pollack, 2007; Shenhar & Dvir, 1996; 2007; Williams, 1999; Xia 

& Lee, 2004 & 2005). Some researchers have in fact shifted toward how to manage complex 

projects from different perspectives, such as leadership (e.g., Muller et al., 2012), project 

management methodologies (e.g., Albrecht & Spang, 2014; Saynisch, 2010a,b;), governance 

and knowledge management (e.g., Ahern et al., 2014), communication (e.g., Azim et al., 2010; 

Antoniadis et al., 2011; Pauget & Wald, 2013; Senescu et al., 2013), and empowering project 

managers (e.g., Thomas & Mengel, 2008), all of which are yet to be elaborated (e.g., Davies & 

Mackenzie, 2014; Locatelli et al., 2014; Sheffield et al., 2012). The in-depth investigation into 
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complex project literature revealed a lack of appropriate contributions in the evaluation of 

complex projects. This aspect was the initial incentive of the current research. These identified 

gaps can be outlined as a lack of appropriate theory development into the logic behind the 

evaluation of complex projects, the criteria, perspective, and methods of the evaluation process, 

and the relationship between project complexity dimensions and the project evaluation process. 

The current study seeks to fulfill these gaps in the literature. In the meantime, this research 

revealed that as projects become more complex, they face increasing issues and challenges to 

meet their appointed goals and objectives, such as time, cost, quality, and scope (see Bosch-

Rekveldt et al., 2011; He et al., 2014; Hu et al., 2013; Lebcir & Choudrie, 2011; Lu et al., 

2014,). 

This study has relevance to the field of project management because the literature has not 

yet studied how complex projects are evaluated, and it would appear that there is no agreement 

about how to evaluate complex projects. Thus, this research is expected to make a contribution 

to the project management evaluation field by improving understanding of the logics used by 

different organizations to evaluate complex projects.  

1.8 OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH 

The purpose of this study is to provide a detailed understanding of the logic behind the 

evaluation of large, complex projects. To achieve this outcome, I investigated the criteria, 

perspectives, and methods used to evaluate large complex projects, also called ‘meta-

evaluation’. Meta-evaluation is the evaluation of evaluation practice (Davidson, 2008; Patton, 

2018 & 2008; Scriven, 1991). In other words, it is a determination of the quality and/or value 

of an evaluation. From this perspective, my study could itself be considered  a meta-evaluation, 

in which I have evaluated the evaluation practice conducted by IEG in the BR Project. Davidson 

(2005) proposed five criteria for meta-evaluation including validity, utility, conduct, credibility, 

and costs. It can be argued that these five core criteria could also be used to evaluate this 

research. 

1.9 AN OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH DESIGN 

A systematic review of the literature assisted me to identify the research gaps, gain greater 

understanding of a subjective construct, such as evaluation, and be able to link it to project 

complexity. In order to address the identified research questions, an integrated research design 

was developed using a combination of subjectivist epistemology, social constructivist 

paradigm, inductive reasoning as the research strategy, and a qualitative methodology. This 
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alignment in the research design provided a more reliable framework through which to address 

the research questions. This qualitative research adopted a narrative inquiry research method 

complemented by the actor-network theory (ANT) as the sensitizing concept tool to focus on 

understanding the social and historical construction of evaluation logics. A narrative inquiry 

(Czarniawska, 2014 & 2004) research design is expected to identify the different ways project-

based organizations evaluate complex projects. The ANT (Latour, 2005) is used as a sensitizing 

concept tool through which to understand the roles and significance of both human and non-

human actors in the evaluation practice of large and complex projects.  

In research design chapter, I propose a methodological structure and roadmap to clarify 

how the research questions were addressed through an exploratory qualitative study. In the 

chapter, I discuss why I adopted a social constructivist paradigm to explore the subjective nature 

of evaluation logics in large and complex projects. I also address why this study adopted an 

inductive research strategy to investigate the research questions identified through a systematic 

literature review. The research design chapter provides a rigorous explanation to justify the 

application of narrative inquiry as the research method, complemented by the ANT as the 

sensitizing concept tool. The research design chapter illustrates why a set of documents related 

to an international development project was used as field data to address the research questions. 

Finally, the chapter justifies how different methodological components of this research, 

including the research paradigm, methodology, methods for data collection, analysis, and 

representation combine to bring together all of the elements of this research toward achieving 

its goals. 

What did the analyzed BR Project documents tell me in order to construct a narrative of 

the project evaluation and its complex journey? These documents provided an enriched and 

detailed account of the years the project was undertaken and evaluated. While each report 

shared various elements of the project evaluation wearing a specific lens, several common 

themes could be examined through their narratives. The narrative of the BR Project illustrates 

that the complexity of evaluation logics cannot be unfolded through the application of 

conventional objective lenses. Thus, I adopted a social constructivist perspective to explore and 

construct the evaluation logics by reading between the lines in the BR project’s evaluation 

narrative.  
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1.10 CORE CONTRIBUTIONS OF THIS STUDY 

In this study, I explore the soft aspects of evaluation practice to provide a greater 

understanding of the actual ‘whys’ and ‘hows’ in the world. My motivation was to provide 

information for project evaluation practitioners, as well as enhancing evaluation scholars’ 

awareness of how competing professional and political logics can cause different, and 

sometimes controversial, interpretations of evaluation outcomes in large and complex projects. 

This research brings the significant role of non-human actors to the attention of both academics 

and practitioners and explains how their interactions with human actors can contribute toward 

the construction of evaluation logics, whether professional or political. I hope this research can 

enable evaluation scholars and practitioners to reconsider their scientific and objective 

philosophical and methodological approaches toward evaluation practice and provide them 

with awareness of the soft elements of evaluation that construct evaluation logics through 

interactions between human and non-human actors in an emerging actor-network. 

Employing a mix of content and thematic analysis enriched with the narrative and 

discourse analysis assisted me to draw two mega-themes and eight sub-themes from the field 

data. The two mega themes that constructed the evaluation logics were the evaluation mission 

and evaluation approach. The four themes that constructed the evaluation mission were 

motivation, purpose (reason), value, and politics. On the other hand, process, temporality, 

criteria, and actants (actors) constructed the hard components of evaluation logics, which is the 

evaluation approach. These two mega themes and their subsequent sub-themes established a 

solid basis to construct the core contributions of this study. 

In summary, this study aims to shed some light on the complex and subjective 

phenomenon of competing evaluation logics in the context of international development 

projects. First, I adopted a narrative inquiry approach complemented by the ANT as a 

sensitizing concept tool to unfold different elements incorporated with the political and 

professional logics in project evaluation practice. Second, another contribution of this study is 

the development of a concept map drawn from the data analysis of the BR Project narrative, 

which illustrates two major soft and hard elements (mission and approach) involved in the 

construction of evaluation logics. Third, I have provided a deeper understanding of how those 

soft and hard elements influence the construction of evaluation logics and how those two 

competing evaluation logics impact the transformation of the evaluation product (text or report) 

into an outcome (enlightenment, legitimization, and collusion). Fourth, I also explain how the 

evaluation practice can be better understood through the lens of collaborative sense-giving and 
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sense-making. Fifth, this research underpins the foundation of fifth generation evaluation, in 

which the role and significance of non-human actors is equally acknowledged and considered 

in an agile network-oriented approach. 

1.11 RESEARCH SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS 

There are some implications related to the scope of this study that can trigger diverse 

interpretation and evaluation of the presented findings. First, the scope of this study is limited 

to the evaluation context within international development projects funded by the World Bank. 

Second, although the study employed a narrative inquiry approach to explore competing 

evaluation logics in the BR Project, which involved the temporality factor, the research design 

was cross-sectional rather than a longitudinal study. Third, this study only focuses on the 

subjective and less attended components of evaluation logics such as politics, ethics, mission, 

and motivations rather than dominant objective, scientific, and technical factors incorporated 

in evaluation practice. 

There are some limitations attributed to this study that should be noted. These limitations 

stemmed from the research paradigm, approach, and methodology, which is part of the nature 

of qualitative research. First, this qualitative study is based on field data from one of the World 

Bank’s international developments. Thus, the generalizability of the research findings to other 

fields and other contexts is limited. Nonetheless, this research does not seek to provide 

generalizable findings, which is totally against the philosophy of social construction paradigm. 

Second, the field data of this research relied heavily on the archival documents of the BR Project 

publicly available on the internet. I had no access to the Bank’s executives or their project 

management team in Brazil, as well as individuals from the Government of Brazil (GoB) to 

collect first hand data through interviews, observation, and non-public documents. Third, this 

study was initially designed to adopt constructive grounded theory as the research method, 

however, I was unable to apply this method to the archival data. As a result, narrative inquiry 

was used as the method for this study. 

1.12 ASSUMPTIONS AND BIASES 

I was a project management practitioner at several project-based organizations since 2003 

with extensive experience in formative and summative project evaluation and assessment. I 

may have made some assumptions about the nature and process of project evaluation while 

interpreting and analyzing the field data in the BR Project. I referred to my past experience, 

knowledge, and insight to make sense of different actions, decisions, and behaviors made by 
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each individual actant in the evaluation of the BR Project. Thus, it can be argued that my prior 

knowledge, insight, and experience are attached to this study, as they helped me to make a link 

between what I already knew and what I was exploring in a realm of project evaluation through 

the different lenses and paradigms I employed. However, I am aware that bias is not a serious 

concern in qualitative analysis, as it recognizes the interactions of the researcher with the 

research as a major component of the sense-making process. 

1.13 GENERALIZABILITY OF THIS STUDY  

Throughout this study, I refer to the nature of qualitative research in general, and narrative 

inquiry in particular, with the aim of providing an in-depth understanding of a phenomenon 

rather than generalizing a theory, concept, or framework that requires significant numbers of 

samples from diverse field data (Czarniawska, 2004). In general, what is important in 

qualitative research is the richness of data and in-depth involvement of the researcher with the 

studied phenomenon, not a vast and diverse data set (Denzin & Lincoln, 2001). What I 

particularly sought in this research was to achieve a deeper understanding of the evaluation 

logic, which was achieved through an in-depth study, research, and investigation of a case 

through the application of narrative inquiry, complemented by the ANT as the sensitizing 

concept tool (see Callon, 1986; Guzman & De Souza, 2018; Latour, 2005;). Although the 

research findings and results may not be generalizable to projects with different characteristics, 

natures, environments, and in different contexts, it can shed some light on this phenomenon and 

assist project evaluation scholars and practitioners to enhance their knowledge and 

understanding of the complexity of evaluation in a large international development project. 

Thus, it can be illustrated that the generalizability of the research findings was not my concern 

throughout this study. 

1.14 THESIS LAYOUT  

The current chapter (Introduction), presented a compact version of my research proposal 

as an introduction. This chapter discusses why this study is relevant and the research objectives. 

The gaps in the extant literature and the research questions were also presented. Furthermore, 

a brief overview of the study and projected core contributions of this research complemented 

by the overall structure of the thesis are the other components of this introduction chapter. 

Chapter 2 (Literature Review) explores the relevant literature to provide a holistic view 

of the research background for myself and the readers of this work. This chapter presents the 

results of a systematic literature review to illustrate the research gaps and problems. Different 

https://librarycatalogue.griffith.edu.au/search~S1?/aCzarniawska-Joerges%2C+Barbara./aczarniawska+joerges+barbara/-3,-1,0,B/browse
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research areas of the extant literature are explored, including project complexity, project 

evaluation, and the application of the ANT in project environments to justify why this research 

is relevant. 

Chapter 3 (Research Design) proposes a methodological structure and roadmap to clarify 

how the research questions were addressed through an exploratory qualitative study. This 

chapter discusses why a social constructivist paradigm was adopted to explore the subjective 

nature of evaluation logics in large and complex projects. It also addresses why this study 

adopted an inductive research strategy to investigate the research questions identified through 

a systematic literature review. This chapter provides a rigorous explanation to justify the 

application of narrative inquiry as the research method, complemented by the ANT as the 

sensitizing concept tool. The research design chapter also illustrates why a set of documents 

related to an international development project was used as field data to address the research 

questions. Finally, this chapter justifies how different methodological components of this 

research, including the research paradigm, methodology, methods for data collection, analysis, 

and representation bring together the elements of the research toward achieving its goals. 

Chapter 4 (Data Analysis and Findings) presents a detailed analysis of the field data and 

articulates the key research findings. This chapter explores the available data related to the BR 

Project to unfold the evaluation logics of this large and complex project. An evaluation narrative 

was constructed to assist me to examine the construction of evaluation logic as a very subjective 

and complex construct. This narrative firstly introduces the selected project by providing a brief 

overview, background, and context. Next, the major human and non-human actants involved in 

the process of project evaluation are investigated, including their roles, impacts, and 

interactions with each other. A narrative is then constructed to explore the interactions of human 

and non-human actors through an integrated conceptual lens of the ANT and TAAC models. 

Finally, the findings are brought together to manifest the evaluation logics of large and complex 

projects, particularly in the international development projects context in the concluding 

remarks of this chapter.  

Chapter 5 (Discussion) integrates the research findings drawn from the previous chapter 

with the current literature and links them to the research problems and questions. The main 

focus of this chapter is to draw the major contributions of this research based upon my 

reflections on the research findings and their linkage to the extant literature through a compare 

and contrast approach. This chapter provides a reflection upon the research findings and 

connects them to the research objectives, problems, and questions. It also refers to the 
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evaluation literature and explains how the research contributions were built based on the extant 

literature. Furthermore, this chapter seeks to articulate how the gap in the evaluation literature 

is addressed by the contributions of this research. It also explains to what extent the application 

of a narrative inquiry approach assisted me to address the research questions. A discussion 

regarding how the ANT and TAAC models helped to unfold the complex relationship between 

different actants to construct the narrative is then provided. Finally, this chapter concludes with 

a summary of the major contributions of this research to illustrate its relevance to the evaluation 

community. 

Chapter 6 (Conclusion) integrates the key research findings, reflects on the study 

contributions, articulates the research implications for theory and practice, and proposes some 

directions for future studies. A general overview of the research and its key objectives in 

provided at the beginning of this chapter. This is followed by a reflection on the key findings 

of this study and a review of the key findings presented in the previous chapters. A discussion 

of the major contributions of the thesis is then provided by comparing and contrasting them 

against the extant literature. The major implications of this study for both theory and practice 

are then discussed and the major limitations of the research throughout its lifecycle are 

reviewed. Some new directions for future research are provided based on my study findings, 

the contributions, and limitations. Finally, this chapter and the thesis conclude with the 

concluding remarks. 

1.15 CLOSING REMARKS 

This study was inspired by the Cynefin framework (Snowden, 2007), which categorizes 

projects into five major groups: simple, complicated, complex, chaotic, and disorder. More than 

15 years’ experience working in project-based organizations has taught me that the majority of 

project management and evaluation practices, tools, techniques, and methodologies can be 

applied in simple and complicated projects. Thus, the evaluation of large and complex project 

requires a more sophisticated approach, which adopts a subjective and sense making process to 

address increasing complexity and the emergent nature of these projects. In this sense, I hope 

this chapter has provided a solid foundation to justify why this study is viable, relevant, and 

well designed and implemented. 

This chapter presented an overview of this study by exploring the research background, 

gaps, and problem. I first discussed what motivated me to pursue this research project and the 

rationale behind it. Second, I provided an overview of the research background and presented 
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the research gaps thanks to a systematic literature review. Third, I stated the research problem 

and articulated the research questions and its evolution as the major outcome of the literature 

review process. Fourth, I explained the relevance of this study, reviewed the research objectives 

and presented an overview of the research design to address the research questions. Fifth, I 

explored the core contributions of this study and articulated the research scope and limitations 

as well as the assumptions and biases that influence on the interpretation of the proposed 

contributions. Sixth, I discussed the generalizability concerns of the research outcome and 

presented the overall layout of this thesis.  

Chapter 2 (Literature Review) provides important and relevant literature to this study and 

develops the presented research questions. This chapter entails a systematic review of the 

literature regarding project complexity, project evaluation, and the application of the ANT in 

project environments.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Connecting the Dots Between Project Complexity, Project Evaluation and the Actor-

Network Theory (ANT) 

 

2.1 FOREWORD 

This chapter presents an overview of the relevant literature on project complexity, project 

evaluation, and the application of the actor-network theory (ANT) in project environments. 

This chapter aims to clarify the gaps in the project evaluation literature, particularly regarding 

evaluation logics and large and complex projects and the role of non-human and human actors 

in the evaluation process. This investigation assisted me to provide supportive arguments to 

justify the research gaps in the literature and consequently develop the research questions 

illustrated in the introduction chapter.  

The following sections provide the results of a systematic literature review by focusing 

on the above-mentioned three constructs. I first provide an overview of the systematic literature 

review process by exploring the steps undertaken to conduct this very critical component of 

this study. Second, I illustrate the key findings and core contributions of protagonist researchers 

in the field of project complexity. Third, I review the work of project evaluation scholars and 

their contributions to the body of knowledge. Fourth, I present the application of the ANT in 

the extant project management literature in an attempt to explore the research applied to this 

concept to gain a greater understanding of the role of human and non-human actors in project 

environments. Finally, this chapter concludes by articulating the findings and core contributions 

of the extant literature to build a solid foundation upon which to address the research questions 

of this study. 

2.2 AN OVERVIEW OF THE LITERATURE REVIEW PROCESS 

To find more specific and relevant research conducted in the project management 

literature I utilized a number of keywords from the labels and definitions categorized in three 

groups/fields: project complexity, project evaluation, and ANT (see Table 2.1) to obtain a 

representative sample of the research. These keywords limited the search results to the research, 

which investigated project complexity, project evaluation, and the application of the ANT in 

project environments. 
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Table 2.1 Keywords Used in the Literature Review 

Project Complexity Keywords Project Evaluation Keywords 
Actor-Network Theory (ANT) 

Keywords 

Complex project 

Complexity in project 

Project complexity 

Uncertainty in project 

Ambiguity in project 

Complexity theory in project 

Complex project management 

Project management & 

complexity 

Complexity in project 

management 

Management of complex project 

Complexity in temporary 

organizations 

Complex temporary organization 

 

Project evaluation 

Project performance measurement 

Project success criteria 

Project critical success factors 

(CSF) 

Project success & failure 

Project evaluation framework 

Project evaluation criteria 

Project assessment 

Project performance evaluation 

Project success measurement 

Project evaluation method 

Success in project 

Project evaluation process 

Program evaluation 

Project audit 

Project valuation 

Project health check 

Project appraisal 

Actor-Network Theory in project 

management 

Actor-Network Theory  in project 

evaluation 

Actor-Network Theory and project 

complexity 

Actor-Network Theory and 

complex projects 

Actor-Network Theory, complex 

project evaluation 

Actor-Network Theory, complexity 

and project evaluation 

Actor-Network Theory in projects 

ANT and project management 

ANT and project evaluation 

ANT and complex projects 

ANT and projects 

 

In the first phase of the literature review, I inserted these keywords into nine search 

engines, as listed in Table 2.2. A total of 2,487 research papers, books, and book chapters were 

identified in the first round of searching these nine databases. The number found reduced 

gradually through continuously improving and enhancing the search analysis skills, process, 

and criteria, as demonstrated in Figure 2.1. The relevant research selection process relied on 

the reading and initial understanding of the literature including the publication title, abstract, 

introduction, and conclusion, together with a set of selection criteria, as follows: 

 The publication’s topic obviously represents the project management context. 

 The publication used a minimum of one keyword from Table 2.1. 

 The research focused on the complexity concept in project environments. 

 The study focused on the evaluation concept in project environments. 

 The research focused on the application of ANT in project environments. 
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Table 2.2 Search Engines Used in the Literature Review Process 

No. Search Engine 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

 

Science Direct 

Wiley Online Library 

IEEE Xplore 

Emerald Full text 

ABI Inform 

Web of Science Core Collections 

Business Source premier 

Google Scholar 

Griffith University Library Catalogue 

 

Following this first phase, the second phase involved an investigation of the reference 

lists of the refined articles through cross-referencing (see Figure 2.1). This process was crucial 

to identifying other relevant works missed in the previous phase, as some of the most significant 

works in the field of project complexity and/or project evaluation were not retrieved in the 

previous phase for unknown reasons. The works added by this strategy were included in the 

final sample (see Figure 2.1). In all, 209 works were included in the literature review, which 

seems to be representative of the works on project complexity, project evaluation, and the 

application of the ANT in project environments.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Potentially relevant papers 
identified for retrieval 

(N = 2487) 

Potentially relevant papers in 
proper subject category 

(N = 1232) 

Potentially relevant papers for 
further review, check abstracts 

(N =559) 

Potentially relevant papers for 
further review, check full text 

(N = 308) 

Distinct papers meeting 
inclusion criteria 

(N = 209) 

Snowballed papers to be 
included based on full text 

(N = 73) 

Papers excluded based on 
refining subject category 

(N = 1255) 

Papers excluded with 
reason based on title 

(N = 673) 

Publications excluded with 
reason based on abstract 

(N = 251) 

Publications excluded with 
reason based on full text 

(N = 172) 

136+73 

Figure 2.1 Flow diagram of literature selection process adapted from Bakker (2010, p. 

470) 
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In the third phase, the 209 selected papers were organized by utilizing the Zotero software 

for referencing and citation purposes, including managing notes, memos, and structuring them 

into identified themes (see Figure 2.2, screen shot). The initial analysis of the relevant literature 

revealed that the majority of the selected works were published in the two main and highly 

ranked project management journals: International Journal of Project Management, and 

Project Management Journal. Appendix A presents the list of journals published and the 

relevant research papers used in this study. 

In the fourth phase, I read and critically analyzed the selected works to identify the 

research gaps, which led to the development of the research questions in relation to evaluation 

logics in large and complex projects. Furthermore, I explored the project management literature 

regarding the application of the actor-network theory as the sensitizing concept tool of this 

study in project environments in general, and project evaluation in particular. The findings of 

this systematic literature review and the critical analysis of the extant literature are presented in 

the following sections. 

Section 2.3 conceptualizes the definition of complexity in project environments. The two 

main streams of project complexity (objective and subjective approaches) from the literature 

are then discussed. Next, four dimensions of project complexity (structural, technical, 

directional, and temporal) are explained. This section concludes with a synthesis of the 

literature on project complexity dimensions within these categories, while the gaps in the 

literature regarding project complexity dimensions are also discussed. Exploring the realm of 

project complexity as the principal context of this study provided a deep insight toward the 

emergent, ambiguous, and dynamic nature of today’s project environments. 

Section 2.4 presents the findings of the literature review on the project evaluation 

construct as in iteration to refine the preliminary research questions presented in Chapter One. 

This section unpacks the concepts of project evaluation from different perspectives, such as 

evaluation logics, evaluation processes and approaches, evaluation politics, project success 

criteria, project evaluation frameworks, and other relevant constructs. This in-depth 

investigation of the evaluation literature combined with the project complexity body of 

knowledge assisted me to identify the actual research gaps and to refine the initial research 

questions drafted at the beginning of this explorative journey. 

Section 2.5 examines the application of the ANT in the project management literature, 

which explores the role of human and non-human actors in the extant literature. Finally, this 

chapter concludes in Section 2.6 by restating the finalized research questions and 
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acknowledging the research deficiencies and gaps, which I developed through the review of the 

relevant literature. 
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Figure 3: Figure 2.2 Organizing the selected papers from the literature in the Zotero Software (screen shot) 
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2.3 PROJECT COMPLEXITY 

2.3.1 General remarks 

The trigger for my exploration of the project complexity literature was firstly trying to 

determine ‘Why have today’s projects become more and more complex?’ and second, ‘How 

does complexity influence and change evaluation logics in large and complex projects?’. These 

two questions were not actually my preliminary nor final research questions; however, they 

were definitely key to understanding the context of this study, which explores evaluation logics 

in large and complex projects considering the role of human and non-human actors. Given the 

nature of complexity and emergence, I could better interpret those somehow contradictory and 

unprecedented behaviors in the evaluation process. Moreover, I was able to attribute some of 

the actions, decisions, and strategies of evaluation to the characteristics of complex projects, 

which does not make sense using a typical lense. Thus, this part of the literature process was 

not only relevant, but also played a significant role in unpacking the nuances of the subsequent 

constructs of this study. 

Research into organizational design illustrates that temporary forms of cooperation and 

working constellations are becoming increasingly prevalent (see van Donk & Molloy, 2008). 

Companies and corporations use the concepts of projects, programs, and temporary teams to 

deliver services and products to their clients and customers, to generate innovations, to facilitate 

organizational change, and to achieve goals that are somehow novel and require the 

collaboration of a large variety of heterogeneous partners (see Maylor et al., 2006). According 

to Hanisch and Wald (2011), temporary forms of organizing differ from permanent settings 

from different perspectives. They argued that the main characteristics of projects include 

temporariness, uniqueness, heterogeneity, short-term orientation, and the lack of organizational 

routines, which all pose specific challenges to management (Hanisch & Wald, 2011, p. 4). Thus, 

if these characteristics distinguish the management of projects in comparison to operations or 

ongoing processes, why not contemplate the possible impacts on their evaluation?  

The Project Management Institute (PMI) (2017) defined a project as a “temporary and 

unique endeavor undertaken to deliver a product, service, or result” (p. 4). Vidal et al. (2011b) 

illustrated that each project should be considered a unique entity due to changes to at least one 

of the following parameters: targets, resources, and environment. As Geraldi et al, (2011) 

explained, “We live in a projectified world, where change, revenue earning, and many other 

activities take place through project-based processes; processes that are core to most 
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organizations. This approach gives legitimacy, structure. and for most organizations, a 

recognizable business process for anything termed a project” (p. 966). Thus, as can be seen we 

all live in a projectified world, which makes it inevitable that phenomenon must be explored 

with a projectified lens. However, only wearing a projectified lens is not enough to address the 

increasing complexity of today’s projects. A clear idea of the impact of complexity on different 

project processes, including evaluation, is also required. 

Nevertheless, the project management literature shows that research into project 

complexity has concentrated on two main streams: complexity in projects and complexity of 

projects (Geraldi et al., 2011). The first stream, complexity in projects, “studies projects 

through the lenses of diverse complexity theories, such as the edge of chaos, emergence, the 

complex responsive processes of relating, self-organizing systems, and complex adaptive 

systems” (Geraldi et al., 2011, p. 968). Examples of research in this stream include Benbya and 

McKelvey (2006), Cicmil (2003), Cicmil and Marshall (2005), Cooke-Davies et al. (2007), 

Ivory and Alderman (2005), and Cicmil et al. (2009). However, complex adaptive systems 

literature has previously been employed in other areas, such as management. The second stream 

is practitioner driven and aims to identify the “characteristics of complex projects and how 

individuals and organizations respond to this complexity” (Geraldi et al., 2011, p. 968). 

Examples of research in this stream are Geraldi and Adlbrecht (2007), Jaafari (2003), Maylor 

et al. (2008), Shenhar and Dvir (2007), Williams (2005), and Geraldi et al. (2011). The current 

research focuses on the second stream, which is the subjective approach toward project 

complexity or complexity in projects. The reason for the use of the subjectivist approach in 

project complexity literature was due to its appropriateness to fulfill the research questions and 

its alignment with the overall research design, which is explored further in the next chapter. 

The first publication specifically focusing on complexity in a project management journal 

was in the mid-1990s, when Baccarini (1996) proposed the notion of integration and 

differentiation based on Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), and proposed two dimensions (e.g., 

structural and technical) to measure project complexity. Since then, the subject has received 

increasing attention from academics and practitioners (e.g., Williams, 1999; Tatikonda & 

Rosenthal, 2000; Ribbers & Schoo, 2002; Singh & Singh 2002; Jaafari 2003; Xia & Lee, 2004, 

2005; Little, 2005; Shenhar & Dvir, 1996, 2007; Thomas & Mengel 2008). Aspects related to 

complexity appeared as ungrouped (e.g., Crawford et al., 2005; Müller & Turner, 2007), or 

grouped around, for example, products, processes, technology, and customer interface (e.g., 

Chapman & Hyland 2004), and technological or organizational (e.g., Xia & Lee 2004, 2005; 
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Maylor et al., 2008). However, most research has converged into one or more types of 

complexity: structural, technical, directional, and temporal. The most compelling research 

published in the project complexity literature is the work of Remington and Pollack (2007) in 

which they conceptualized project complexity into these four dimensions. I have used their 

proposed framework as the foundation of this study, and this is elaborated in the following 

sections. However, before referring to those four dimensions and their conceptualizations, a 

solid definition of project complexity based on the extant literature is provided below. 

2.3.2 Project complexity definition 

According to Whitty and Maylor (2009), a complex system can be defined as a system 

formed out of many components whose behavior is emergent. This means that the behavior of 

a complex system cannot simply be inferred from the behavior of its components, which is 

called anti-reductionist thought in the systems thinking world (see Kapferer, 2004). Thus, 

complexity is a measure of the inherent difficulty to achieve the desired understanding of a 

complex system, or alternatively, it is the amount of information necessary to describe a 

complex system. However, such a definition does not really clarify the problem of complexity 

(Kapferer, 2004, p. 305). For example, although research into the concept of complexity has 

been undertaken for years, consensus regarding what project complexity is has not yet been 

reached (Vidal et al., 2011a). One definition has been given by Vidal et al. (2011a), namely, 

that “…project complexity is the property of a project which makes it difficult to understand, 

foresee and keep under control its overall behavior, even when given reasonably complete 

information about the project system” (p. 719). 

According to Locatelli et al. (2014) a project environment can be defined as ‘complex’ if 

it has at least one of the following six characteristics: 

 “Several key distinct disciplines, methods, or approaches involved in performing the 

project;  

 Strong legal, social, or environmental implications from performing the project;  

 Usage of most of the partner's resources (both tangible and intangible);  

 Strategic importance of the project to the organization or organizations involved;  

 Stakeholders with conflicting needs regarding the characteristics of the product of 

the project; and  
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 High numbers and a variety of interfaces between the project and other organizational 

entities” (p. 1397).  

Baccarini (1996) described project complexity as a subjective construct, while it can be 

interpreted as encompassing anything characterized by difficulty and uncertainty. Therefore, 

he proposed that project complexity consists of many varied interrelated parts, which can then 

be operationalized in terms of differentiation (the number of varied elements) and 

interdependence (the degree of interrelatedness between these elements).  

A number of researchers have recently tried to identify the elements that contribute to 

project complexity. For instance, Whitty and Maylor (2009) concluded that a high-level 

definition of project complexity should include structural, temporal, and directional elements. 

In addition, a variety of studies (e.g., Cicmil et al., 2006) have described projects as complex 

adaptive systems or socially constructed entities. As a result, complexity in projects can be 

considered to be related to such structural, technical, temporal, and directional elements 

(referred to as dimensions in this study), and their interactions, which are broader than the 

technical or technological domain (Bosch-Rekveldt et al., 2011). Table 2.3 presents a synthesis 

of the different definitions of project complexity extracted from the project management 

literature. 

In consideration of these definitions for project complexity, it can be conceptualized that 

complexity is an inherent and variable characteristic of the project. This makes it difficult to 

formulate its behavior with a given language, even when provided with reasonably complete 

information about its individual components and their inter-relations. In addition, complexity 

in projects makes their planning, monitoring, and control different and difficult for the project 

management team. Hence, the project goals are unclear, and the project deliverables are not 

specified, while the tasks undertaken to perform the projects are usually unique and 

accompanied by new technologies and novelty, and the project environment is constantly 

changing. This argument clearly shows why I explored the concept of complexity to better 

understand the evaluation logics in large and complex projects. 

The following section explores the different dimensions of project complexity by 

adopting the Remington and Pollack (2007) framework. 
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Table 2.3  Overview of Project Complexity Definitions in the Project Management Literature 

Authors Complexity definition 

Baccarini, 1996 The number of physical elements of the project and their interdependency. He 

operationalized complexity in terms of differentiation (the number of varied elements, e.g., 

tasks, specialists, components) and interdependency or connectivity (the degree of 

interrelatedness between these elements). 

Williams, 1999 Project complexity is characterized as structural uncertainty (number of elements and their 

interdependence, including multiple objectives and a multiplicity of stakeholders) and 

uncertainty (of goals and methods). 

Shenhar, 2001 Projects can be classified on a single, static dimension, as an assembly of projects, system 

projects, or arrays /programs. 

Jaafari, 2003 Creative-reflective project models for high environmental and high project complexity 

situations. Project managers have to recognize that their models are observer-dependent, 

time-dependent, and problem dependent. 

Xia & Lee, 2004 Two-dimensional approach, which consists of organizational complexity and 

technological complexity, as well as the structural and dynamic elements of these two. 

Cicmil & 

Marshall, 2005 

Projects involve complex communicative and power relations among actors, ambiguity, 

the equivocality of performance criteria, and change over time. 

Maylor et al., 

2008 

Complexity is comprised of three factors:  

 Organizational complexity (the number of people, departments, organizations, 

locations, nationalities, languages, and time zones involved, level of organizational 

buy-in, and authority structure);  

 Resource complexity (the scale of the project, often indicated by the size of the budget); 

and  

 Technical complexity (the level of novelty of any technology, system, or interface, and 

uncertainty about the process or the requirements).  

Whitty & Maylor, 

2009 

Complexity is a measure of the inherent difficulty to achieve the desired understanding of 

a complex system, or it is the amount of information necessary to describe a complex 

system and the definition of project complexity should include structural, dynamic, and 

interaction elements. 

Vidal et al., 2011a Project complexity is the property of a project, which makes it difficult to understand, 

foresee, and keep its overall behavior under control, even when given reasonably complete 

information about the project system. Its drivers are factors related to project size, project 

variety, project interdependence, and project context. 

Bosch-Rekveldt et 

al., 2011 

Complexity in projects is related to structural elements, dynamic elements, and the 

interaction of these; it is broader than the technical or technological domain. 

Xia & Chan, 2012 Project complexity is the inherent characteristics of a project that results from its various 

interconnected parts. 

Lu et al., 2014 Project complexity consists of many varied interrelated parts; it has dynamic and emerging 

features. 

Locatelli et al., 

2014 

Project environment can be defined as “complex” if it has at least one of the following 

characteristics: 

 Several key distinct disciplines, methods, or approaches involved in performing the 

project;  

 Strong legal, social, or environmental implications from performing the project;  

 Usage of most of the partner's resources (both tangible and intangible);  

 Strategic importance of the project to the organization or organizations involved;  

 Stakeholders with conflicting needs regarding the characteristics of the product; and 

 High numbers and a variety of interfaces between the project and other organizational 

entities.  
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2.3.3 Project complexity dimensions 

There are two main approaches in the project complexity literature: (1) descriptive 

complexity, which is related to quantifying or measuring complexity (or the complexity of 

projects); and (2) perceived complexity (or complexity in projects), where complexity is 

considered subjective, because the observer may not perceive all of the interconnected parts 

that contribute to the overall complexity (Vidal & Marle, 2008). For example, the complexity 

in a project consists of interdependent elements: the organization, the stakeholders, the team, 

how the project is delivered, and the simultaneous events that preclude an observer from seeing 

the full picture of the complexity of a project (Maylor et al., 2008). The current research follows 

the second stream of investigating project complexity dimensions, as it is subjective and more 

appropriate to address the questions of these subjective research questions and the overall 

research design.  

Project management researchers have tried to unfold project complexity dimensions by 

using a broad range of vocabularies and terms, such as structural, organizational, technical, 

technological, social, task, goal, environmental, dynamic, uncertainty, novelty, information, 

political, cultural, and pace (e.g., Williams, 1999; Tatikonda & Rosenhal, 2000; Ribbers & 

Schoo, 2002; Xia & Lee, 2004, 2005; Shenhar & Dvir, 2007; Geraldi & Adlbrecht, 2007; 

Maylor et al., 2008; Geraldi et al., 2011; Bosch-Rekveldt et al., 2011; Qureshi & Kang, 2015). 

However, in order to synthetize the literature on this topic, the current research articulates the 

project complexity dimensions in the following four groups by adopting Remington and 

Pollack’s (2007) proposed framework: 

 structural complexity, 

 technical complexity, 

 directional complexity, and 

 temporal complexity. 

These four dimensions of complexity can be categorized in two groups: hard and soft 

aspects. The hard aspects (structural and technical complexity) manage the non-human aspects 

of the projects, such as the project’s organizational structure, technology, procedures, tasks, 

methodologies, geographical distances, etc. On the other hand, the soft aspects (directional and 

temporal) consist of the human aspects of the projects, such as the stakeholder relationships, 

communication, strategic alignment, and the dynamic nature of project environment. This 

categorization helps to better conceptualize the ANT in the current research, as discussed later 
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in this chapter. The following sub-sections briefly conceptualize the four dimensions of project 

complexity. 

2.3.3.1 Structural complexity 

As stated by Remington and Pollack (2007), complexity in a project results from an 

increase in the size, number, and degree of interdependence of its elements, and it results in an 

increasing demand for information processing and coordination. “Heterogeneity in the project 

teams and tasks creates structural complexity by inflating the number and the interdependence 

of the elements to be coordinated” (Pauget & Wald, 2013, p. 200). The major source of project 

complexity, as emphasized by Williams (1999), is structural complexity, which has been 

conceptualized as a variety of tasks and the degree of interdependence among these tasks. 

Shenhar and Dvir (2007) conceptualized that project complexity can arise from the 

interdependence among component tasks and stakeholder relationships. In array projects (a 

system of systems), managers often cope with a high degree of structural complexity by creating 

an umbrella organization and program to deal with financial, logistical, legal, and political 

issues, as well as to coordinate the variety of system projects, contractors, and stakeholders that 

make up the overall array (Shenhar & Dvir, 2007). 

For Whitty and Maylor (2009), structural complexity in the project environment comes 

not only from individual structural elements (categorized as being external stakeholders, task 

characteristics, and structural complexity) and their interaction, but also from the dynamic 

effects of each of these changing, and then interacting as they change, causing further change 

in other parts of the system.  Maylor et al. (2008) deconstructed structural complexity into five 

elements: mission, organization, delivery, stakeholders, and team. According to Geraldi (2009), 

structural complexity is the most mentioned type of complexity in the literature. The majority 

of articles define structural complexity as having three attributes: size (or number), variety, and 

interdependence. 

Additionally Maylor et al. (2008) considered stakeholders to be the major contributors to 

project complexity. The relationships between stakeholders (interaction effects) are important, 

as the project is embedded in a network of stakeholder relationships that have an impact on the 

complexity of managing the project. Synthesized complexity comprises three factors: structural 

complexity (the number of people, departments, organizations, locations, nationalities, 

languages, and time zones involved; the level of organizational buy-in and the authority 

structure) resource complexity (the scale of the project, often indicated by the size of the 

budget), which can be merged with structural complexity; and technical complexity (the level 
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of novelty of any technology, system, or interface, and the uncertainty about the process or the 

requirements). Technical complexity is discussed in more detail in the following section. 

To summarize, structural complexity basically relates to the emergent characteristics, the 

interdependencies of the project tasks, or the deliverables that are under the responsibility of 

the diverse stakeholders. In addition, structural complexity is dependent on project 

organizational structure and the defined hierarchies in the project chart, which leads to complex 

communication structures. 

2.3.3.2 Technical complexity 

Technical complexity is found in projects that have design characteristics or technical 

aspects that are unknown or untried (Remington & Pollack, 2007). There are no precedents 

upon which a team can rely, although there might be aspects of other projects that can be used 

to inform the decision-making. There are many risks associated with such projects. Thus, there 

is a real possibility, in some technically complex projects, that a solution will not be found, and 

the product/service will not be delivered at all. One of the most difficult aspects associated with 

technical complexity is the black-box syndrome. This syndrome involves the resultant power 

that the designers and experts can wield because they alone have a day-to-day grasp of the 

extent of any design problems and whether a solution is imminent or a long way off (Koskinen, 

2013). From another view, “complexity is caused by the uniqueness of the project and by the 

lack of organizational routines” (Pauget & Wald, 2013, p. 200). 

According to Chronéer and Bergquist (2012), and Cooke-Davies and Arzymanow, 

(2003), one source of complexity in projects is that every aspect of project management has 

two dimensions that need to be managed: the technical dimension (those groups of practices or 

processes that are integral to project management), and the human dimension (including the 

people who are operating these processes and the expertise they bring to the project). They 

suggest that these dimensions must be integrated and managed by crossing functions and 

knowledge bases. This idea provides an initiator for another dimension of project complexity, 

which is typically involved with the roles of human actors in project environments, directional 

complexity, which is discussed further in the next section. 

Technical complexity deals with novelty, and in the main, focuses on how to solve the 

technical or design problems within a project that are unique and new. The major concern of 

project managers is the answer to ‘How can we make or solve it?’. The issue comes with a 

multitude of interdependent solution options, which means that finding the appropriate answer 
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is difficult. Managing the expectation of stakeholders is also one of the key tasks of a project 

manager in technically complex projects. 

2.3.3.3 Directional complexity 

Some researchers (e.g., Williams, 1999; Little, 2005; Vidal & Marle, 2008; Geraldi et al., 

2011) see directional complexity as uncertainty in goals and have articulated that one of the 

factors that increases the complexity of the projects is the effect of uncertainty (known 

unknowns and unknown unknowns). Furthermore, uncertainty may be in the form of ill-defined 

goals or methods, or emergent uncertainty in the project, such as due to changes in customer 

requirements or changes in personnel. According to He et al. (2015), directional complexity is 

usually caused by several factors, such as “various project participants' requirements, project 

task complexity, and limited resources” (p. 2). Furthermore, Remington and Pollack (2007) 

stated that directional complexity might stem from the ambiguity that exists in several potential 

interpretations of the goals and objectives, such as unshared goals and goal paths. 

External sources of directional complexity are associated with the fact that the tasks 

performed in complex projects are affected by the action of other elements, organizations, and 

stakeholders in the environment within which the system is conceived and delivered (Geraldi 

et al., 2011).  

Some researchers have developed the concept of behavioral complexity, which 

characterizes the extent to which there is diversity in the aspirations, mental models, and values 

of decision makers. However, it is only recently that socio-political complexity has been 

identified as a measure of project complexity. Geraldi et al. (2011) mentioned that this type of 

complexity emerges as a combination of political and emotional aspects involved in the project. 

This complexity tends to be high in situations such as mergers and acquisitions, organizational 

change, or where a project is required to unite different interests, agendas, or opinions. 

According to Brockmann and Girmscheid (2008) and He et al. (2015), cultural complexity is 

influenced by the variety of the cultural aspects in the human mindset, which is unveiled 

through some interrelated factors, such as team trust, leadership skills, cognitive flexibility, 

emotional quotient, and system thinking. Brockmann and Girmscheid (2008) further 

categorized this complexity into three levels: national culture, industrial culture, and 

organizational culture. He et al. (2015) concluded that “mega projects always have 

multinational participants, who have different cultures and different perspectives” (p. 3). 

Therefore, cultural diversity appears to increase project complexity and influences the success 

of project delivery. In this study, these terms are referred to as directional complexity. 
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In summary, directional complexity is rooted in uncertainty in goals, which increases the 

level of ambiguity between the project’s key stakeholders. This dimension also refers to 

managing relationships and organizational politics, as well as the cultural and behavioral 

aspects of the project environment. Managing stakeholders’ engagement and interests is one of 

the key roles of project managers in directionally complex projects. 

2.3.3.4 Temporal complexity 

A further aspect of the nature of the complexities is that they are transitory—the profile 

of the complexities will change over time. Complexity also has a temporal dimension (Geraldi 

& Adlbrecht, 2007), which is the kind of expected, relatively long-cycle change that would 

occur over a project’s life cycle. Temporariness and short-term orientation drive temporal 

complexity, which is different from the disruptive influence of other types of complexity 

(Geraldi et al., 2011; Pauget & Wald, 2013). Temporal complexity is found in projects 

experiencing significant environmental change outside the direct influence or control of the 

project. In this kind of project, a significant change may be expected; however, it may be 

unclear exactly what these changes will be or when they will occur (Remington & Pollack, 

2007). The environment was also identified as an important contributor to project complexity 

(Jaafari, 2003; Mason, 2007; Xia and Lee, 2005; Bosch-Rekveldt et al., 2011), which in the 

current study has been translated to temporal complexity. 

Moreover, temporal complexity refers to changes in projects, such as changes in 

specifications (or changes in goals due to ambiguity, which are related to ‘directional 

complexity’), the management team, the suppliers, or the environmental context (Geraldi et al., 

2011, p. 978). In a dynamic context, it is important to ensure that the goals of the projects 

continue to be aligned with those of the key stakeholders and new developments in competition. 

Projects not only change from the ‘outside-in’ but also the ‘inside-out’, while team motivation 

levels may change and internal politics may emerge. Understanding the patterns underlying at 

least part of this dynamic is a positive strategy that would help to avoid ‘chaos’, for example, 

by systemizing the change order processes.  

As a result, temporal complexity is concerned with the environmental and strategic 

direction, which is outside the control of the project management team. Furthermore, temporal 

complexity is rooted in uncertainty, in future constraints, and in the dynamic and infinite change 

in the project environment, such as the development of new technologies, legislative changes, 

catastrophes, and civil unrest. 
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2.3.4 How is project complexity mapped? 

The literature review helped to conceptualize the four main dimensions of project 

complexity (i.e., structural, technical, directional, and temporal complexity). Next, it was 

important to establish the combination of these project complexity dimensions, as this would 

lead to the development of a better map and an explanation of the project complexity. The in-

depth investigation revealed different combinations of the four dimensions. Table 2.4 presents 

a synthesis of these sets of combinations and summarizes the agreements, disagreements, and 

gaps/issues through the adoption of Remington and Pollack’s (2007) four proposed project 

complexity dimensions.  

As can be seen in Table 2.4, most researchers mapping project complexity have 

contributed to two dimensions of project complexity from their studies. Additionally, structural 

complexity was utilized in all of the proposed models and frameworks, and complemented by 

technical, directional, or temporal complexity. However, the literature review revealed the lack 

of a holistic approach to project complexity and overlooked two main dimensions in the extant 

research. In addition, other researchers have conceptualized project complexity using a 

combination of the three dimensions; however, there is still a lack of a comprehensive approach 

to project complexity. A number of researchers adopted all four project complexity dimensions. 

They proposed a holistic framework for mapping complexity in project environments. Some 

such models and frameworks were conceptualized by combining two or more dimensions, and 

they are reviewed in the following paragraphs. 

Shenhar and Dvir (2007), and Dvir et al. (2006) expanded a framework based on 

structural and directional complexity and proposed the diamond approach, which includes 

temporal complexity. Williams (2005) also added temporal complexity to his previous model 

that comprised directional and structural complexity. Bosch-Rekveldt et al. (2011) proposed 

the technical, organizational, and environmental framework, which consisted of fifty factors in 

three families: technical, organizational (translated into structural complexity), and 

environmental (translated into temporal complexity), and concluded that structural complexity 

worried project managers more than either technical or temporal complexities. Vidal and Marle 

(2008) argued that approximately 70% of project complexity factors were structural. Their 

finding was related to Baccarini's (1996) view on structural complexity, that it is influenced by 

differentiation and operational interdependencies. Qureshi and Kang (2015) included structural 

and temporal factors in their model, knowing that these cover a major area of complexity in 

projects.  
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In an earlier study, Geraldi et al. (2011) synthesized an integrated framework for 

assessing the complexities of managing projects. It comprised five dimensions of complexity: 

structural, uncertainty, and socio-political (translated into directional complexity), dynamics 

and pace (translated into temporal complexity). He et al. (2015) developed a complexity 

measurement model using the fuzzy analytic network process. They proposed a complexity 

measurement model grouped under six categories: technological, organizational, goal, 

environmental, cultural, and information complexities (translated into structural, technical, 

directional, and temporal complexity) (He et al., 2015, p. 549). 

Nguyen et al. (2015) also developed a systematic approach for measuring and evaluating 

complexity in transportation projects. Six components of project complexity were proposed: 

sociopolitical, environmental, organizational, infrastructural, technological, and scope 

complexity (translated into structural, technical, directional, and temporal complexity). 

Thus, researchers have utilized different approaches and methods to map the project 

complexity of their studies. However, most studies suffered from adopting a comprehensive 

approach that demonstrates all four-complexity dimensions. As a result, the current research 

adopted the four complexity dimensions proposed by Remington and Pollack (2007) to map 

the BR Project selected for the case study. 

Table 2.4 provides an overview of the project complexity dimensions based on structural, 

technical, directional, and temporal complexity, and as identified by the literature review. 
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Table 2.4 Overview of Project Complexity Dimensions 

Focus Authors Agreements Disagreements Gaps/ Issues 

Structural – 

Technical 

Complexity 

Baccarini, 1996; 

Vidal et al., 2011b; 

Antoniadis et al., 

2011; 

Lu et al., 2014 

Follows Baccarini’s (1996) focus on 

structural and technical complexity. 

Follows the objective approach to project 

complexity. 

Consensus on project complexity as a 

nonlinear and emerging behavior. 

Categorizes interdependencies between tasks, 

hierarchies, communication structures, 

interrelated and dependent parts, too many 

deliverables, and uncertainty in time, cost and 

resource on as structural complexity. 

Categorizes technological novelty, uncertainty 

in methods, different ways to solve the 

technical or design problems as technical 

complexity. 

Overlooks other dimensions of 

complexity (e.g., directional and 

temporal complexity)  

Bias of the research results due to focus 

on construction projects. 

Categorizes technological complexity, 

goal uncertainty, and environmental 

complexity as the sub factors of task 

complexity, which is debatable. 

Lacks model to measure complexity 

Structural – 

Directional 

Complexity 

Little, 2005 Agreement about the role of structural 

complexity in project management and 

follows earlier researchers’ concepts on 

structural complexity. 

Follows BCG matrix for strategic 

management to develop the conceptual 

framework of the research. 

Ignores the interconnectivity of uncertainty 

and complexity in the developed conceptual 

framework.  

The authors in this group would disagree on 

the importance and role of different types of 

complexity on project performance and 

results. 

Ignores other dimensions of project 

complexity (e.g., technical and 

temporal complexity). 

Bias of the research results due to focus 

on IT projects. 

Considers uncertainty and complexity 

as two separate concepts. 

Structural – 

Temporal 

Complexity 

Ribbers & Schoo, 

2002; 

Vidal & Marle, 2008; 

Maylor et al., 2008; 

Whitty & Maylor, 

2009; 

Brady & Davies, 

2014; 

Qureshi & Kang, 

2015 

 

 

Agrees that body of knowledge in project 

management field (e.g., PMBOK and 

PRINCE2) cannot be applied to complex 

projects. 

Follows the subjective approach to 

project complexity. 

Focuses on the organizational and 

environmental types of complexity, 

categorized as Structural and Temporal 

complexity. 

Focus on managerial aspects of project 

complexity and what makes projects 

complex to manage. 
 

Uses different terms to define structural and 

temporal complexity. 

Disregards other dimensions of 

complexity (e.g., technical and 

directional complexity)  

Results only represent IT and 

construction projects. 
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Table 2.4 Overview of Project Complexity Dimensions (continued) 

Focus Authors Agreements Disagreements Gaps/ Issues 

Structural – 

Technical – 

Directional 

Complexity 

Williams, 1999; 

Geraldi, 2009 

Follows Baccarini’s concept on 

structural and technical complexity, and 

Turner and Cochrane’s concept on 

Uncertainty in goals and means, 

categorized as Directional complexity. 

Focuses on subjective aspects of project 

complexity 

Considers uncertainty and complexity 

to be two separate concepts. 

Different approaches to categorize 

uncertainty in goals, methods and 

future constraints. 

Overlooks other key dimension of complexity 

(temporal complexity). Defines project 

uncertainty based on goals and methods’ and 

ignores uncertainty in future constraints. 

Lack of quantification the level of directional 

and structural complexity. 

Structural – 

Technical – 

Temporal 

Complexity 

Tatikonda & 

Rosenthal, 2000; 

Xia & Lee, 2004, 

2005; 

Bosch-Rekveldt et al., 

2011; 

Lebcir & Choudrie, 

2011; 

Gransberg et al., 2013 

Agreement about three key dimensions 

of project complexity. 

Agreement about temporal complexity as 

the more apparent in Information system 

development projects and structural 

complexity has more effect on project 

performance and outcomes. 

Follows the subjective approach to 

project complexity. 

Importance and role of different types 

of complexity on project performance 

and results. 

Ignores other key dimension of complexity 

(directional complexity). 

Bias of the research results due to focus on 

information system and engineering projects. 

Merging organizational complexity with 

technical complexity and dynamic complexity 

with structural complexity, which is 

controversial. 

Temporal – 

Structural – 

Directional 

Complexity 

Shenhar & Dvir, 1996; 

2007; 

Geraldi et al., 2011; 

Azim et al., 2010; 

Muller et al., 2012; 

Maylor et al., 2013 

Focuses on three main dimensions of 

project complexity. 

Focuses on the second stream in project 

complexity literature, which is 

practitioner driven and aims to identify 

the characteristics of complex projects.  

Disagreement with the authors, which 

categorized change and dynamic 

complexity as part of technical 

complexity. 

Disregards other key dimension of complexity 

(technical complexity). Considers only one 

main stream in project complexity (complexity 

of projects) and ignored the second one 

(complexity in projects). Lacks model to 

measure complexity. 

Structural – 

Technical – 

Directional – 

Temporal 

Complexity 

Remington & Pollack, 

2007; 

Geraldi & Adlbrecht, 

2007; 

He et al., 2015; 

Nguyen et al., 2015 

Considers four main dimensions of 

complexity. 

Follows the objective approach to project 

complexity. 

Goal complexity has been categorized 

in different terms project complexity. 

Disagreement on the importance and 

role of different types of complexity 

on project performance and results. 

The four dimensions by this group seem to 

cover all aspects of project complexity, but 

there is no evidence that any model or 

framework has been developed to illustrate the 

roles and effects of each dimension on project 

outcomes and results. Thus, the gap in the 

project complexity literature is the lack of 

appropriate model or framework to make a link 

between project complexity dimensions and its 

performance (results or outcome) 
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Table 2.5 synthesizes the literature about project complexity dimensions by 

conceptualizing their core contributions and main issues/gaps. The authors are divided into 

three groups in the project management research focused on two complexity dimensions: 

structural-technical (i.e., Baccarini, 1996; Vidal et al., 2011; Antoniadis et al., 2011; Lu et al., 

2014), structural-directional (i.e., Little, 2005), and structural-temporal (i.e., Vidal & Marle, 

2008; Maylor et al., 2008; Whitty & Maylor, 2009; Brady & Davies, 2014; Ribbers & Schoo 

2002; Qureshi & Kang, 2015). All of these authors overlooked two other main dimensions in 

their studies. In addition, the authors who contributed to the structural and technical and 

structural and directional complexities adopted the objective approach in their research, while 

the majority of researchers studied structural and temporal complexities utilizing subjective 

epistemology. This distinction may have occurred due to the differences in the nature of each 

complexity dimension. However, focusing on only two dimensions of project complexity 

prohibits the offering of a holistic framework for project complexity mapping. Hence, they 

could not be applied to the case study selected for this research.  

Three other groups of researchers focused on three complexity dimensions, for example 

structural-technical-directional (i.e., Williams, 1999; Geraldi, 2009), structural-technical-

temporal (i.e., Tatikonda & Rosenthal, 2000; Xia & Lee, 2004; 2005; Bosch-Rekveldt et al., 

2011; Lebcir & Choudrie, 2011; Gransberg et al., 2013), and structural-temporal-directional 

(Shenhar & Dvir, 1996 & 2007; Geraldi et al., 2011; Azim et al., 2010; Muller et al., 2012; 

Maylor et al., 2013), and overlooked the other main dimension of project complexity. However, 

compared with the previous groups, these researchers contributed a more comprehensive 

framework for project complexity mapping, but it still suffers from lack of being the holistic 

approach to be used in this study. 

Finally, only one group of authors (i.e., Geraldi & Adlbrecht, 2007; Remington & 

Pollack, 2007; He et al., 2015; Nguyen et al. 2015) established a holistic approach by adopting 

all four main project complexity dimensions (e.g., structural, technical, directional, and 

temporal). This approach was followed in the current research to map the selected case study 

projects. Thus, this section helps to conceptualize the link between project complexity and 

project evaluation. 

Table 2.5 provides a brief summary of the project complexity dimensions in the project 

management literature. It outlines their epistemological approach, their core contributions, and 

the main issues or gaps within each group. 
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Table 2.5 Summary of Project Complexity Dimensions in the Project Management Literature 

Authors 

 
Epistemology 

Complexity 

Dimensions 

Core Contribution Gaps/Issues 

S
tr

u
ct

u
ra

l 

T
ec

h
n

ic
a

l 

D
ir

ec
ti

o
n

a
l 

T
em

p
o

ra
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Baccarini, 1996; 

Vidal et al., 2011; 

Antoniadis et al., 2011; 

Lu et al., 2014 

Objective   

  Conceptualizes structural complexity as the 

number of, and relationships between, 

hierarchical levels, formal organizational units, 

and specializations; and technical complexity as 

the number of, and relationships between, inputs, 

outputs, tasks, and technologies. 

Establishes a measure of project complexity in 

order to assist decision-making process in 

projects. 

Overlooks other dimensions of complexity 

(e.g., directional and temporal complexity).  

Bias of the research results due to focus on 

construction projects. 

Categorizes technological complexity, goal 

uncertainty and environmental complexity as 

the sub factors of task complexity, which is 

debatable. 

Lacks model to measure complexity 

Little, 2005 Objective     

Proposes a framework based on juxtaposition of 

structural complexity and directional Complexity 

and defined four types of projects: dogs, colts, 

cows, and bulls. 

Ignores other dimensions of project 

complexity (e.g., technical and temporal 

complexity). 

Bias of the research results due to focus on IT 

projects. 

Considers uncertainty and complexity as two 

separate concepts. 

Vidal & Marle, 2008; 

Maylor et al., 2008; 

Whitty & Maylor, 2009; 

Brady & Davies, 2014 

Subjective 

    

Develops the MODeST framework (mission, 

organization, delivery, stakeholder and team) 

embracing over 100 indicators of complexity. 

Unpacks complexity as variability (similar to 

dynamic), variety and integration (similar to 

structural complexity)  

Disregards other dimensions of complexity 

(e.g., technical and directional complexity).  

Bias of the research to IT and construction 

projects. 

Ribbers & Schoo 2002; 

Qureshi & Kang, 2015 
Objective 

 

 

Williams, 1999 

 

 

Objective     

Unfolds complexity as a combination of 

structural complexity (number of elements and 

their interdependence) and directional 

complexity (defined as uncertainty in goals and 

methods).  

Overlooks other key dimension of complexity 

(temporal complexity). 

Defines project uncertainty just based on goals 

and methods and ignore uncertainty in future 

constraints. 
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Geraldi, 2009 Subjective 
Lacks quantification the level of directional 

and structural complexity in project. 

Tatikonda & Rosenthal, 

2000; 

Xia & Lee, 2004, 2005 

Objective 

    

Proposes the juxtaposition of, on the one hand, 

technical and structural and, on the other, 

temporal and structural complexity 

Establishes that structural complexity has greater 

impact on project performance measures.  

Develops the technical, organizational, and 

environmental framework for characterizing 

project complexity  

Ignores other key dimension of complexity 

(directional complexity). 

Bias of the research results due to focus on 

information system and engineering projects. 

Merges organizational complexity with 

technical and dynamic complexity with 

structural complexity, which is controversial. 
Bosch-Rekveldt et al., 

2011; 

Lebcir & Choudrie, 

2011; 

Gransberg et al., 2013 

Subjective 

Shenhar & Dvir, 1996, 

2007 
Objective 

    

Synthesizes an integrated framework for 

assessing the complexities of managing projects, 

comprise five dimensions of complexity – 

structural, uncertainty, dynamics, pace and 

socio-political complexity.  

Disregards other key dimension of complexity 

(technical complexity). 

Considered only one main stream in project 

complexity (complexity of projects) and 

ignored the second one (complexity in 

projects).  

Lack of model to measure complexity. 

Geraldi et al., 2011; 

Azim et al., 2010; 

Muller et al., 2012; 

Maylor et al., 2013 

Subjective 

Geraldi & Adlbrecht, 

2007 
Subjective 

    

Develops a complexity measurement model 

using fuzzy analytic network process and 

grouped the factors under six categories, namely, 

technological, organizational, goal, 

environmental, cultural and information 

complexities. 

The four dimensions presented by the authors 

in this group seemed to cover all aspects of 

project complexity, but there was no evidence 

that any model or framework has been 

developed to illustrate the roles and effects of 

each dimension on project out come and 

results. Thus, the gap in the project complexity 

literature was due to the lack of an appropriate 

model or framework to make a link between 

project complexity dimensions and its 

performance (results or outcomes). 

Lack of model to measure complexity. 

Remington & Pollack, 

2007; 

He et al., 2015; 

Nguyen et al. 2015 

Objective 
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2.4 PROJECT EVALUATION 

This section provides an in-depth understanding of evaluation practices in project 

environments through a systematic review of the extant literature. I first explore an overview 

of project evaluation, followed by the evaluation criteria and approaches. Second, I discuss the 

soft aspects of project evaluation, such as politics and logics to identify the research gaps in 

these areas. Third, I elaborate the gaps in the evaluation literature, namely, a lack of attention 

to project complexity dimensions, while their influence on complex projects’ evaluation 

criteria, approaches, and in general, evaluation logics are discussed. Finally, this section reveals 

the necessity to investigate the competing evaluation logics of large and complex projects, 

which also contributes to addressing the research questions. 

2.4.1 Overview 

House (1993) declared that from the philosophical or ideological perspective, evaluation 

has evolved as a strategy to find ‘grand solutions’ for ‘social problems’, but this proved to be 

disappointing, as it failed to resolve many issues and challenges of today’s complex problems. 

In other words, evaluation cannot be considered a solution, as it only provides or facilitates 

having a feedback loop for the initiatives and programs. As a result, evaluation is more a 

‘mirror’ than a ‘magical remedy’ to the society’s problems. As House (1993) sarcastically 

stated “evaluation, which was invented to solve social problems, was ultimately afflicted with 

many of the problems it was meant to solve” (p.11).  

According to Ika et al. (2012), “projects remain the instrument of choice for policy makers 

in international development. Yet, paradoxically, the poor performance of projects and the 

disappointment of project stakeholders and beneficiaries seem to have become the rule and not 

the exception in contemporary reality” (p. 105). Ika et al. (2012) further argued that 

dissatisfaction with project results and performance dates back to the 1950s (see, for example, 

John F. Kennedy's speech to Congress in 1961). The success of individual projects influences 

the wider organization (program and portfolio management) in several dimensions and makes 

the concept of projects and project management success that much more relevant (Jugdev & 

Müller, 2005). This issue means that project-oriented organizations need to elaborate a 

sophisticated framework to evaluate the performance and results of their projects.  

Success is an interesting word. It is very context-dependent and means different things to 

different people. Trying to conceptualize what success means in the project context appears to 
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depend on the consensus of a group of people in terms of the definition of “good art” (Jugdev 

& Müller, 2005). However, several authors (e.g. Ika, 2009; Söderlund, 2004) have expressed 

concern over the predominance of objectivist project management research. In the project 

management literature, the outcome of a project is frequently conceived in terms of “success” 

or “failure”; although identifying just what constitutes these terms can be problematic. In 

general, there is a lack of consensus about how to define success, the lack of success, and 

failure. Despite their frequent use, such terms are perceived to be vague and difficult to measure 

(Ika, 2009; Jugdev & Müller, 2005). Consequently, these terms tend to be more subjective 

rather than objective. In order to eliminate any further conflict related to these controversial 

subjective terms, the current research uses the term “project outcomes” instead of project 

success or failure. 

Various attempts have been made to define suitable criteria against which to define and 

measure project outcomes. Perhaps the best recognized of these is the long established and 

widely used “iron or golden triangle” of time, cost, and quality (Atkinson, 1999; Cooke-Davies, 

2002; Ika, 2009; Jugdev & Müller, 2005). These criteria constitute the economic and technical 

dimensions of project success. In addition, they can be used to evaluate a project manager’s (or 

project management) performance. On the other hand, different values, interests, needs, and 

expectations become relevant to particular stakeholders’ interpretations, depending on the 

social, economic, historical, and organizational context in which the project is situated. Thus, 

organizational commitments, sectional interests, or professional affiliations may influence an 

individual’s evaluation of a project outcome. According to McLeod et al. (2012) “any 

development of a shared understanding of the project outcome necessarily involves the 

communication and negotiation of individual and collective perceptions, expectations, and 

evaluations” (p. 71). They also argued that “This makes the formal evaluation of a project 

outcome a negotiated, and often political, process. Rather than being discrete, objective 

outcomes are constructed as contested subjective interpretations that may be modified in 

response to political manoeuvring, persuasion, or changes in the organizational and 

technological context” (McLeod et al., 2012, p. 71).  

Project evaluation is now regarded as a multidimensional construct, with interrelated 

technical, economic, behavioral, business, and strategic dimensions (McLeod et al., 2012; Cao 

& Hoffman, 2011; Ika, 2009; Jugdev & Müller, 2005; Shenhar et al., 2001). Evaluations of a 

project are necessarily perceptual and (inter) subjectively constructed. This suggests that a 

subjectivist approach to studying project outcomes would be fruitful; it provides an 
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understanding of how a wide range of project stakeholders make sense of a project in relation 

to their various perspectives, interests, and expectations. As stated by McLeod et al. (2012), 

“evaluating the outcome of a project is a subjective process in which interpretations of the 

outcome varies subjectively, depending on a stakeholder’s perspective and expectations of the 

project” (p. 80). 

In order to conduct a project evaluation process, setting a variety of evaluation criteria is 

essential. The project management literature regarding evaluation criteria is discussed in the 

following section. 

2.4.2 Project evaluation criteria 

Project evaluation criteria capture the outcome of the project and are measured after the 

project’s completion (Wohlin & Andrews, 2001). Although “good project management can 

contribute towards achieving the project outcome, it is unlikely to be able to prevent failure”. 

(Munns & Bjeirmi, 1996, p. 83) Another way of understanding this distinction is via the oft-

heard saying that “the operation was a success, but the patient died” (Timonen, 2012, p. 105). 

One can no doubt think of examples where projects were not managed well from a project 

management perspective, yet were viewed as successful. For example, the Sydney Opera House 

took 15 years to build and was 14 times over budget, yet it is proudly displayed as an 

engineering masterpiece (Jugdev & Müller, 2005). In project management, earned value 

management  is a conventional technique used to measure and report project performance, from 

initiation to closure, by integrating the project's scope, resources, and schedule (PMI, 2017). 

However, this approach tends to be applied during project execution, and only examines the 

project’s time and cost performance. Thus, the project evaluation criteria need to be broader 

than what is initially examined. 

As the proverb says, “Success is one of the names of God”. Although studies into project 

outcomes are many, they have not led to a consensus on, a definition of, nor a means for 

measuring, such outcomes. The only thing that is certain in project management is that outcome 

is an ambiguous, inclusive, and multidimensional concept whose definition is bound to a 

specific context. Project outcome has long been considered the ability to fall within time, cost, 

and quality constraints (Ika, 2009, p. 6). 

The evaluation of a project outcome has traditionally been based on whether or not the 

project achieves its goals on time and within budget (Andersen et al., 2002). However, many 

researchers have suggested that meeting the time, scope, quality, and budget (cost) goals, 
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sometimes called ‘project efficiency’, is not a comprehensive measure of project outcomes. 

Although the conventional measurement of project outcomes has focused on tangibles, the 

current thinking is that, ultimately, a project outcome is best judged by the stakeholders, 

especially the primary sponsor (Turner & Zolin, 2012). As Shenhar et al. (1997) and Turner 

and Zolin (2012) noted, assessing a project outcome is time-dependent. “As time goes by, it 

matters less whether the project has met its resource constraints; in most cases, after about one 

year it is completely irrelevant. In contrast, after project completion, the second dimension, 

[the] impact on the customer and customer satisfaction, becomes more relevant” (Shenhar et 

al., 1997, p. 12).  

As stated by Davidson (2005), from the practical point of view, evaluation findings are 

demonstrably true when a solid mix of evidence supports a conclusion at or above the level of 

certainty required in that decision-making context, which represents a postpositive perspective. 

In this sense, some researchers have conceptualized the project outcome as a uni-dimensional 

construct concerned with meeting budget, time, and quality (Mir & Pinnington, 2014; Müller 

& Turner, 2007; Turner, 2009), whereas others consider it a complex, multi-dimensional 

concept, encompassing many more attributes (Atkinson, 1999; Jugdev & Muller, 2005; Lim & 

Mohamed, 1999; Shenhar et al., 2001). Shenhar et al. (2001) argued that projects are strategic, 

and project outcomes should be assessed according to short-term and long-term project 

objectives. Their framework links project outcome with competitive advantage and includes 

efficiency (meeting schedule and budget goals), impact on customers (customer benefits in 

performance of end products, and meeting customer needs), business success (project benefits 

in commercial value and market share), and preparing for the future (creating new technological 

and operational infrastructure and market opportunities). Furthermore, Shenhar et al. (1997) 

modeled these dimensions as dependent on time and the project's technological uncertainty.  

Expanding on these aspects, Wang and Huang (2006) also included criteria such as 

organizational objectives, stakeholder satisfaction, customer benefit, future potential to the 

organization, etc., in project evaluation. They used project function (finance function, 

technology function, etc.), project management (budget management, schedule management 

and technical standard), and contractor’s business performance (short-term and long-term) to 

measure project outcomes. Lim and Mohamed (1999) viewed project outcomes by the use of 

micro and macro criteria. Their micro criteria included time, cost, quality, performance, and 

safety; their macro criteria included the micro criteria, plus the project the product’s actual 

benefit in the operation phase. 
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Diallo and Thuillier (2004) suggested ten evaluation criteria that could be grouped into 

three broader categories: project management outcome (translated as project efficiency and 

effectiveness), including the objectives, time, and budget; project outcome or impact 

(satisfaction of beneficiaries with goods and services delivered, impact on beneficiaries, and 

institutional capacity for the country); and profile (conformity of the goods and services 

delivered to the project plan, national visibility of the project, project reputation among donors, 

and probability of additional funding, if necessary).  

Project evaluation criteria vary from project to project (Müller & Turner, 2007). What is 

acceptable in one project, without an impact on the perceived outcome (for instance, a five-day 

delay in an IT project to achieve better functionality), is an abject failure in another project 

(e.g., the same delay in building an Olympic village). For this reason, Chan et al. (2002) 

developed a framework of evaluation criteria for design/build projects in the construction 

industry. They suggested that managers should differentiate between the objective criteria and 

the subjective criteria. In addition, managers should also evaluate the project at the pre-

construction, construction, and post-construction stages using an increasing number of 

subjective criteria. There are differences in the rating of the evaluation criteria by project type. 

 In relation to high complexity projects and fixed price contracts, customer satisfaction is 

thought to be significant, while for high performing projects, the focus is on the needs of an 

even wider group of stakeholders (Müller & Turner, 2007, p. 306). As a result, there appears to 

be a lack of a comprehensive criteria dimension in the literature. Such a dimension would cover 

all key aspects of project evaluation, including project management outcome, project outcome, 

product outcome, business outcome, key stakeholder satisfaction, and a consideration of social 

and environmental concerns. Rosacker and Olson (2008) investigated the utilization of IT 

project selection and evaluation methodologies to assess the empirical relationship between the 

chosen methods and several measures of perceived project success. They defined a successful 

project as having satisfied objective measures. Five evaluation criteria were assessed, including 

time (project schedule), cost (project budget), client use expectations, impact (the project will 

have a positive impact on those who make use of it), and overall success (all things considered, 

this project will be a success). However, it seems the last three criteria are really subjective 

rather than objective. 

As the literature review revealed, there is no consensus regarding project evaluation 

criteria in project management research. This is due to focusing on only one or two main criteria 
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for project evaluation, such as project efficiency and project effectiveness in the literature. 

Thus, the current research conceptualizes the project evaluation criteria using the five 

comprehensive dimensions adapted from the World Bank development project evaluation 

criteria (Ika et al., 2012), and Shenhar and Dvir (2007), which provides an overarching 

perspective on project evaluation criteria by considering both short term (project efficiency and 

effectiveness) and long term (business success, impact and sustainability) approaches to 

evaluation. A synthesis of the findings from the literature is presented under the following 

headings: 

 project efficiency, 

 project effectiveness, 

 business success, 

 impact, and 

 sustainability. 

The following sub-sections discuss each project evaluation criterion; project management 

literature about project evaluation criteria is conceptualized in the next section. 

2.4.2.1 Project efficiency 

Project efficiency is a measure of how economic resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, 

etc.) are converted to the desired results (Ngacho & Das, 2014). Andersen et al. (2002) used the 

term project goals (e.g., time, cost, and quality) to describe project efficiency. The criteria in 

the project efficiency dimension can be used for the evaluation of project management 

outcomes or a project manager’s performance.  

Serrador and Turner’s (2015) research clarified the notion that project efficiency has a 

moderate correlation with the overall project outcome. Their analysis revealed that project 

efficiency is not the only aspect of a project outcome; however, this is an aspect of project 

outcome that cannot be easily ignored. The research findings support the assertion that project 

efficiency is an important contributor to project outcome; however, they also show, quite 

clearly, that other factors contribute significantly (Serrador & Turner’s, 2015, p. 38). 

In their work, Ngacho and Das (2014) conceptualized six criteria (time, cost, quality, 

safety, site disputes, and environmental impacts) to evaluate project outcomes. The first five 

criteria can be categorized as project efficiency criteria, while the last one (environmental 



 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 47 

impact) can be categorized as part of the sustainability criteria ( discussed in more detail later). 

Additionally, three dimensions of project evaluation (economic, social, and environmental) 

were identified. Out of the six evaluation criteria, time, cost, and quality continue to capture the 

economic dimension, while safety and site disputes account for the societal aspects, and finally, 

environmental impact takes care of the environmental aspects. Furthermore, Ngacho and Das 

(2014)  contended that the iron triangle criteria (time, cost, and quality) can be called tangible 

measures, while environmental, safety, and site disputes can be called intangible measures in 

project evaluation. Thus, the project efficiency criterion encompasses either tangible or 

intangible elements. 

2.4.2.2 Project effectiveness 

Project efficiency criteria that focus on time, cost, and quality are inherently limited in 

scope (Atkinson, 1999; Ika, 2009). Indeed, a project that satisfies these criteria may still be 

considered a failure; conversely, a project that does not satisfy them may be considered a 

success (Ika, 2009). Therefore, the need to establish a new criterion for project evaluation, 

which encompasses gaining project goals, objectives, and purposes in the long term, has been 

the motivation for researchers to articulate the project effectiveness as the second criterion of 

project evaluation. 

Furthermore, project effectiveness is the extent to which the project's objectives are 

achieved, or are expected to be achieved. It seeks to determine the factors that influence the 

achievement or non-achievement of the objectives (Ngacho & Das, 2014). Andersen et al. 

(2002) conceptualized project effectiveness as a project’s purpose, with the project’s final 

product as planned, and the project regarded as a success. Similarly, McLeod et al. (2012) 

determined the project effectiveness criterion to be a product or project result/outcome. Ika et 

al. (2012) also illustrated that project effectiveness refers to the extent to which the project 

meets its objectives. 

An example that gives greater clarity to the difference between project efficiency and 

project effectiveness is the Terminal Five development project at London’s Heathrow airport. 

According to Davies et al. (2009), the project was delivered on time and budget, with all of the 

physical and electronic infrastructures built according to the specifications. Nevertheless, 

because of the imperfect commissioning, integration, and untrained workforce, once opened, 

the systems immediately collapsed, with thousands of bags failing to travel with their owners, 

and hundreds of flights cancelled. It took months to recover the situation and achieve a smooth 
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operation. “The surgery was a success, but the patient died is an old adage that has a similar 

place in many languages and cultures. It is an analogy presenting the difference between a 

successful process (the surgery perfectly performed–the airport perfectly built) and the 

achievement of the final result (to recover the patient–to have people traveling)” (Locatelli et 

al., 2014, p. 1395-1396).  

2.4.2.3 Business success 

In terms of business success, Shenhar and Dvir (2007) articulated the criterion found in 

two approaches. The first approach consists of business and direct success, while the second is 

related to preparation for the future. Additionally, this criterion is concerned with the wider 

organization (the firm, consortium, government), sponsoring the project, and its long-term 

viability.  

Another aspect of business success is project team gain and success, which is sometimes 

overlooked by project management researchers. For example, Andersen et al. (2002) 

conceptualized it as learning and motivation, which includes project lessons learned and 

motivation for future projects. Thus, based on this definition, a successful project should 

provide a set of lessons learned for future projects and should motivate the organization and the 

project team to pursue future opportunities. 

This definition was extended by McLeod et al. (2012), who defined a project outcome as 

including the accomplishment of strategic objectives and benefits, as well as the impacts on 

markets and competitors, business development, or expansion, and the ability to react to future 

opportunities or challenges. All aspects can be categorized as business success criteria (McLeod 

et al., 2012, p. 70). 

2.4.2.4 Impact 

Project impact refers to the direct or indirect positive and negative, primary and secondary 

long-term effects produced by a project. This pillar assesses whether the effects achieved 

correspond with the needs, problems, and issues that need to be addressed by the project 

(Ngacho & Das, 2014). Shenhar and Dvir (2007) viewed impact as being based on two 

categories: impact on the customer and impact on the team. The impact on the customer 

category refers to usual customer satisfaction/acceptance, while the impact on the team category 

recognizes the importance of the people in the project. Importantly, internal team satisfaction 

can be valued at the same level as external customer satisfaction. Moreover, according to Ika 

et al. (2012), impact refers to the positive and negative changes produced by the project, directly 
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or indirectly, intentionally or not. In the current study, the impact criterion includes the impact 

on all key stakeholders.  

2.4.2.5 Sustainability 

Sustainability should be considered a different term from optimality. The concept of 

sustainability is useful in judging the outcome of the project, especially in the long term, where 

the project owner, whether by design or incompetence, does not choose the policies that 

maximize intergenerational welfare. The interpretation of sustainability is based on the 

maintenance of social welfare, rather than on the maintenance of the economy’s productive 

base (Arrow et al., 2003, p. 648). 

Furthermore, sustainability refers to the continuation of benefits from a project after 

major deliverables have been completed. This stage refers to the post implementation phase; it 

also assesses whether the project will continue to operate as intended. The necessity to 

conceptualize sustainability as an independent criterion for project evaluation can be perceived 

when environmental impact, being indirect and long term in nature, cannot be captured under 

any of the three traditional measures (time, cost, and quality), but they have implications for 

the sustainability of the project (Ngacho & Das, 2014). From an international development 

project perspective, sustainability refers to whether the benefits of the project are likely to 

continue after the donor funding has been withdrawn (Ika et al. 2012). Thus, the sustainability 

criterion has more consideration in development projects, which deal with a range of social, 

economic, environmental, cultural, and political concerns, usually occurring during project 

execution and following project completion. However, it can be inferred that other types of 

projects need to restate the definition of sustainability in their project’s context. Overlooking 

this criterion may have negative consequences for the project outcome judgements, especially 

in the long term. 

Table 2.6 presents a synthesis of the literature regarding project evaluation criteria; it 

adopts the five main dimensions (efficiency, effectiveness, business success, impact, and 

sustainability) conceptualized by Shenhar and Dvir (2007) and the World Bank development 

project evaluation criteria (Ika et al., 2012). The table also highlights which group of criteria 

were adopted by the authors in their proposed conceptual frameworks. For example, the authors 

in row ‘A’ covered all five criteria introduced in this section, while the authors in the row ‘B’ 

overlooked the sustainability criterion and primarily focused on the other four criteria in their 

research. The core arguments of each group of authors are also presented, along with the 
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authors’ disagreements with other researchers, and the main issues or gaps identified for each 

group. This synthesis was made possible by the in-depth systematic literature review on the 

project management research, which focused primarily on the project evaluation criteria in 

these studies. 
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Table 2.6 Overview of Project Evaluation Criteria in the Literature Adapted from Five Criteria Proposed by Shenhar and Dvir (2007) 

Row 

Project 

Evaluation 

Criteria 

Authors Core arguments 
Disagreements with the 

literature 
Gaps/issue 

A 

1- Efficiency                 

2- Effectiveness             

3- Business 

Success 

4- Impact                    

5- Sustainability 

Ika et al., 2012;      

Müller & Turner, 

2007 

- Application of five criteria for 

project evaluation 

- Conceptualize two components of 

project success including: project 

success factors and project success 

criteria. 

- Iron triangle (e.g., time, 

cost, and quality), as the 

sole criterion to evaluate 

projects. 

- Bias to the World Bank development 

projects and the World Bank project 

supervisors.  

- Trying to quantify some of the subjective 

project success criteria. 

- Findings relied on survey results and 

depended heavily on the quality of 

respondents’ mental model. 

- Project complexity was identified as a 

major factor for determining success criteria, 

but this concept needs to be further 

investigated. 

B 

1- Efficiency                 

2- Effectiveness              

3- Business 

Success   4- Impact 

Wang & Huang, 

2006;  

Shao et al., 2012; 

 Ika, 2009;                 

Mir & Pinnington, 

2014; 

Davis, 2014;    

Andersen et al., 2002;  

Cooke-Davies, 2002 

- Project success criteria shall 

include the golden or iron triangle 

and key project stakeholders’ 

satisfaction of the project. 

- Distinguishes between project 

success and project management 

success. 

- Iron triangle (e.g. time, 

cost,  quality) as the sole 

criterion to evaluate 

projects. 

- Deficiency in just 

focusing on the project 

manager's view of success 

and not on other 

internal/external 

stakeholders of an 

organization. 

- Overlooked the importance of sustainability 

as a long-term project evaluation criterion. 

 - Biased to one particular country context or 

specific field. 

- Reflected one of the key stakeholders’ 

perspectives on project success or evaluation 

criteria. 

C 

1- Efficiency               

2- Effectiveness                  

3- Impact                      

4- Sustainability 

Prakash & Nandhini, 

2015 

- Conceptualize efficiency, 

effectiveness, impact and 

sustainability as the four main 

criteria of project evaluation. 

- Definition of business 

success as another criterion 

for project evaluation. 

- Bias of the research results to construction 

projects. 

- Overlooked the importance of business 

success as another criterion of project 

evaluation. 

D 

1- Efficiency                 

2- Effectiveness             

3- Business 

Success 

Hanisch & Wald, 

2014; Lim & 

Mohamed, 1999;                            

McLeod et al., 2012 

- Consider efficiency, effectiveness 

and business success as the overall 

success of a project.  

- Establish a subjectivist approach to 

define project evaluation criteria. 

- Definition of impact and 

sustainability as two other 

criteria of project 

evaluation. 

- Overlooked directional complexity as a key 

dimension of project complexity. 

- Ignored two other project evaluation 

criteria, such as impact and sustainability. 

- Bias of the research results to one specific 

field.  
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Table 2.6 Overview of Project Evaluation Criteria in the Literature Adapted from Five Criteria Proposed by Shenhar & Dvir (2007) - Continued 

Raw 
Project Evaluation 

Criteria 
Authors Core arguments 

Disagreements with the 

literature 
Gaps/issue 

E 

1- Efficiency                

2- Impact                       

3- Business Success 

Serrador, & Turner, 

2015;                      

Shenhar & Dvir, 2007; 

Jugdev & Müller, 

2005; Pinto & Slevin, 

1988 

- Success of the project is measured by 

project efficiency, but the success of 

the investment is measured by the 

wider measures, such as Impact and 

business success. 

- Evaluation criteria are inter-correlated 

- Considered project 

effectiveness and 

sustainability as other 

criteria of project evaluation 

- Iron triangle (e.g., time, 

cost, and quality) as the sole 

criterion to evaluate projects 
 

- Overlooked the other evaluation criteria such 

as project effectiveness and Sustainability.  

- Findings relied on a survey results and depend 

heavily on the quality of respondent’s mental 

model 

 

F 

1- Efficiency                  

2- Effectiveness 

Wohlin & Andrews, 

2001;                 

Rolstadås et al., 2014 

- Measurement of success against any 

one of several different sets of 

objectives, (e.g. project, business and 

social & environmental objectives). 

- Considered business 

success, impact and 

sustainability as other 

criteria of project evaluation. 

 

- Overlooked three main evaluation criteria, e.g. 

impact, business success and sustainability.  

- Bias of the research results to one specific 

field.  

- Misconception between critical success factors  

and project success or evaluation criteria. 

G 

1- Efficiency               

2- Sustainability 

Ngacho & Das, 2014 - Critics to the traditional iron triangle 

criteria (time, cost, quality, 

performance).  

- Considered project 

effectiveness, business 

success and impact as other 

criteria of project evaluation 
 

- Bias of the research results to one specific 

field. 

- Ignored some of the evaluation criteria, e.g. 

effectiveness, impact and business success. 

H 

1- Project Efficiency  

2- Impact 

Bryde & Robinson, 

2005 

- Define project success criteria, in 

terms of cost, time, and quality, and 

other criteria, such as overall customer 

satisfaction (impact). 

- Considered effectiveness, 

business success and 

sustainability as other 

criteria of project evaluation. 

- Bias of the research results to one specific 

field.  

- Overlooked other evaluation criteria, such as 

effectiveness, business success and 

sustainability 

I 

1- Project Efficiency Xu & Yeh, 2014 - Define project success criteria, in 

terms of cost, time, and quality. 

- Considered effectiveness, 

business success, impact and 

sustainability as other 

criteria of project evaluation. 

- Bias of the research results to one specific 

field.  

- Overlooked other main criteria of project 

evaluation, such as effectiveness, impact, 

business success and sustainability. 
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Table 2.7 summarizes the literature in relation to project evaluation criteria by integrating 

the five main criteria (efficiency, effectiveness, business success, impact, and sustainability) 

conceptualized by Shenhar and Dvir (2007) and the World Bank development project 

evaluation framework (Ika et al., 2012), as well as the studies identified from the project 

management research field. The table categorizes the authors who worked on the project 

evaluation criteria based on the number of criteria they used in their research. The shadow cells 

illustrate the project evaluation criteria that were utilized by each group of authors. 

 

Table 2.7 Summary of the Literature in Project Evaluation Criteria 

 

 

As shown in Table 2.7, all of the authors in the project evaluation field used project 

efficiency or the popular golden or iron triangle (time, cost, and quality) in their frameworks. 

Concentrating on two other criteria, including effectiveness and business success, 

complemented this approach. However, most authors in the project management research 

overlooked the sustainability criterion, which has a very critical role in the perception of the 

project’s outcome and the results of the long-term evaluation approach. The recent attention to 

the other two criteria, including business success and impact, also needs to be explored further, 

and integrated with the other criteria in a dynamic and comprehensive process. This process is 

discussed later in this study. 
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2.4.3 Project evaluation approaches 

The evaluation of a project is based on informed judgment, ‘project outcome’ becomes a 

subjective evaluation from a person’s perspective rather than an objective description based on 

independent criteria. Therefore, how a project outcome is defined and who evaluates the 

outcome affect the final judgment of the project’s results. The formal evaluations are doubly 

political, in that the ‘official narrative’ may be used to confer status or stigma, legitimize 

particular behaviors or courses of action, justify large or risky projects, or distance the future 

from the past. The evaluation of the project’s outcome is far more complex than can be 

conveyed by traditional concepts of success or evaluation criteria. From a subjectivist 

perspective, project evaluation is a complex, ongoing process of sense making, emerging from 

observations or experiences before, during, and often, after a project (see Chelimsky, 2012; 

Cicmil & Hodgson, 2006). McLeod et al. (2012) explored the evaluation of project success 

from a subjectivist perspective and investigated how various project stakeholders subjectively 

perceived the project outcome, as well as what evaluation criteria they drew upon in doing so. 

They developed a conceptual framework for understanding and analyzing evaluations of project 

success, both formal and informal. The framework highlights how different stakeholder 

perspectives influence the perceived outcome(s) of a project, and how project evaluations may 

differ between stakeholders, as well as across time. The current research provides some 

elements for project evaluation, including multidimensionality, scope, temporality, perspective, 

and context.  

Additionally, project outcome is often erroneously assessed only at the end of the project 

life cycle, as project management outcomes are available and convenient to measure. However, 

academics and practitioners’ views of project outcomes have changed over the years, from 

definitions that were limited to the implementation phase of the project life cycle, to definitions 

that reflect an appreciation of outcomes over the entire project and product life cycle (Jugdev 

& Müller, 2005). According to Cooke-Davies (2002), the project evaluation process should 

consider different project lifecycles, including: 1. the project management lifecycle, 2. the 

project lifecycle, and 3. the product lifecycle. This research applied the project evaluation 

concept throughout the project lifecycle. As a result, the project lifecycle is considered the 

framework for the planning of the evaluation process. 

According to Jugdev and Müller (2005), over time, the focus of project outcome 

perception has shifted from the project management team perspective to the other key 

stakeholders’ (namely, the client, owner, sponsor, etc.) perspective, which means a migration 
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from project efficiency (time, cost, and quality) to project effectiveness (purpose, goals, and 

objectives) and project impact and stakeholder satisfaction. Thus, projects are about managing 

expectations, and expectations have to do with perceptions about outcomes. This project 

outcome is a complex and ambiguous concept that changes over the project and product life 

cycle. Thus, it can be concluded that a subjective lense is better able to explain the perception 

and the expectations of the project evaluation process as they are socially constructed.  

According to McLeod et al. (2012, p. 70), temporality is an element of the evaluation of 

project outcome in two ways. First, the project management outcome and its criteria are relevant 

over the timeframe of a project; once a product or service is delivered, product outcome and its 

criteria become increasingly relevant as the product or service is used (or not) within its 

operational environment. In contrast, business outcome and strategic benefits and their criteria 

are relevant over even longer timeframes. Second, individual or collective opinions and 

evaluative assessments of a project are not necessarily static and may change over time as 

situations evolve and contexts change. A project that initially may be deemed a success can 

subsequently come to be regarded as a failure, or vice versa. McLeod et al. (2012, p. 70) 

conceptualized the project outcome criteria in three dimensions: project, product, and 

organization. 

In their study, Xu and Yeh (2014) focused on performance evaluation processes. An 

efficiency-based evaluation process was developed to measure the relative performance 

efficiency of the completed projects and of the project managers. As their research was limited 

to project efficiency evaluation, it only focused on the project managers’ performance. 

However, according to Rolstadås et al. (2014), it is possible to distinguish between traditional 

project management and adaptive project management, as described within the literature. The 

adaptive approach is called a dynamic evaluation and is discussed in the following section. 

According to Koskinen (2013), complexity in a project evaluation process context is a 

matter of observation and ambiguity. That is, whether or not an individual sees a situation as 

complex depends on how he or she observes it. This means that evaluating complex projects 

requires the ability to observe them from many perspectives. Some research articulated the 

concept of complexity in the project evaluation process. For example, Hanisch and Wald (2014) 

contributed to theory by focusing on complexity, a factor that is inherent to projects and 

influences their outcome. On a broad empirical basis, their study examined the impact of three 

types of complexity on the outcome of the project.. The results showed that projects possess a 

high degree of complexity; only structural complexity significantly influences the efficiency 
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and effectiveness of the project, while the relationship quality and transparency act as mediators 

on this effect. The findings suggest that the success rate of complex, knowledge-intensive 

projects can be increased if the antecedents of the relationship of quality and transparency are 

fully understood. However, this research only focused on the three main dimensions of project 

complexity; it overlooked directional complexity as one of the soft aspects of project 

complexity, which has a significant influence on project evaluation. 

As Müller and Turner (2007) illustrated in their research, evaluation criteria differed in 

terms of project complexity, project importance, contract type, and industry sector (p. 298). The 

managers of high complexity projects rated the average importance, their own evaluation 

criteria, and the importance for customer, supplier, and stakeholder satisfaction significantly 

higher than those of low complexity projects. In projects of medium complexity, when 

compared with low complexity projects, on average, the managers assigned a significantly 

higher importance rate, as well as on their own evaluation criteria and customer satisfaction. 

Managers of high complexity projects rated their self-defined evaluation criteria significantly 

higher than those of medium complexity projects. Thus, their research appears to have a bias 

towards the project manager’s perception about project complexity and its relationship to 

project evaluation. However, the influence of project complexity on the project evaluation 

criteria and how it is processed from different dimensions (e.g., structural, technical, directional 

and temporal) was not investigated. Such an assessment would have made the research results 

more clear and understandable. 

From another perspective, Patton (2018) proposed five evaluation principles: “be guided 

by the personal factor, engage through options, observe, interpret, adapt, embed evaluative 

thinking throughout, invigorate with leading edge inputs” (p.92), which can help to articulate 

the evaluation approach. Azzam and Levine (2014) and Chelimsky (2009) argued that 

designing and implementing an evaluation practice is no longer only a technocratic exercise, it 

also requires negotiations with stakeholders and careful design, which form the political aspects 

of evaluation. Given the above discussions, a summary of the key points related to complex 

project evaluation can be conceptualized, as listed below, and they should be considered in the 

articulation of the project evaluation framework: 

 timeframe (long term/short term), 

 five project evaluation criteria (efficiency, effectiveness, impact, business success, 

and sustainability), 
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 internal and external stakeholders’ perspectives of project success, and 

 four dimensions of complexity: structural, technical, temporal, and directional and 

their influence on project evaluation criteria and methods. 

As concluded from the literature review, project management researchers have 

contributed to the project evaluation approaches by developing a variety of processes, methods, 

and tools. However, there is a lack of project evaluation approaches being integrated into a 

conceptual category. The current research seeks to fill this gap by synthesizing them into six 

constructs: 

 dynamic evaluation, 

 collaborative evaluation, 

 multi-perspective and multiple timeframe evaluation, 

 comprehensive evaluation, 

 perceptional evaluation, and 

 peer review evaluation. 

The following section discusses the literature regarding project evaluation approaches 

under the six constructs. 

2.4.3.1 Dynamic Evaluation 

The dynamic evaluation approach proposes that projects should be conceived, designed, 

and carried out as dynamic systems, inclusive of a dynamic and engaged evaluation. This 

construct tries to apply the learning organizations approach to project environments. These 

projects are called learning projects, with their feedback loop always providing constant 

feedback through the dynamic evaluation process. A dynamic evaluation aims at supporting the 

monitoring, management, and development of projects and programs. The complexity informed 

evaluation approach considers the interactions among the components of a system to be non-

linear. It gives rise to ‘emergent’ properties, which cannot be understood by simply examining 

the components separately (Anzoise & Sardo, 2015). 

 In evaluation practices, one-size does not fit all projects, since they have to be adapted 

to the uniqueness of the relationships, especially with changes happening in time. The principal 

aims of dynamic evaluation relate to enhancing reflexivity among project participants and 

fostering and supporting adaptive changes, as well as learning through the continuous 
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generation of feedback loops among the evaluator, the management team, and the other project 

participants and stakeholders (Todorović et al., 2015). What distinguishes this framework from 

other frameworks is its focus on narratives, both as sources and outcomes of the evaluation, and 

the fact that its practice and tools rely on complex systems theories. Moreover, dynamic 

evaluation can be conceptualized as an emerging evaluation, in the sense that it does not 

completely adhere to predefined objectives and protocols. Instead, it reacts to, and elaborates 

upon, the responses based upon the evaluation of the project itself (Williams et al., 2012; Cao 

& Hoffman, 2011; Radcliff, 2003).  

As Shenhar and Dvir (2007) stated, the project evaluation approach comes as a dynamic 

concept that can be assessed in the short, medium, and long term from different stakeholders’ 

perspectives. Thus, the dynamic evaluation framework allows the design and implementation 

of a dynamic process and criteria for project evaluation in each project phase and toward 

different criteria. Even key stakeholders can be referred to investigate their evaluation of the 

project’s success based on the period of the evaluation. Thus, dynamic evaluation may integrate 

all three approaches to project evaluation: 1. project appraisal (ex-ante evaluation), 2. project 

performance monitoring and control (during the project execution), and 3. ex-post evaluation 

(after project completion).  

Guba and Lincoln (1989) and Stake (2004) called this type of evaluation ‘responsive’ as 

it addresses the concerns, claims, and issue of stakeholders, called ‘organizers’. Responsive 

evaluation is a certain type of evaluation that addresses the stakeholders concerns throughout 

the evaluation process, from the planning (design and preparation) through to the 

implementation and representation (see House, 2001; Mohan & Sullivan, 2006). Nevertheless, 

this framework seems to be highly compatible with the nature and environments of complex 

projects. However, this process needs to be improved by applying the ANT and investigating 

the roles and importance of either human or non-human actors in the project evaluation process. 

Contributing a collaborative approach and multiple perspectives from key stakeholders in  

multiple timeframes (discussed later) can also complement the dynamic evaluation process. 

2.4.3.2 Collaborative evaluation 

In agreement with the fourth-generation evaluation proposed by Guba and Lincoln 

(1989), House (1993) argued that evaluation practice has shifted from ‘monolithic’ to ‘pluralist’ 

conceptions to reflect increasing pluralism emerging in the larger society and due to increasing 

pressure from various stakeholders who sought various and somehow conflicting interests. This 

political pressure has pushed evaluators to recognize multiple methods (qualitative, quantitative 



 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 59 

and mixed), measures, criteria, perspectives, audiences, and interests. However, House (1993) 

left the question of “How to synthesize, resolve, and adjudicate all these multiple multiples?” 

open for future researchers.  

The collaborative or participatory evaluation approach that has emerged from the IT field 

is based on two perspectives: a technology-oriented perspective, based on software 

functionality and quality, and a user and context-oriented perspective based on relevance and 

benefits. First, the perspective addresses software functionality and quality and includes 

usefulness and usability, while the second perspective addresses the system results from the 

perspective of potential users and the system context. The evaluation criteria proposed in this 

framework are: 1. relevance, 2. benefits, 3. usability, and 4. functionality (Khan et al., 2013; 

Corn et al., 2012; Alderman & Ivory, 2011). This process contributes to cooperation and 

collaboration by the project’s key stakeholders and evaluators in a context-oriented perspective 

(Thompson, 1991). However, examination of this process shows that it focuses more on the 

role and significance of the evaluation infrastructure, which facilitates the collaborative 

evaluation process. Nevertheless, this framework overlooks the other key aspects of the 

evaluation process, such as the evaluation timeframe and interpretation of key stakeholder 

conflicts. 

One of the major implications of collaborative evaluation is the concept of political parity 

and control in which all stakeholders involved with the project evaluation are welcomed as 

equal partners in every aspect of evaluation design, planning, implementation, interpretation 

and dissemination of results. This means they are all accorded a full measure of political parity 

and control (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). The political parity in a collaborative evaluation can help 

to achieve conceptual parity, in which all stakeholders are accorded the privilege of sharing 

their constructions and working toward a common, consensual, more fully informed and 

sophisticated, joint construction.  

However, not all collaborative evaluation practices are truly collaborative and some 

suffer from poor judgment, bias, and political influence. One of the major flaws of collaborative 

evaluation is a ‘cozy relationship’, which is defined as the selective involvement of the 

stakeholders in the design and implementation of evaluation, in which only evaluators and some 

specific stakeholders are given the opportunity to decide on the questions to be asked, the 

instrumentations to be employed, the mode of data collection, analysis, interpretation, and 

representation (or dissemination) to be used (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). In this sense, other 

stakeholders will be denied the opportunity to pursue their own legitimize interests and will not 
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be engaged in the evaluation practice. The first issue of a ‘cozy relationship’ is the bias of the 

evaluation outcome in favor of those who were involved, and not surprisingly, against those 

who were ignored. Furthermore, the validity of the evaluation outcome will drop in these 

situations and there will be little impact and achievement due to the lack of consensus regarding 

the evaluation results.  

2.4.3.3 Multi-perspective and multiple timeframe evaluation 

The multi-perspective and multiple timeframe evaluation approach developed evaluation 

criteria for complex projects; they provide an early warning of potential difficulties (Turner & 

Zolin, 2012). Based on this process, the evaluation of complex projects can be made by a range 

of stakeholders, over different time scales, and against the different levels of project results, 

namely: the project’s outputs at the end of the project, the project’s outcomes in the months 

following the project’s completion, and the project’s impact in the years following completion. 

Turner et al. (2009) developed a comprehensive model of project outcomes that reflects an 

assessment by different stakeholders against the different levels of project results (outputs, 

impacts and impacts) over different time scales. Consequently, this process provides a better 

framework for the evaluation of complex projects; however, it still suffers from a lack of 

interaction between the evaluation team and the project management team. 

2.4.3.4 Comprehensive evaluation 

The project evaluation approach proposed in this category consists of all three types of 

evaluation (ex-ante, on-going, and ex-post evaluation). Project appraisal (ex-ante evaluation) is 

an important part of the project selection process, with the emphasis placed on the total 

generated costs and benefits of the project (project efficiency). During the project execution 

phase, decisions are made concerning the project cost (budget), the duration (time), and the 

quality (described contractually as technical specifications or output performance).  

According to Polydoropoulou and Roumboutsos (2009) and Eduardo et al. (2014), most 

of the focus by academics, practitioners, and policy makers in the project evaluation literature 

has been on ex-ante evaluation and ex-post evaluation, with little consideration being given to 

the so-called on-going evaluation, that is, project evaluation during its implementation. How 

decisions are made by the project owner during this period may impact upon the project value 

and the anticipated results. Thus, this approach to project evaluation can be applied to dynamic 

evaluation in order to establish a holistic evaluation framework. This framework begins with 

the project feasibility study and continues until project hand over, and the years after the 
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project’s completion. However, this process needs to be improved through the application of 

the ANT. The theory would help to gain a better understanding of the relationship between the 

key stakeholders in a multi-perspective evaluation process. Moreover, the process needs to 

differentiate between the project evaluation criteria in each phase or the timeframe of the 

evaluation. 

2.4.3.5 Perceptional evaluation 

The theoretical base of the perceptional evaluation approach lies in the field of industrial 

and organizational psychology, which assists in understanding the process by providing the 

behavior-performance-outcome cycle. It also makes a particularly significant distinction 

between success and satisfaction and their relationship. “The identification of the factors of 

influence, such as self-efficacy, project complexity, commitment, expectancy, rewards, goals 

and environmental variables, are shown to be fundamental in understanding an individual’s 

perception of the merit of the outcome of a project” (Liu & Walker, 1998, p. 209). This 

framework clearly identifies project complexity as one of the factors influencing project success 

or outcome perception. However, the motivated behavior of construction clients, professionals, 

and contractors through expectancy and rewards requires further investigation. In addition, this 

process focuses specifically on the human aspects of project evaluation; however, it overlooks 

other aspects, such as non-human actors, the evaluation timeframe, and the interaction between 

the evaluation team and the key stakeholders. 

2.4.3.6 Peer review evaluation 

Peer reviews are one of the mechanisms used to provide an external evaluation of the 

design, management, or construction procedures. This framework indicates that strong 

correlations exist between the project management peer review questions and the ultimate 

project outcomes of budget, schedule, and project peer rating (Molenaar et al., 2012). Thus, as 

this process only focuses on the project efficiency criteria, and due to the timeframe limitation, 

cannot be applied to other criteria, such as impact, business success, and sustainability. 

Table 2.8 synthesizes the findings from the literature review. It adopts the six main project 

evaluation approaches identified and conceptualized by the current research. 
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Table 2.8 Overview of Project Evaluation Approaches in the Literature 

Project 

Evaluation 

Approach 

Authors Core arguments Disagreement with the literature Gaps/Issue 

Dynamic 

Evaluation 

Anzoise & Sardo, 2015; 

Todorović et al., 2015; 

Williams et al., 2012;  

 Cao & Hoffman, 2011; 

Radcliff, 2003 

- Rests on two theoretical 

foundations, including participatory 

evaluation, developmental 

evaluation, and by empowerment 

evaluation on the other side, the 

complexity-based theory of 

innovation processes. 

- Conventional factors of evaluating 

projects, which has been adopted by 

earlier researchers, such as time, 

cost and quality. 

- Applying the actor-network theory and investigating 

the roles and importance of either human or non-

human actors in the project environment would 

improve the dynamic evaluation process. 

- It can be improved by contributing a collaborative 

approach and multiple perspectives from key 

stakeholders in a multiple timeframe. 

Collaborative 

Evaluation 

Khan et al., 2013;              

Corn et al., 2012;         

Alderman & Ivory, 2011;  

Thompson, 1991 

- Evaluator’s engagement with the 

project management team can 

enhance the performance of project 

and will provide a dynamic 

feedback loop in project. 

- Evaluation team is an external 

party in the evaluation process. 

- Bias of the research results to some specific fields. 

- The actor-network theory as a conceptual research 

lens would improve the contribution of collaborative 

evaluation. 

Multi-

perspective and 

Multiple 

Timeframe 

Evaluation 

Turner & Zolin, 2012;  

Turner et al., 2009 

- Identifies three levels of results, or 

objectives, assessed over differing 

timeframes including: 1- project 

outputs, 2- project outcomes, and 3- 

impact. 

- All the stakeholders cannot judge 

all the levels of the results. 

- The application of the actor-network theory would 

help to better understand the relationship between key 

stakeholders in a multi-perspective evaluation. 

Comprehensive 

Evaluation 

Polydoropoulou & 

Roumboutsos, 2009; 

Eduardo et al., 2014 

- A comprehensive evaluation 

consisting of all three types of 

evaluation, including: ex-ante, on-

going and ex-post evaluation.  

- Definition of project success 

based on the triple constraints: time, 

cost and quality.  

- Bias of the research results to specific fields. 

- Ignores project effectiveness in project success 

definition. 

Perceptional 

Evaluation 

Liu & Walker, 1998 - Identifying the evaluator by the 

role and allegiances can be critical 

in determining what, when, and 

how to measure evaluating project 

outcomes. 

- Overlooks the behavioral aspects 

of project evaluation. 

- Bias of the research results to specific fields. 

- Motivated behavior, through expectancy and rewards, 

of construction clients, professionals, and contractors 

should be investigated further. 

Peer Review 

Evaluation 

Molenaar et al., 2012 - Subjective measures, including 

personal satisfaction, can be applied 

in evaluation process. 

- Evaluation team cannot be an 

external party in the evaluation 

process. 

- Bias of the research results to specific fields. 

- Project peer review only can help to evaluate 

technical aspects of the project design or the 

management of projects.  
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Table 2.9 categorizes the literature by grouping the authors according to the six 

project evaluation approaches. The dark cells illustrate the project evaluation criteria 

used by each group of authors. The table also identifies the researchers in each group 

according to the project evaluation criteria (discussed in the previous section). These 

six approaches utilized project efficiency, or the popular golden or iron triangle (time, 

cost, quality), in their processes. This fact supports the earlier conclusion (in the 

previous section) that all of the authors in the project evaluation criteria field used the 

project efficiency criterion in their frameworks. This criterion is followed by project 

effectiveness, which was adopted in almost all of the processes. This conclusion 

confirms a consensus between project management researchers in the project 

evaluation process who use these two criteria in their frameworks. 

Thus, it can be concluded that all of the proposed frameworks in the literature 

overlooked the sustainability criterion, which has a key role and significant influence 

on project outcome perception in the project evaluation process. Following 

sustainability, business success and impact were also ignored in the majority of these 

six processes; this finding demonstrates the necessity for the current research to focus 

on these three criteria. As a result, one of the main gaps in the project evaluation 

literature is the lack of appropriate focus on three more subjective aspects of the 

evaluation criteria (e.g., business success, impact, and sustainability). The authors have 

primarily concentrated on the more objective aspects (e.g., efficiency and 

effectiveness). 
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Table 2.9 Project Evaluation Approach - Criteria Matrix 

 

2.4.4 Evaluation of development projects 

The current empirical research focuses on development projects in the data 

collection and analysis phase. Hence, an in-depth literature review of the evaluation of 

development projects was conducted to better understand the gap in the research 

related to why/how project-based organizations evaluate their complex projects, as 

well as how they consider the project complexity dimensions in the evaluation process. 

As Ngacho and Das (2014) conceptualized in their study, the unique features of 

a development project, in terms of its ability to create economic wealth, delivers social 

welfare services. At the same time, the possibility to create a negative environmental 

impact suggests that this kind of a project needs to be evaluated on economic, as well 

as social and environmental, dimensions. Furthermore, Diallo and Thuillier (2005) 

found that trust between the key stakeholders influenced the project’s success. 

Hirschman (1967) studied 11 international development projects funded by the 

World Bank to understand their behaviors and argued that those projects’ behaviors 

could be interpreted through two dimensions: uncertainties and latitudes (or 

disciplines). Nonetheless, he refuted ranking or comparing the projects against some 

specific criteria or indicators and stated that the goal of his research was not to appraise 

or audit those projects, instead he tried to communicate with project stakeholders to 

better understand their behaviors. Furthermore, he argued that project evaluation is far 
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more than just any ranking on a one-dimensional scale. That could be why he chose 

the term ‘observed’ instead of ‘evaluation’ or ‘evaluated’ in his study. He wore an 

economic lens and argued that the source of uncertainties in development projects can 

be attributed to supply (technology, administration, finance) and demand (excess and 

inadequate). Furthermore, he elaborated the concept of latitude by categorizing it into 

special or locational latitude, temporal discipline, latitude for corruption, latitude in 

substituting quantity for quality, and latitude in substituting private for public outlays.   

A performance evaluation criterion of development projects was introduced to 

the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development's Development 

Assistance Committee. This criterion was based on relevance (translated to business 

success), efficiency, effectiveness, impact, and sustainability (Ngacho & Das, 2014; 

Ika et al., 2012). These criteria are known as the five pillars of development projects. 

Ika et al. (2012) hypothesized that the international development project’s success 

criteria included relevance (translated to business success), efficiency, effectiveness, 

impact, and sustainability. However, an overarching evaluation framework might 

include the following criteria: 

 project efficiency, 

 project effectiveness, 

 impact, 

 business success, 

 sustainability. 

2.4.5 Evaluation politics 

As Charles Beard once said, “Politics is the art of looking for trouble, finding it 

everywhere, diagnosing it wrong, and applying unsuitable remedies” (as cited in 

Chelimsky, 2009). Power, politics, and ethics are three major contributors to the soft 

aspect of evaluation practice, which are somehow linked to each other. It can be argued 

that a thorough exploration of these accounts can help to achieve a greater 

understanding of evaluations politics in large and complex projects. Power leads to 

politics and politics can influence ethics. Money also plays a critical role in 

politicalizing evaluation practice, as financial gains or benefits could trigger politicians 

to intervene in the evaluation process to direct or change the findings in their favor 
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(see De Lay & Manda, 2004). House (1993) argued that evaluation has been seen as a 

political initiative over the years, as it has been influenced by political forces such as 

politicians, governments, parliaments, and other political figures, as well as its political 

impacts on decision makers and other stakeholders affected by the evaluation results. 

He contended that the critical political question of ‘Whose interests does the evaluation 

serve?’ remains enigmatic despite the efforts and initiatives made to engage various 

stakeholders with various but legitimate and somehow conflicting interests in the 

evaluation process. Patton (2008) argued that the ethical concerns regarding evaluation 

practices have recently pressed both academics and practitioners due to the increased 

politicization of evaluation. This highly politicalized practice of heightened attention 

on accountability has put the spotlight on data-based decision making and evidence-

based practice (see Patton, 2012; Stake 2004; Shaw et al., 2006; De Lay & Manda, 

2004). 

House (1993) discussed three models of accountability related to the evaluation 

emerging from educational evaluation, including state or public control, professional 

control, and consumer control. He also categorized accountability into two groups: 

professional and political. Furthermore, he argued that different evaluation approaches 

provided credibility and legitimacy in different ways to different groups. Moreover, 

House (1993) stated that different evaluation strategies are effective, depending on 

whether the power imbalance among participants is high or low (p. 52). He concluded 

that this characteristic of evaluation practice makes it a political strategy. He also 

indicated that evaluators are under constant pressure to perceive to what extent they 

must follow the government policies and political agendas under which they work (and 

get paid) or embrace the standards of their own profession. This complex dilemma is 

the matter of professional ethics and social justice. 

House (1993) stated that ethics is a key issue in evaluation and labeled it as 

‘ethical fallacies’, which includes clientism (taking the client’s interests as the ultimate 

consideration), contractualism (adhering inflexibly to the contract), managerialism 

(placing the interest of the managers above all else), methodologicalism (believing that 

proper methodology solves all ethical problems), pluralism/elitism (including only the 

powerful stakeholders’ interests in the evaluation), and relativism (taking all 

viewpoints as having equal merit). 
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One of the major shortcomings of the involvement of politics in evaluation 

practice is the ‘managerialism’ issue, in which evaluators intentionally or 

unintentionally attempt to keep the manager (the sponsor or client of the evaluation) 

unharmed and safe, as he or she stands outside the evaluation. Thus, in the case of any 

issue of failure, the evaluators have to point the finger of blame elsewhere, as they 

cannot undermine the manager (see House, 1993; Patton, 2012; Mohan & Sullivan, 

2006). Another issue of managerialism is ‘disenfranchising’, in which the manager 

retains the right to determine whether the evaluation findings are to be released and to 

whom (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). This unfair contractual right helps managers to protect 

themselves against unpleasant findings and negotiate with evaluators to censor the 

parts of the report that can hurt them.  

As discussed earlier, a cozy relationship is one of the major flaws of poor 

collaborative evaluation, in which not all of the required stakeholders are involved in 

the evaluation practice. As pointed out by Guba and Lincoln (1989) this cozy 

relationship, which is rooted in the managerialism issue, could be the real reason for 

entering into collusion with the manager who sponsored or funded the evaluation. 

There are obvious advantages to both manager and evaluator to engage in such 

collusion. According to Guba and Lincoln (1989), on the manager’s side, an evaluation 

is conducted in ways that keep the manager safe, while disempowering and 

disenfranchising possible rivals. This is clearly preferable to one that holds that 

manager accountable and makes it possible for rivals to assume some modicum of 

power. On the evaluator’s side, an evaluation is done in ways where gaining the 

manager’s approval is likely to lead to other contracts and ensure a steady source of 

income.  

As cited by Guba and Lincoln (1989), Henry M. Brickell once noted that an 

evaluator inevitably engages in a delicate balancing act: “Biting the hand that feeds 

you while appearing only to be licking it”. As pointed out by Guba and Lincoln (1989), 

that balance is maintained more easily if the evaluator decides not to bite at all. Whilst 

the vast majority of evaluators would probably hesitate to consciously engage in 

collusion, it is nevertheless all too easy to slip into such a state of affairs in any 

evaluation practice. For instance, Chelimsky (2009) argued that the success of 

evaluation in government and public sectors depends as much on the political context 

within which evaluation practices operate as it does on the merits of the evaluation 
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process itself, and broke the political context of evaluation into three layers: 

democratic, bureaucratic, and professional culture (see also Mohan & Sullivan, 2006; 

De Lay & Manda, 2004). 

Azzam and Levine (2014) articulated those factors that contribute toward 

politicization of evaluation practice that include cultural norms and expectations, 

frequently shifting program priorities and activities, changing support structures, and 

differing stakeholder interests to name a few. They argued that many of these factors 

can also be described in political terms, as they often emerge within a political system 

or process. From another perspective, the relationship between the evaluator and other 

stakeholders can also have some political implications. House (1980) described the 

types of relationships (personal, interpersonal, and public) that an evaluator can have 

with stakeholders and how they affect the criteria used to establish validity. In the 

personal evaluation, where “evaluator and audience are one” (House, 1980, p. 240), 

validity is established by utilizing appropriate methodologies and techniques in an 

attempt to attain a true outcome of the evaluand. The interpersonal evaluation occurs 

when “the evaluator works in service to the audience, but the evaluator and audience 

are different parties” (House, 1980, p. 240). In this situation, validity is established 

when the evaluation methods are technically appropriate and the findings are truthful. 

These kinds of relationship open evaluations up to the political process, because the 

evaluator has to determine who to negotiate with, how to balance the interests of one 

stakeholder with those of others, and how to take into account those demands with 

contextual and logistical constraints to create an appropriate and valid evaluation. This 

process can be fraught with bias and the politics of power (Azzam & Levine, 2014). 

2.4.6 Evaluation logics 

Hall (2014) proposed three logics of evaluation, including a scientific evaluation 

logic (systematic observation, observable and measurable evidence, objective and 

robust experimental procedures), a bureaucratic evaluation logic (complex, step-by-

step procedures, analysis of intended objectives), and a learning evaluation logic 

(openness to change, wide range of perspectives, lay rather than professional 

expertise), which overlook the impact of soft factors, such as power and politics in the 

construction of evaluation logics. Furthermore, the emphasis of this research is 

essentially on ex-ante evaluation, not a thorough evaluation practice that extends to 

post completion assessment of the project performance. However, Hall’s (2014)  study 
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brought the idea of categorizing evaluation logics into two mega groups: subjective 

and objective, to my attention. I have addressed both types of evaluation logics in this 

study to provide a thorough understanding of the ‘hows’ and ‘whys’ of the project 

evaluation practice.  

Smits and Champagne (2008) argued that the translation of evaluation results 

into learning materials can be an approach toward evaluation practice, which forms a 

new type of learning logic. This goal can be achieved through the involvement of key 

stakeholders during the evaluation process. They established the concept of practical 

participatory evaluation based on this logic and proposed that evaluation logics can be 

articulated into three categories: instrumental, symbolic, and participation efficacy. In 

this sense, they studied how the involvement of actors in the practical participatory 

evaluation process can strengthen the use of evidence in an attempt to understand the 

mechanisms underlying the links between activities and consequences, and between 

evaluation results, outputs, and outcomes. I adopted this concept to structure 

evaluation logic in the current study. However, Smits and Champagne’s (2008) 

proposed participatory evaluation logic lacks a focus on non-human actors and is 

limited to human actors or stakeholders, and I have addressed this shortcoming in this 

study. 

In an attempt to facilitate a paradigm shift in evaluation practice, Guba and 

Lincoln (1989) proposed fourth generation evaluation to tackle the shortcomings of 

the existing approaches. They argued that evaluation practice is an investment in 

people and progress rather than on process, tools, and techniques. This philosophical 

shift assisted them to establish the concept of responsive-constructive evaluation as 

fourth generation evaluation. 

Guba and Lincoln (1989) criticized the first three evaluation generations by 

arguing that the first generation only focused on measurement, the second was 

concerned with description, and the third was based on judgment. They proposed that 

a responsive-constructive evaluation could address the shortcomings of all of the 

above-mentioned approaches and facilitate shifting from verification to discovery and 

exploration. They argued that evaluators need to explore projects rather than having 

some indicators measuring and verifying or not verifying them. Furthermore, they 

elaborated their social construction paradigm and contended that understanding the 

circumstances that occurred that led to the achieved results could provide evaluators 
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and their clients with more enriched insights. Secondly, the existing approaches do not 

acknowledge the necessity of interacting with stakeholders in the evaluation process, 

which is called a responsive approach. Thirdly, conventional evaluation 

methodologies do not take contextual factors into account. Fourth, conventional 

approaches do not realize a situation-by-situation basis for the evaluation platform, 

which is considered an ‘adaptive’ approach toward the evaluation process. Finally, 

conventional approaches claim to be value free, while value is key to term evaluation. 

In responsive-constructive evaluation, evaluators face a loop of construction and 

reconstruction of reality regarding the project and its performance (Guba & Lincoln, 

1989). They deepen understanding of the project’s results and its achievements by 

enhancing their knowledge and insights regarding the project and construct it through 

an iterating and incremental approach. Thus, it can be said that the role of evaluator 

can change depending on the logic behind the evaluation practice. According to Hall 

(2014) and Smits and Champagne (2008), the role of evaluator varies depends on the 

evaluation logic and whether it is subjective or objective. For instance, the evaluator’s 

role in a more objective evaluation practice turns to the solid or hard roles such as 

auditor, assessor, inspectors, scientist, researcher, implementer, and bureaucrat. On the 

other hand, as the consequence of imposing more subjective elements on evaluation 

logic, the evaluator’s role shifts towards soft roles, such as facilitators, moderators, 

politicians, educators, coaches, knowledge brokers, and change champions (see 

Patton, 2008 & 2018, Czarniawska, 2017; Stake, 2004, Shaw et al., 2006; Guba & 

Lincoln, 1989). 

Fourth generation evaluation rests on relativist rather than realist ontology and a 

monistic subjective rather than dualistic objective epistemology. This is why relational 

theories can be applied to this approach but not the three preceding approaches. Unlike 

the fourth generation evaluation approach, which categorizes project stakeholders into 

three groups of agents, beneficiaries, and victims and proposes to involve them in the 

evaluation practice; a network-oriented approach, such as that proposed in this study, 

takes a different approach. As discussed in the analysis and results chapter, only the 

actants who are enrolled in the network are eligible to participate in the evaluation 

process. Thus, there would be some conditions to engaging stakeholders in the 

determination of the evaluation parameters, boundaries, etc., and not all stakeholders 

will be involved just because they are called stakeholders (see Callon, 1986). 
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2.5 ACTOR-NETWORK THEORY 

This section provides an overview of the actor-network theory (ANT) 

complemented with the key concepts discussed in extant literature. The application of 

the ANT in the project management research is then explored. Later, the research 

methodology chapter articulates why the current study utilized ANT as the sensitizing 

concept tool to address the research questions.  

2.5.1 What is the actor-network theory?  

The ANT examines how objects, materials, technologies, machines, and other 

non-humans actors (such as animals, soil, or plants) interact to produce social order or 

disorder, or simplicity and complexity (Latour, 2005, p. 16). Latour (2005) also argued 

that the ANT goes further than stressing the interactions between the already formed 

human or non-human actors (p. 75). Furthermore, he clarified that the ANT stresses 

how an actor is defined by their relationships. That is, the thoughts, feelings, and 

actions, even identity, of any actor (such as a project manager or project evaluator), 

are the result of the relationships that actor can and does form with other entities, 

including non-humans (such as computer systems, paperwork, offices, cars, charts, and 

even project evaluation reports), and humans (such as project planners, accountants, 

program managers, etc.) that interact within the project network (Latour, 2005, p. 76). 

Therefore, the ANT is defined by its insistence on the active role of non-humans in 

social relations, as well as by the refusal to accept any social actor possessing inherent 

qualities that exist outside the relationships it can form with other actors (Latour, 2005, 

p. 35). 

The ANT primarily focuses on tracing networks of associations between the 

actors, building an understanding of the interaction and the organization without 

imposing a pre-determined structure. At the start of an ANT study, one may not know 

the way in which the different actors will be connected; however, it is an assumed 

default position that the actors will be associated in such a way that they make other 

actors act through transforming their world (Latour, 2005, p. 267). As this research 

adopted the actor-network theory as the sensitizing concept tool, the next section 

discusses how this tool has been adopted by project management researchers to study 

human and non-human interactions in project environments. The following chapter 

outlines the methodological framework for integrating this approach into the analysis 

and introduces the methodological and philosophical constraints of this study. 



 

72 Chapter 2: Literature Review 

2.5.2 The actor-network theory and project management 

A growing number of practice-based approaches to project management and 

project work have drawn upon the ANT and the related object-orientated approaches. 

Thus far, the ANT has helped to explain the emergent goals, interests, and outcomes 

in reorganization, building, transport, and aerospace projects. It has also helped to 

“assess the implementation of the project management knowledge systems, to 

understand the competence of project managers, and examine the emergent and hybrid 

role of project management and the power effects of project management tools” (Sage 

et al., 2011, p. 276). 

Blackburn (2002) used the ANT to interpret and analyze project managers’ 

stories about their practice to develop an understanding of the actions that project 

managers take in practice. Linde and Linderoth (2006) drew upon Callon's (1986) 

work using the ANT in the analysis of two Swedish IT-based organizational change 

projects, drawing conclusions about the project goal definition. They utilized the ANT 

as a technology translation tool and investigated the roles of key human and non-

human actors in creating network processes and changes in the organizations. Their 

conclusion was that the ANT is suited to the translation processes where the 

technology, as well as any human actor, has to be taken into consideration. They also 

argued that adding the ANT to project management theory and practice will provide 

better insights into the complexities of both human and non-human behavior, taking 

both technical and social features into consideration.  

Linderoth and Pellegrino (2005) reviewed two IT projects using the ANT and 

theories of the social construction of technology to develop lessons for IT-dependent 

change projects. They used the ANT to create a framework for describing technology 

and its role in the process of IT-dependent change projects. Their research revealed 

that the role of technology includes driving and affecting the project execution process. 

Thus, the ANT can be utilized to investigate the influence of technology on the project 

evaluation process.  

In a project context, there is no shortage of non-human actors that can influence 

a project. For instance, project deliverables can themselves be seen as actors 

(Blackburn, 2002). Project plans also inform, while schedules may dictate milestones 

to the project management team. A budget may constrain, while a new organizational 

strategic plan may provide an opportunity for a budget increase. Similarly, “the 
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available materials, from which project deliverables are fabricated, may limit certain 

options, or, hopefully not, break during testing” (Pollack et al., 2013, p. 1120). As a 

result, it can be hypothesized that a project evaluation report is a key non-human actor 

that influences the project. 

As Sage et al. (2011) revealed in their research, “its focus is on understanding 

how non-human actors emerge as important, or not, to stabilize social relations” (p. 

276). At first glance, the ANT seems to offer a supplementary ‘non-human category’ 

within the pre-existing theories of stakeholder analysis in project management. 

However, mainstream stakeholder analysis usually only operates at the front-end of 

the project and as a basis for on-going decisions and planning (Jepsen & Eskerod, 

2009). In contrast, the ANT, in keeping with other practice-based approaches to 

management (Bresnen, 2009; Nicolini et al., 2003; Whittington, 2006), offers a 

thorough examination of actual on-going interactions of influence between the actors. 

In effect, this examines the efficacy, durability, or modification of any front-end 

stakeholder analysis document or other forms of forward-planning (Sage et al., 2011, 

p. 276). Therefore, it can be concluded that there is a strong relationship between the 

actor-network theory and project stakeholder management. 

2.5.3 The application of the actor-network theory in complex projects 

Few researchers had applied the ANT in the complex project context. For 

example, Sage et al. (2011) studied the role of actor-network theories in understanding 

project complexities. In their research, they highlighted the role of non-humans in 

influencing how practitioners register, respond, and stabilize project complexities.  

In addition, Pollack et al. (2013) examined the use of the ANT in the process of 

implementing a project management information system (PMIS) in three public sector 

agencies. The PMIS was considered a non-human actor in the project environment. It 

was revealed that the PMIS software application, by itself, would have had limited 

impact. Similarly, the practitioners and researchers who developed and implemented 

the PMIS would, by themselves, have been less effective. Instead, the contribution, 

effectiveness, and capability came from the stable network of associations between the 

practitioners and researchers and the PMIS. An actor-network allowed other networks 

to stabilize and develop as the new users learned how to conceptualize their work 

through project management concepts and they developed their project management 

capability.  
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Indeed, Sage et al. (2011) tried to identify “why theories of complex project 

management favor ways of viewing projects that focus on their social interactions” (p. 

275). This question is important, because despite the origins of complexity thinking 

within the natural sciences, theories of complexity within project management and 

other management disciplines have thus far focused primarily on human relations 

(Aritua et al., 2009; Cooke-Davies et al., 2007), or they have divided human and non-

human relations (Baccarini, 1996; Vidal & Marle, 2008). As a result, these approaches 

make it difficult to theorize the interdependencies between humans and non-humans 

that proponents of the ANT contend constitute any social setting (Latour, 2005), 

including project-based work. 

The ANT offers a “novel re-assessment of managing in project complexity, 

especially when thinking and responding to stakeholder complexities and power 

relations” (Sage et al., 2011, p. 275). For example, the ANT provides for very different 

interpretations of project complexity. These interpretations consider emergent human 

relations within a project, as well as the myriad of non-human interactions. Thus, all 

attempted stabilizations of society (which is how the ANT interprets project 

management) can never be purely achieved by human means. 

However, Sage et al. (2011) criticized the push to gain conceptual distance from 

the image of the “organization as a machine” to address, and value, the unpredictable 

emergence of social interactions to influence project goals, outcomes, ethics, and 

politics (Cooke-Davies et al., 2007; Cicmil et al., 2009a). From recent studies of 

project complexity, this led to the almost total absence of any consideration of the 

technologies or other non-humans. 

Not surprisingly, when viewed against this ‘people-focused’ complexity agenda, 

very few complex project management proponents (Aritua et al., 2009; Cicmil & 

Marshall, 2005; Cooke-Davies et al., 2007; Danilovic & Browning, 2007; Geraldi, 

2007; Winter, 1999), or skeptics (Whitty & Maylor, 2009), actually consider the 

complex dynamics of non-human human interactions. Furthermore, Sage et al. (2011) 

used the ANT approach to consider project complexity, as well as to be aware of 

“emergent properties, unintended consequences, and unpredictable behavior, through 

a consideration of the networks of non-human and human actors” (p. 287). 

In summary, researchers have considered the application of the ANT to interpret 

the interaction of human and non-human actors in complex projects. However, a gap 
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was identified in the literature relating to the lack of a role for non-humans and their 

interaction with humans in the complex project evaluation process. 

2.6  CONCLUDING REMARKS 

This chapter presented an in-depth systematic literature review of the concepts 

and contributions of project complexity, project evaluation, and the ANT. First, it 

explored the different approaches to project complexity and its definitions, from both 

objective and subjective epistemologies. Next, the project complexity definitions were 

synthesized, with the original definition for project complexity being conceptualized. 

This section focused on gaining an understanding and conceptualization of project 

complexity and the four main dimensions established from the literature review. The 

literature review of the project complexity dimensions guided the current research. The 

study synthesized the extant research into this field, which combined structural, 

technical, directional, and temporal complexity. The original definitions of these 

dimensions were considered in the current study. 

The next section explored the concepts and contributions to project evaluation. 

Additionally, the main criteria and processes for the project evaluation were 

synthesized via the proposed framework adapted from the literature. First, the concepts 

of project evaluation were discussed; next, the different approaches for defining 

project evaluation criteria were presented. The literature review guided this research 

in the categorization of the project evaluation criteria into five groups: project 

efficiency, project effectiveness, impact, business success, and sustainability. The 

extant literature was synthesized into these five categories that complemented this 

conceptualization. Second, the literature on the project evaluation processes was 

explored and synthesized into six groups: dynamic, collaborative, mulit-perspective 

and multiple timeframe, comprehensive, perceptional, and peer review evaluation. 

How evaluation politics and logics were proposed in the literature was also explored 

in this section. 

Finally, reviewing the concepts of the actor-network theory and its application 

into project management research complemented the literature review, as such, a brief 

overview of the ANT was provided. The ANT was then explored to identify how this 

study addresses this theory as it investigates the research questions. The application of 

the ANT in project management research, specifically in complex projects, was then 
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discussed. As a result, it was concluded that the ANT is a sensitizing concept tool 

through which the research questions could be assessed. 

The literature review addressing these two constructs (project complexity and 

project evaluation) revealed that vast groups of researchers have contributed to the 

body of project management research. This was achieved by exploring the definition, 

mapping, understanding, and measurement of complexity in the project environment. 

However, no research has investigated the concept of project evaluation criteria and 

process in the context of complex projects. As a result, the deficiencies in the literature 

were identified, and these are discussed below.  

The literature review into project management centered on two fields: project 

complexity and project evaluation. While researchers focused on understanding and 

managing complexity in the project environment, there was no evidence that they had 

tried to shed light on the influence of project complexity on the project evaluation 

process, along with the criteria they may have used to evaluate their projects. Gaps in 

the project management research were identified, including the lack of an explanation 

of the different logics of project evaluation in complex projects, the perspective, the 

criteria, and the process of large complex projects evaluation, as well as the 

relationship between the project complexity dimensions and the project evaluation 

criteria and process.  

In summary, there is no significant contribution in the literature that explains 

why project-based organizations evaluate their complex projects. In addition, there is 

no evidence that any research study has explored how these organizations utilize the 

complex projects evaluation process, including the perspectives, criteria, and methods. 

Furthermore, no research was found that addressed how project-based organizations 

considered the different dimensions of project complexity (e.g., structural, technical, 

directional, and temporal) in the project evaluation process, or that investigated the 

relationship between project complexity and project evaluation. 

The current literature review supports the importance, as well as the concept of 

defining, understanding, and more recently, managing complex projects. There is a 

lack of research specifically addressing the evaluation of complex projects. However, 

it seems that defining, mapping, and managing complex projects had already achieved 

appropriate maturity in the literature. In contrast, more research is required for the 

evaluation concepts of complex projects. 
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A number of authors in the field of project management (e.g., Pollack et al., 

2013; Sage et al., 2011; Aritua et al., 2009; Linde & Linderoth, 2006) have recently 

applied the actor-network theory as a sensitizing concept tool for their research. The 

ANT approach provides a better understanding of the role and importance of non-

human actors in the project environment. However, while their focus was on gaining 

an understanding and management of complex projects, they overlooked the 

application of the ANT in the project evaluation process. 

Thus, this research concentrates on providing a better understanding of the logic, 

criteria, perspectives, and methods of complex projects evaluation using the ANT as a 

sensitizing concept tool. The following research questions were identified through the 

literature review as research gaps: 

 Main research question: What are the competing logics behind the 

evaluation of large and complex projects? 

o Sub research question 1: What are the major components of the 

evaluation practice that contribute to construction of evaluation logics 

in large and complex projects? 

o Sub research question 2:  How can evaluation logics enhance 

understanding of different interpretations of evaluation product (text or 

report)? 

o Sub research question 3: How can those competing evaluation logics 

transform the evaluation product into evaluation outcome? 

o Sub research question 4: How can evaluation logics augment 

understanding of different interpretations of evaluation outcome? 

 Complementary research question: How can evaluation practice be 

interpreted through the lens of sense-giving and sense-making processes? 

This qualitative research has adopted inductive reasoning and the grounded 

theory approach to answer the above-mentioned questions using the actor-network 

theory as the sensitizing concept tool for this research.  

The literature review revealed a number of gaps in the existing research; hence, 

the current study aims to contribute to the theory of project evaluation by: 
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 Explaining the competing evaluation logics in large and complex projects 

considering different soft aspects of evaluation such as power, politics, and 

professional manners. 

 Identifying the major components of the evaluation practice that contribute 

towards the construction of evaluation logics in large and complex projects. 

 Providing a better understanding of the evaluation outcome through 

elaboration and interpretation of the evaluation product (report or text). 

 Providing deeper understanding of the transformation process of the 

evaluation product into an evaluation outcome through the lens of 

competing evaluation logics. 

 Interpreting the evaluation practice through the lens of sense-giving and 

sense-making processes. 

The following chapter develops and presents an integrated research design 

framework to address the research questions and collecting, analyzing, and 

representing the field data and its findings.
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Chapter 3: Research Design 

3.1 FOREWORD 

This chapter discusses how I developed an integrated research design framework 

to articulate how the research questions elaborated in the previous chapter were 

addressed. A consistent, relevant, and systematic methodology can enhance the quality 

of research and I sought to integrate all of the research components to align them 

toward addressing the research questions and objectives. To achieve this goal, I first 

explore the different research paradigms introduced in the literature and consolidate 

my philosophical lens, the social constructivist paradigm. Second, I explain why 

inductive reasoning was deemed to be an appropriate research strategy for this study. 

Third, I articulate why I chose a qualitative research methodology for this study, as it 

better represented my philosophical research paradigm and assisted me to address the 

research questions. Fourth, I explore a combination of qualitative methods, including 

narrative inquiry, case study, and textual, and discourse analysis to articulate the 

combined methodological approach adopted in this study. Fifth, I elaborate on the 

application of the ANT as the sensitizing concept tool of this research and its alignment 

with the combined methodological approach utilized in this study. Sixth, I explain the 

context of this study by introducing the source of the empirical data provided to 

address the research questions and examine the research design. In this section, I 

explore the ‘why’ and ‘how’ questions regarding the empirical components of this 

study. Seventh, I articulate the analysis process of the field data through the application 

of a combined methodological approach. Eighth, I address the quality, ethical, and 

rigorous concerns of qualitative research in general, and narrative inquiries in 

particular. Finally, this chapter concludes with a summary of the research design in the 

closing remarks section. 

3.2 RESEARCH PARADIGM 

This section begins with an overview of the research paradigm, along with the 

philosophical and ontological considerations. This is followed by a brief exploration 

of the four dominant research paradigms: positivism, critical realism, pragmatism, and 

social constructivism. I then articulate the main differences between these paradigms 
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by comparing and contrasting their epistemological considerations and appropriate 

methodologies. Ultimately, I explain why the social constructivism paradigm was 

deemed the most appropriate paradigm to address the current study’s research 

questions. This section concludes with an investigation of the paradigm trends in the 

project management literature, which also affirms the selected paradigm for this study. 

3.2.1 Overview of research paradigms 

As stated by Kuhn (1996), Prasad (2005), and Pollack (2007), the term 

‘paradigm’ can generally be defined as the shared set of ontological and 

epistemological assumptions, values, and concepts that unite a community of scholars 

that constitutes a way of viewing reality and prescribes specific guidelines and 

instructions to perform a research project. According to Denzin and Lincoln (2008) 

the researcher is “bound within a net of epistemological and ontological premises 

which – regardless of ultimate truth or falsity- become partially self-validating” (p. 

26). Furthermore, they argued that this net that contains the epistemological, 

ontological, and methodological assumptions of the researchers can be termed a 

‘paradigm’. The individuals within the community may embody these assumptions, 

values, and concepts in different ways; thus, a paradigm is used in this context to refer 

to a general tendency for thought. As Biedenbach and Müller (2011) stated, the term 

paradigm is often used on four levels: 

 “Paradigms represent worldviews comprehending holistic ways of 

experiencing and thinking about the world, including values, morals, and 

aesthetics. 

 Paradigms (such as positivism and constructivism) serve as the 

epistemological stances of a study. 

 Paradigms also involve the shared beliefs among a community of 

researchers in an area of specialization. 

 Paradigms are considered models or examples of the way research is 

conducted in a particular field.” (p. 84)  

As stated by Pollack (2007), paradigms influence practice in terms of how 

situations are perceived, what is considered to be of value, and what it is viewed as a 

valid and effective action. The influence of a paradigm on practice can be subtle; 

however, it is pervasive, affecting what is done, how it is done, and why it is done. 
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This is why the current study’s research paradigm needs to be clarified and justified 

based on the research questions, and had to be in accordance with the research 

methodology, research methods, and the proposed research strategy. 

Biedenbach and Müller (2011) identified three main paradigms in their research: 

positivism, social constructivism, and critical realism. They also mentioned that there 

are some other paradigms in between and beyond these three paradigms, such as post-

positivism, pragmatism, and post-modernism. However, here I investigate and 

compare the four main paradigms of social science (positivism, critical realism, social 

constructivism, and pragmatism) and justify which paradigm was deemed to have 

more alignment with the research structure. 

The current study uses the social constructivism paradigm, which is aligned with 

a qualitative research approach and helped me to interpret field data from the selected 

documents. The philosophical approach of the research is the foundation of the study 

and the researcher’s perspective to the world and reality. Therefore, it was crucial to 

evaluate and compare different paradigms to ensure that the selected paradigm for the 

current study fit the research design. Table 3.1 summarizes the characteristics of the 

four main research paradigms. 

Table 3.1 Characteristics of Four Paradigms in Research Adapted from Mackenzie 

and Knipe (2006, p. 197)  

Positivism Critical realism Social Constructivism Pragmatism 

Objective 

Assuming reality 

Using 

quantitative 

M=methods 

Experimental 

Quasi-

experimental 

Correlational 

Reductionism 

Theory 

verification 

Causal 

comparative 

Determination 

Normative 

Built on objective 

mechanisms, events and 

subjective experiences  

Neo-Marxist 

Feminist 

Critical race theory 

Participatory 

Emancipatory 

Advocacy 

Grand narrative 

Empowerment issue 

oriented 

Change-oriented 

Interventionist 

Queer theory 

Race specific 

Political 

Subjective 

Using qualitative 

methods 

Naturalistic 

Phenomenological 

Hermeneutic 

Interpretivist 

Ethnographic 

Multiple participant 

meanings 

Social and historical 

construction 

Theory generation 

Symbolic interaction 

Consequences 

of actions 

Problem-

centred 

Pluralistic 

Real-world 

practice 

oriented 

Mixed models 
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The following sections explore these four research paradigms, along with the 

rationale for why the current research utilizes the social constructivism paradigm.  

3.2.2 Positivism paradigm 

According to Willis (2007) positivism is based on a key hypothesis that the sole 

path to discover reality in the world is the use of scientific method. Further, he argued 

that positivist researchers assume they will be able to discover universal truths about 

human behavior if they scientifically and objectively study them in well-controlled and 

structured contexts. 

Positivism has historically been the dominant paradigm in project management 

research that pursues generalization in order to establish principles or laws to govern 

its object (Smyth & Morris, 2007). According to Mackenzie and Knipe (2006), “The 

positivism paradigm can be defined as the rationalistic, empiricist philosophy that 

originated with Aristotle, Francis Bacon, John Locke, August Comte, and Emmanuel 

Kant” (p. 196). Furthermore, they stated that the positivism paradigm can be applied 

to the social world on the assumption that the social world can be “studied in the same 

way as the natural world, that there is a method for studying the social world that is 

value free, and that explanations of a causal nature can be provided” (Mackenzie & 

Knipe, 2006, p. 195). They also argued that “positivists aim to test a theory or describe 

an experience through observation and measurement in order to predict and control 

forces that surround us” (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006, p. 195).  

On the other hand, the positivism paradigm has been criticized by humanists or 

social constructivist researchers who claim that “positivism in the social sciences is 

pseudo-scientific, inflexible, myopic, mechanistic, outdated and limited to the realm 

of testing existing theories at the expense of new theory development” (Goulding, 

2002, p. 11). Prasad (2005) stated that qualitative researchers who are undertaking 

social science research, especially in management, organization, and business studies, 

have trouble applying the positivism paradigm to their research. She criticized the 

qualitative positivism approach that forces the researcher to employ qualitative data 

collection methods, such as interviews and observation within conventional positivist 

assumptions about the nature of social reality and the production of knowledge, such 

as causality between phenomena. Thus, she argued that positivism cannot provide 

useful and meaningful guidelines and roadmaps for qualitative researchers and 

recommended that they need to investigate to find a more appropriate paradigm.  
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According to Willis (2007), the key assumption of positivism—that the 

researcher can arrive at the truth about phenomena through well-structured 

experiments—is not correct, “because there is always the possibility that the data 

gathered do not represent reality” (p. 39). As a result, it was concluded that the 

causality approach of positivism paradigm, which is more aligned with objectivist 

epistemology and trying to arrive at reality by utilizing experiments and using 

quantitative data, was not appropriate for the current study. 

3.2.3 Critical realism paradigm 

According to Alvesson (2009) the critical realism paradigm was originated by 

the philosopher Roy Bhaskar based on inspiration of Marx’s view of science. The 

researchers who conduct this approach try to be more theoretical, but also more 

realistic as a substitute for both positivism and social constructionism in offering 

principles and ideas for science. As stated by Willis (2007), critical realist researchers 

intend to “explore a wide range of power relationships, including those involving 

gender, race, and ethnicity, whereas classical Marxism tended to focus on capitalist–

worker relationships and control of the means of production” (p. 81). Critical realism 

offers an approach that investigates causal powers in the essence of the object of study 

according to structure and mechanisms or processes and ignores seeking the particular 

or the general in the research (Smyth & Morris, 2007). Critical realists regard social 

reality as dependent upon concepts and as socially constructed and also assert that we 

must not reduce social reality to just language (Peters et al., 2013). 

Critical realist researchers criticize both positivism and social constructivism 

paradigms and claim that these paradigms are non-theoretical (Alvesson, 2009). 

However, there are deficiencies in the critical realism paradigm that can be illustrated 

as the reasons why this paradigm was not appropriate for the current study. According 

to Alvesson (2009) the strong emphasis of this paradigm to arrive at a reality and 

causality perspective to investigate the phenomena makes it similar to the positivist 

paradigm. Although critical realism and social constructivism have little distinction in 

their methods, their main difference is in the way the data are interpreted and 

understood (Willis, 2007). Critical realist researchers do not consider data as having 

significant meaning in themselves (Willis, 2007, p. 86). In addition, the critical realism 

paradigm initiates research based on an objective mechanism (Alvesson, 2009). As a 

result, it was concluded that this paradigm was not appropriate to address the research 
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questions of this study, which explore the project evaluation reports as the source of 

data to understand why/how project-based organizations evaluate their complex 

projects. 

3.2.4 Pragmatism paradigm 

This paradigm assumes that positivism is one option in a range of alternative 

epistemological positions (Mackenzie and Knipe, 2006). In this paradigm, “the 

metaphysical stance is subordinated to the research question, which opens up for 

discussion due to its tolerance of utilizing or blending multiple epistemological 

stances” (Biedenbach & Müller, 2011, p. 87). The foundation of the pragmatist 

paradigm is that actions and change and humans are acting in a world that is in a 

constant state of becoming (Goldkuhl, 2012). “With the research question 'central', the 

data collection and analysis methods are chosen as the ones most likely to provide 

insights into the question; there is no philosophical loyalty to any alternative 

paradigm” (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006, p. 196).  

According to Morgan (2014) and Denzin (2012), the pragmatism paradigm is 

frequently associated with mixed methods research, which tries to join beliefs and 

actions. Denzin (2012) also argued that the focus of the pragmatism paradigm is on 

problem solving, and as a result is more appropriate to address the ‘how to’ research 

questions. As Denzin (2010) stated, pragmatism as a new paradigm in social science, 

provides compatibility between quantitative and qualitative methods and allows the 

researchers to utilize both methods in their research. Thus, as can be seen, the 

pragmatism paradigm is more appropriate for problem solving and taking actions by 

adopting mixed methods research, whereas the current study does not seek to solve 

any specific problem and the research questions are focused on understanding a 

phenomenon (complex project evaluation) by interpreting the data (project evaluation 

reports). 

3.2.5 Social constructivism paradigm 

The fourth research paradigm is the social constructivism paradigm of the social 

sciences, which is an appropriate paradigm for understanding perceptions toward 

particular explanations (Smyth & Morris, 2007). According to Denzin and Lincoln 

(2008), the social constructivist paradigm is based on relativist ontology, subjectivist 

epistemology, and a naturalistic set of methodological procedures. Furthermore, they 
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argued that social constructivist researchers’ findings are usually developed based on 

grounded theory criteria. The social constructivism paradigm concentrates on the 

method in which the researchers generate theories in the act of describing them. Thus, 

they see rules and principles as being socially constructed and articulated through 

symbols, and managers are considered active participants in the construction of their 

own environment (Peters et al., 2013). Denzin and Lincoln (2008) also argued that the 

only way to understand reality is by considering it to be a social construction, 

articulated as the result of human sense making, and is thus interpretive in nature. The 

main idea of social constructivism paradigm is to “work with the subjective meanings 

already there in the social world; that is to acknowledge their existence, to reconstruct 

them, to understand them, to avoid distorting them and to use them as building blocks 

in theorizing” (Goldkuhl, 2012, p. 138). 

According to Smyth and Morris (2007), an interpretative (or social 

constructivist) paradigm is more suitable for research methods such as grounded 

theory and case studies. Social constructivism stresses the necessity that the researcher 

understands the difference between humans in their role as social actors and the 

complexity of their social actions. It is suitable for understanding the perceptions and 

meanings individuals attach to the phenomena (Smyth & Morris, 2007). However, the 

social constructivism paradigm has been criticized due to a lack of clarity regarding 

how social artifacts are constructed (Alvesson, 2009). However, it can be argued that 

subjectivity is considered the strength of the social constructivism paradigm. 

Nevertheless, an issue with regards to the social constructivism paradigm is that the 

research plan and steps required to achieve the research results and address the 

research questions are not clear and most of the process is designed in the researcher’s 

mind (Willis, 2007). 

As stated by Czarniawska (2013), words can be used to interpret social 

phenomena and construct theories in a subjectivism approach. The current research is 

based on an investigation of project evaluation in the context of complexity via 

interpreting texts (project evaluation reports), where both constructs (evaluation and 

complexity) are closely connected to interpretation, perception, and meanings. Thus, 

this study adopted the social constructivism paradigm, which provided a better 

perspective to address the research questions. Moreover, it was deemed to be more 

integrated and consistent with the nature of the study, including the research topic 
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(understanding the logics of complex project evaluation), the research questions (the 

‘how’ and ‘what’), and the research strategy (inductive). 

3.2.6 Trends in project management research paradigms 

An investigation of the trends in the project management literature revealed that 

a shift from the hard paradigms (such as positivism) to the softer paradigms (such as 

social constructivism) has recently occurred. Furthermore, the trends in project 

management research confirm social constructivism as the appropriate and coherent 

research paradigm to investigate the research questions of this research project.  

 Pollack (2007) confirmed a growing acceptance of the soft paradigm in his 

research, which examined the academic literature on project management. The hard 

paradigm was identified as being commonly associated with a positivist epistemology, 

deductive reasoning, and quantitative or reductionist techniques. These attributes are 

often associated with rigor and objectivity. The soft paradigm is commonly associated 

with the social constructivism epistemology, inductive reasoning, and exploratory, 

qualitative techniques, which emphasizes the contextual relevance rather than 

objectivity. Pollack also argued that practice based on the soft paradigm emphasizes 

learning, participation, the facilitated exploration of projects, and typically 

demonstrates an interest in the underlying social process.  

Biedenbach and Müller (2011) illustrated that a preference for case studies and 

qualitative methods is the predominating approach in project management research 

within the subjectivism epistemology and the social constructivism paradigm. The 

authors also postulated that the trends indicate an increase in multi-case studies, which 

constitutes the foundation of the data collection method used in the current research.  

3.3 RESEARCH STRATEGY 

According to Bitektine (2008), the research methodology in social science has 

been clustered around two major approaches to theory development. On one hand, a 

tight coupling of a deductive approach with quantitative research methods has been 

formed, while on the other hand, an inductive approach has been accompanied by 

qualitative research methods. The current study utilized the inductive reasoning 

approach because this approach was deemed to be aligned to and consistent with the 

structure of the research methodology and also helped to address the research 

questions. This approach also aligned with the other components of the methodological 
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framework of the current study, including the epistemological approach, research 

paradigm, research methodology, and research methods. 

One of main challenges for empirical organizational research involves drawing 

theoretical conclusions from empirical data in a manner that is credible and 

understandable to the research audience. To overcome this challenge, inductive 

reasoning has been conceptualized. It is one of the primary forms of reasoning in both 

everyday life and scientific practice. Furthermore, it is a form of reasoning, in that the 

conclusion is more than a restatement of the premises (Ketokivi and Mantere, 2010). 

In the inductive approach, researchers investigate the data collected from the field 

without any pre-defined theory or hypothesis.  

3.4 QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Methodology can be defined as a general approach to research linked to the 

epistemology, paradigm, and theoretical framework, “while the method refers to the 

systematic modes, procedures, or tools used for collection and analysis of the data” 

(Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006, p. 197). A researcher will epistemologically perceive 

(construct) knowledge, by utilizing an appropriate research methodology as a key part 

of the research trajectory (Smyth & Morris, 2007). According to Silverman (2005), 

qualitative research can use naturally emerging data to locate the interactional 

sequences in which participants' meanings are deployed and having established the 

character of some phenomenon. Thus, as can be seen, this methodology is more 

appropriate to answer ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions. Qualitative research investigates a 

social human issue where the researcher performs the study in a natural setting and 

constructs a whole and complex representation through a rich description and 

explanation, as well as a careful examination of the informants’ language and 

perspective (Andrade, 2009, p. 43). Distinguished from qualitative research, 

quantitative research investigates to count occurrences, establish statistical links 

among variables, and generalize findings to the population from which the sample has 

been drawn (Bradley et al., 2007). 

Qualitative researchers believe that the social world is complex and can be 

characterized by different traits, such as path dependence, tipping points, interaction 

effects, strategic interaction, two directional causality or feedback loops, and 

equifinality or multi-finality (Bennett & Elman, 2006). Research that applies the 
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positivist or post-positivist paradigm tends to predominantly use a quantitative 

approach (method) to collect and analyze data, though not necessarily exclusively 

(Kelemen & Rumens, 2012). Nevertheless, quantitative research may overlook the 

social and cultural construction of the ‘variables’ studied (Silverman, 1998). On the 

other hand, the social constructivist paradigm generally operates using predominantly 

qualitative methods. “The pragmatic paradigm provides an opportunity for multiple 

methods, different worldviews, and different assumptions, as well as different forms 

of data collection and analysis in the mixed methods study” (Mackenzie & Knipe, 

2006, p. 197). Likewise, the critical realism paradigm allows for the application of 

both qualitative and quantitative research methods (Mackenzie & Knipe, 2006, p. 196). 

Table 3.2 indicates the ways in which the research methodologies cross paradigms. 

Table 3.2 Paradigms, Methods, and Tools Adapted from Mackenzie and Knipe 

(2006, p. 198) 

Paradigm Methodology (Methods) Data collection tools 

Positivist/ 

Post-positivist 

Quantitative. Although qualitative 

methods can be used within this 

paradigm, quantitative methods tend to 

be predominant. 

Experiments 

Quasi-experiments 

Tests 

Scales 

Social 

constructivist 

Qualitative methods predominate, 

although quantitative methods may 

also be utilized. 

Interviews 

Observations 

Document reviews 

Visual data analysis 

Critical realist Qualitative methods with quantitative 

and mixed methods. Contextual and 

historical factors are described, 

especially as they relate to oppression. 

Diverse range of tools - particularly 

needed to avoid discrimination 

(e.g., sexism, racism, and 

homophobia) 

Pragmatist Qualitative and/or quantitative 

methods may be employed. Methods 

are matched to the specific questions 

and purpose of the research. 

May include tools from both 

positivist and social constructivist 

paradigms (e.g., interviews, 

observations, and testing and 

experiments). 

 

For the current study, the characteristics of qualitative methodology were 

deemed the most appropriate approach to gain insights into understanding the 

competing logics in project evaluation practice. This argument is supported by the 

nature of the study, which addresses the ‘hows’ and ‘whys’ of the research questions. 

In addition, the qualitative methodology is aligned and consistent with other elements 

of the research design structure, including the social constructivism paradigm, the 

subjective epistemology, and the inductive reasoning strategy.  
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3.5 QUALITATIVE RESEARCH METHODS 

This study utilized a combined methodological approach of narrative inquiry, 

case study, and textual and discourse analysis to enhance the rigor of the research 

findings and make them accessible to a wider audience (see Lal, Suto & Ungar, 2012). 

This combined methodological approach assisted me to examine the field data from 

different perspectives to address the research questions, with ANT as the sensitizing 

concept tool of this study to complement these qualitative methods. The following 

section provides an overview of each method and the justification of their application 

in this research. 

3.5.1 Narrative inquiry 

The narrative inquiry approach is considered a literary turn when undertaking 

social science research in general, and organization studies in particular, which puts 

the researcher in the position of the storyteller. Nevertheless, the researcher is not the 

person who constructs or develops the story, as they only discover it through the field 

data and unfold it for the audience through a systematic process (Czarniawska, 2008 

& 2000). Most of narrative approach advocated in the social science research limits 

the concept of action to human beings who are held to account for being authors, which 

other beings cannot (Czarniawska, 2008). This research contributes to the narrative 

inquiry field of research by taking into account the non-human actors of project 

environments, such as policies, documents, reports, software, databases, and other 

objects and artefacts. In the narrative inquiry approach, the story forms around the set 

of actions that are undertaken by the actors involved with a specific phenomenon in a 

given social order (Czarniawska, 2004a). Narratives are used for two main reasons, 

the mode of knowing and mode of communication and this research utilized narrative 

as a mode of knowing. The flexibility of narrative inquiry allowed me to explore 

competing interpretations and logics in the evaluation practice of the selected project, 

which is considered a ‘vice’ in science, but a ‘virtue’ in a narrative inquiry approach 

(Czarniawska, 2004a; Dahlberg, 2015). 

Czarniawska (2004a) articulated a narrative as a chronological connection of an 

action/event or series of actions/events, which is illustrated based on a plot. She argued 

that plots usually contain chains of actions and events, oscillating states of affairs, 

apparent actions, and wrongly interpreted events, as in suspense or mystery; however, 

a minimal plot is enough to make sense of a narrative. Thus, the narrative can vary 
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from person to person depending on how individuals interpret a phenomenon and make 

sense of it through a social construction process (see Flory & Iglesias, 2010). However, 

the construction of a narrative passes through three different stages including: 

explication, explanation, and exploration (Czarniawska, 2004a & 2000). While 

explication means standing under the text (reconstruction), explanation is based on 

going forward and standing above the text (or deconstruction). Finally, exploration 

means standing in for the author or the actual construction of reality through a narrative 

inquiry approach. 

According to Silverman (2011), narrative inquiry is one of three common ways 

to analyze texts, which is complemented by content analysis and thematic analysis. 

Czarniawska (2008 & 2004a) stated that the beginning of narrative in human history 

dates back to the hermeneutic of studies of the Bible, Talmud, and Koran. Further, she 

mentioned that the contemporary work of narrative inquiry began with the Russian 

formalist, Wladimir Propp in 1928. She also argued that utilizing narrative inquiry 

provides a rich source of insight for the researcher, enabling the researcher to better 

understanding the phenomena in social life. According to Webster and Mertova 

(2007), over the last two decades narrative has been widely used as a research method 

across a wide range of disciplines (from philosophy, education, theology, and 

psychology to economics, management, medicine, biology, and environmental 

science). They illustrated that narrative inquiry is set in human stories of experience. 

It provides researchers with a rich framework through which they can investigate the 

ways humans experience the world, depicted through their stories. Narrative inquiry is 

well suited to addressing issues of complexity, as well as cultural and human 

centeredness due to its capacity to record and retell those events that have been of the 

most influence on us. 

As Czarniawska (2004a) illustrated, utilizing narrative inquiry in social science 

research helps the researcher to not only describe the world, but also to interpret it and 

provide an approach to make sense of the data collected from the field. She also argued 

that it is impossible to perceive and understand human behavior without understanding 

their intentions and it is impossible to understand human intentions without 

considering the setting in which they make sense (Flory & Iglesias, 2010). As a result, 

narrative inquiry helps the researcher to understand human behavior. Thus, it can be 
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argued that narrative inquiry is aligned with the social constructivist paradigm, which 

mostly relies on making sense of data and interpreting it to generate theory. 

According to Silverman (2011) narrative inquiry offers a pathway for the 

researcher to explain the structure of stories. Silverman (2011) also claimed that in 

narrative inquiry, similar to constructivist grounded theory, which was developed by 

Charmaz (2014), many of these stories have been extracted from interviews. How 

interviews with the project management team and key stakeholders were used as one 

of the three methods that the project evaluation team utilized to generate the project 

evaluation reports used in the current study is explained in more detail in the data 

collection section. Therefore, as can be seen, adopting a narrative inquiry, which 

explores within a story to understand a phenomenon, aligns with other parts of the 

current research design, such as the type of the collected data and the research 

questions and objective.  

As stated by Czarniawska (2004a & 2000), an overall process of the narrative 

inquiry approach follows the below stages: 

 watching how the stories are being made, 

 collecting the stories, 

 provoking storytelling, 

 interpreting the stories (what do they say?), 

 analyzing the stories (how do they say it?), 

 deconstructing the stories (unmaking them), 

 putting together your own story, 

 setting it against/together with other stories. 

These proposed steps were adopted to construct the narrative of the BR Project’s 

evaluation practice in this study. The data used in the current research were collected 

from the project evaluation reports, the evaluation team, and the results of the 

evaluation process. The evaluation team reflects the story of the project, namely: the 

project management team challenges and opportunities, the project manager’s 

achievements or failures to meet the project goals and objectives, the project’s trend 

throughout the project life cycle, etc. Overall, it can be concluded that the project 
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evaluation report reflects the story of the project for the key stakeholders and the 

report’s audience. For this reason, narrative inquiry was adopted as the complementary 

tool for validation of the research results. Narrative inquiry encompasses different 

approaches, including textual analysis and discourse analysis. The current research 

adopted both of these approaches to provide a better understanding of the project 

evaluation phenomena. While textual analysis is used to investigate how project-based 

organizations evaluate the project’s outcome, discourse analysis complements the 

textual analysis by helping the researcher to address the logic of evaluation. 

Furthermore, both approaches are complementary tools to address the relationship 

between project complexity and project evaluation constructs. These two approaches 

are investigated further in the following sub-sections. 

3.5.2  Case study 

According to Dooley (2002), case study research is a method that provides a 

better understanding of a complex issue and can add value to what is already known 

through previous research. He argued that case study research emphasizes detailed 

contextual analysis of a limited number of events or conditions and their relationships. 

As Andrade (2009) stated, a case study can be defined as an empirical inquiry that 

investigates a current phenomenon within its real-life context. It also allows the 

researcher to achieve a comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon under 

investigation. The researcher who utilizes case study research is usually interested in 

a specific phenomenon and wishes to understand it completely (Hoon, 2013). Thus, 

case study research was deemed more suitable for investigating the ‘how’ and ‘why’ 

research questions of this study.  

Case study research is a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores 

a bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time through 

detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of information (e.g., 

observations, interviews, audiovisual material, reports, and documents) and reports a 

case description and case-based themes (Creswell et al., 2007). 

Dooley (2002) defined six steps to conduct case study research, including 

determining and defining the research questions, selecting the cases and determining 

the data gathering and analysis techniques, preparing to collect the data, collecting the 

data in the field, evaluating and analyzing the data, and preparing the report. Andrade 

(2009) argued that case study research can provide sufficient material from the selected 
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cases for social constructivist researchers. He also claimed that case studies are useful 

for theory building. 

3.5.3 Textual analysis 

Silverman (2011) introduced three approaches that textual researchers utilize to 

represent reality in texts, including comparative keyword analysis, ethnography, and 

ethnomethodology. Comparative keyword analysis is a software-based method used 

to perform a combined quantitative and qualitative analysis of text (Silverman, 1993). 

He also clarified that ethnography is the approach to “understand the organization of 

social action in particular settings” (Silverman, 2011, p. 235). Ethnomethodology can 

be used as an approach to “understand folk methods for organizing the world and 

locate these methods in the skills through which people come to develop and 

understanding of each other and of social situations” (Silverman, 2011, p. 235). 

Nevertheless, Czarniawska (2014) used different terms to introduce textual 

analysis and categorized it in the four most common approaches, including rhetorical, 

structuralist, semiology-inspired, and poststructuralist analysis. She also mentioned 

that the selection of each approach to be utilized in the analysis of the field’s data 

depends on the research questions and researchers’ preferences. She argued that 

rhetorical analysis is mostly suitable for tropes, metaphors, irony, and other constructs, 

which are usually reflected in speech or the texture of text. Furthermore, she stated 

that structuralist analysis is the traditional way of analyzing a narrative developed by 

Wladimir Propp as a Russian formalist and criticized that their analysis is instructive 

and their main purpose is in fitting theories of human evolution into a common 

framework. Moreover, she introduced semiology-inspired analysis that is developed 

when structuralist researchers used the actant model to understand the organizing 

principle of all narrative discourses. An actant is a being or thing that accomplishes or 

undergoes an act; thus, actants could be people, but also animals, objects, and concepts 

(Czarniawska, 2017). Czarniawska (2014) also argued that this approach to textual 

analysis was developed in the work of Latour (2005), who developed the actor-

network theory in sociology science, which investigates the relationship between 

human and non-humans, such as machine. She also clarifies how Latour’s (2005) 

analysis differs from conventional textual analysis in social science, which 

“constructed the story as outcome-embedded: Each episode is determined by the 

outcome of the previous one” (Charmaz, 2014, p. 114).  
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The actor-network theory was adopted as the sensitizing concept tool of this 

research to investigate the relationship between human and non-human actors in the 

project environment and how their interaction may influence the different types of 

complexity, and as a result, the project outcomes, which is discussed further in the 

sensitizing concept section. Thus, it can be concluded that the semiology-inspired 

textual analysis, which is aligned with the actor-network theory as the sensitizing 

concept tool of this research, was consistent with the structure of the current study. 

The current study adopted the narrative approach to analyze project evaluation reports, 

making them more aligned with the content of the documents, and better able to 

address the research questions. Textual analysis allows the researcher to “discern latent 

meaning, as well as implicit patterns, assumptions, and omissions of a text. Further, 

the text is understood to be in its broader, post-structural, sense any cultural practice 

or object that can be read” (Fürsich, 2009, p. 241). Thus, in this research, this method 

helped me to investigate the project evaluation reports and explore the logic, criteria, 

perspective, and methods that were utilized to perform the project evaluation. 

However, this method does not appropriately address the logic and perspectives of the 

project evaluation as per the other research questions in this study. As a result, this 

study also used discourse analysis to address the research questions. 

3.5.4 Discourse analysis 

Silverman (2011) described discourse analysis as a method for analyzing 

interviews and texts, as well as recorded talks. Although the provided description 

indicates that discourse analysis is similar to conversation analysis, Silverman (2011) 

presented three assumptions for discourse analysis that make it different from 

conversation analysis, including anti-realism, constructionism, and reflexivity. He 

argued that discourse analysis is against the idea that “we can treat accounts as true of 

false descriptions of reality” (Silverman, 2011, p. 301). Further, he illustrated that 

“discourse analysis is concerned with participants’ constructions and how they are 

accomplished and undermined” (Silverman, 2011, p. 302). Moreover, he declared that 

“discourse analysis considers the way a text such as this is a version, selectively 

working up coherence and incoherence, telling historical stories, presenting and 

indeed, constituting and objective, out-there reality” (Silverman, 2011, p. 302). 

Czarniawska (2014) differentiated between discourse analysis and conversation 

analysis in regards to how they treat talk, and mentions that, while discourse analysis 
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considers talk as talk, conversation analysis considers it as action. Furthermore, she 

argued that discourse analysis “addresses many conversations which take place over 

time, in different locations, and yet seem to be connected” (Czarniawska, 2014, p. 

100). Moreover, she clarified that while conversation analysis focuses only on concrete 

speech situated at a point in time and place, discourse analysis generates and analyzes 

a group of related inscriptions of conversations and tries to understand how they can 

address the specific phenomenon.  

Phillips and Domenico (2011) defined discourse analysis from the linguistic 

perspective and categorized it as one of the linguistic methods, such as conversation 

analysis, narrative analysis, and rhetorical analysis. They stated that language is not 

just a tool to reflect reality, “but it is the key to understanding how social reality is 

itself constituted (Phillips & Domenico, 2011, p. 549). They also argued that language 

and its effects are not an issue that would be understood from the positivism paradigm, 

and as a result, it is more suitable to be used from the social constructivism perspective. 

Furthermore, they illustrated that discourse analysis has been used as one of the key 

approaches to studying the constitution of the social world. Moreover, they clarified 

that all approaches in discourse analysis are common in their “interest in exploring 

how elements of social reality are constituted through talk and text” (Phillips & 

Domenico, 2011, p. 549). 

In addition, discourse analysis is not just a method of data collection and 

analysis, but also provides a set of metatheoretical and theoretical assumptions, which 

“focuses on the production of texts as the fundamental part of the construction of social 

reality and provide a theoretical frame and methods of data identification, collection 

and analysis” (Phillips & Domenico, 2011, p. 549). They also argued that the discourse 

analysis approach fits the social constructivist view of organizations, and as such, was 

chosen as the paradigm of the current study. Phillips and Hardy (2002) introduced four 

approaches to discourse analysis, including interpretive structuralism, social linguistic 

analysis, critical discourse analysis, and critical linguistic analysis (see Figure 3.1). 

These four approaches have been distinguished from the researchers paradigm 

(constructivist vs. critical realism) and scope of analysis (text vs. context).  

The current study adopted the interpretive structuralism approach to discourse 

analysis because this approach is more appropriate and is aligned with the social 

constructivist paradigm of the research and the research questions and objective, which 



 

96 Chapter 3: Research Design 

force the researcher to explore beyond the texts and investigate the context in which  

the project evaluation reports are generated. This study adopted nine steps to establish 

the discourse analysis, as presented by Liamputtong (2013), namely: 

 “Constructing the initial research questions. 

 Choosing the data or texts to be analyzed. 

 Reading and interrogating the data/text. 

 Coding the data/text as inclusively as possible. 

 Revising the research questions as patterns in the data/text emerge. 

 Analyzing the data/text by examining regularity and variability in the data. 

 Formulating tentative hypotheses. 

 Checking reliability and validity through deviant case analysis, analysis of 

coherence, and participants’ understanding.  

 Writing up the analysis” (Liamputtong, 2013, p. 255). 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1 Different approaches to discourse analysis; adopted from Philips & 

Hardy (2002, p. 20) 

 

It can be argued that discourse analysis helps the researcher to investigate 

beyond the texts and to explore the context that the influences the production process 

of the texts (see Putnam, 2015; Phillips and Domenico, 2011). As mentioned 

previously, this research used project evaluation reports, which were generated by 

evaluation teams utilizing the combination of three data collection methods, including 
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observations, interviews, and document analysis. Thus, the reports consisted of the 

evaluators’ synthesis of different adopted methods on the specific constructs, such as 

project efficiency. As a result, discourse analysis helps the researcher to investigate 

how the reports were generated and the story behind the texts that have been 

summarized as the project evaluation reports. The insights provided from the discourse 

analysis approach help to determine the logic of the evaluation process within project-

based organization and explore the political aspect of evaluation. As a result, it was 

concluded that discourse analysis was more appropriate to address the research 

questions of the current study than conversation analysis.  

Thus, this research adopted the combination of textual analysis and discourse 

analysis to analyze the content of the project evaluation reports to address the research 

questions.  

3.6 ACTOR-NETWORK THEORY (ANT) AS THE SENSITIZING 

CONCEPT TOOL 

As stated by Charmaz (2014), sensitizing concepts provide researchers with the 

initial, but tentative, ideas to pursue and the questions to develop about their topics. 

According to Blaikie (2000), “sensitizing concepts provide clues and suggestions 

about what to look for” (p. 137). He also argued that the researcher should transform 

the concept to recognize the essence of the common aspects within the exploration of 

other attributes. From Charmaz’s (2014) viewpoint, qualitative researchers use 

sensitizing concepts as tentative tools for developing their ideas about the processes 

that they define in their data. Furthermore, sensitizing concepts can provide the place 

from which to start the inquiry, not to end it. According to Bowen (2008), social 

researchers utilize sensitizing concepts as an interpretive tool and as an initiating point 

for conducting their qualitative study. Qualitative researchers often begin their studies 

with certain guiding empirical interests to study and with the general concepts to form 

a loose frame for examining these interests and utilize the sensitizing concept to guide 

them through the data analysis process (Charmaz, 2014). 

Callon (1984) was one of the protagonist researchers who applied the ANT in 

his study of power to explore the sociology of translation in the domestication of the 

scallops and the fishermen of St Brieuc Bay. His study was based on three principles, 

including agnosticism (impartiality between actors engaged in controversy), 

generalized symmetry (the commitment to explain conflicting viewpoints in the same 
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terms), and free association (the abandonment of all a priori distinctions between the 

natural and the social). However, the concept of translation, which means moving 

anything from one place to another, changes not only what is moved, but also the 

mover or the translator (Czarniawska, 2017). 

Callon (1984) used the ANT to interpret the scientific and economic controversy 

about the causes for the decline in the population of scallops in St. Brieuc Bay through 

four moments of translation. Problematisation is the moment in which the researchers 

seek to become indispensable to other actors in the drama by defining the nature and 

the problems of the latter and then suggesting that these would be resolved if the actors 

negotiated the ‘obligatory passage point’ of the researchers’ program of investigation. 

In the moment of interessement, the researchers seek to lock the other actors into the 

roles that have been proposed for them in that program and through a series of 

processes. Enrolment is a set of strategies in which the researchers seek to define and 

interrelate the various roles they have allocated to others. Finally, in the moment of 

mobilisation, the researchers use a set of methods to ensure that the supposed 

spokespersons for various relevant collectivities are properly able to represent those 

collectivities and not betrayed by the latter (Callon, 1984). Callon (1984) also stated 

that translation is a process, not a completed accomplishment, and it may fail in some 

circumstance, as it failed in his case study. 

This research adopted the actor-network theory as the sensitizing concept tool to 

examine the interactions of human and non-human actants in the evaluation practice 

of large and complex projects. The ANT was one of the many possible tools that could 

be adopted in the current research. Hence, the main reason for selecting the ANT was 

its ability to better address the research questions of the current study and investigation 

of the roles, significance, and interaction of human and non-human key stakeholders 

within the evaluation process (see Cecez-Kecmanovic & Nagm, 2009; Haried & 

Ramamurthy, 2009; Koivisto, Vataja, & Seppänen-Järvelä, 2008; Koivisto, 2007 as 

some examples). Exploring the literature revealed that organizational studies 

researchers have used the ANT to construct their narratives (i.e., Czarniawska, 2004b; 

Fenwick and Edwards, 2010; Pollack, Costello & Sankaran, 2013; Guzman & De 

Souza, 2018; Sage, Dainty & Brookes, 2011; Bengtsson & Lundström, 2013; Sarker, 

Sarker & Sidorova, 2006). For instance, Porsander (2005) narrated a story of a 

computerized system to explore an IT transformation process within different 
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organizations. Porsander (2005) applied Callon’s (1984) four moments of translation 

to illustrate the influence of this system on every single human and non-human actant 

involved in the transformation project.  

ANT studies trace the network of associations between the human and non-

human actors, possibly in narrative form (Czarniawska, 2014), describing the 

interactions that contribute to the formation and stabilization of the actor-networks 

(Pollack et al., 2013; Fenwick & Edwards, 2010). Latour (1996a) argued that the ANT 

facilitates the identification of accounts for the construction of entities, that is, for the 

attribution of nature, society, and meaning. Czarniawska (2014) illustrated that the key 

assumptions behind the ANT are “although not all people structure their experiences 

as narratives, the narrative form is the dominant form of knowledge, even in modern 

society” (p. 57). She also argued that at the beginning of the observation the only thing 

that can be discerned is anything that acts or is acted upon (or an actant). Furthermore, 

she clarified that the actant can be an object, animal, or human. 

As Fenwick and Edwards (2010) stated, we are in a world of precarious 

correlations, rather than cause and effect. ANT analyses try to trace these negotiations 

and their effects. For this reason, the ANT helps the researcher to better analyze the 

relationship between the project’s key stakeholders and the project evaluation team 

through the project evaluation process. In addition, this theory provides a 

comprehensive lens through which the researcher is able to investigate the role of the 

non-human actors in the project evaluation process and their influence on the other 

human actor relationships. For example, the project evaluation report, as political and 

organization documentation, reflects the project management team, project sponsors, 

and other key stakeholders’ performances. The project evaluation report can be 

considered one of the key non-human actors in the project network. The content of the 

project evaluation report has a positive or negative influence on the relationship 

between the project’s key stakeholders, which should be considered during and after 

the evaluation process. From the complexity perspective, the ANT helps the researcher 

to provide a better understanding of the different project complexity dimensions, as 

well as their relationship and influence on the project evaluation process and criteria. 

For example, the human actor aspects of the ANT can help the researcher to better 

investigate the directional and structural complexity, while the non-human actor 

aspects of the ANT help to analyze the technical and temporal complexity. 
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Consequently, the current research utilized this tool to analyze the phenomena in 

complex projects. Thus, the ANT was deemed an appropriate sensitizing concept tool 

through which to address the research questions of the current study. 

3.7 THE EMPIRICAL COMPONENTS 

This empirical study used the evaluations reports and documents of the BR 

Project generated by the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) for the World Bank. 

These publicly available data were obtained via Internet. This section discusses why I 

chose this project and its evaluation reports and documents to address the research 

questions. 

The nature and characteristics of qualitative research requires researchers to 

focus on small samples to facilitate an in-depth exploration of a phenomenon through 

engagement with field data (see Denzin and Lincoln, 2013; Silverman, 1993: March, 

Sproull & Tamuz, 1991). Thus, I preferred to deeply engage with one of the 

international development projects funded by the World Bank, which ticks all of the 

boxes to be called a ‘complex project’. Moreover, the World Bank is renowned for its 

sophisticated evaluation practices that have been benchmarked by other international 

funding entities such as IMF, US AID, AUS AID, IDB and ADB. Hence, one of the 

criteria to choose an appropriate project to collect field data was the completion of the 

project at the time of this study and available evaluation reports. The BR Project 

chosen for this study was completed more than a decade ago, and it was almost 

impossible to contact the project team and evaluators to provide first hand data from 

observations, interviews, shadowing, and ethnography. As such, I relied only on 

secondary data, such as reports, news, plans, and other documents that were available 

online in order to conduct my research. 

Researchers use texts produced in organizations to make sense of processes, 

logics, and develop greater understanding of the context through the application of 

textual and discourse analysis (Cooren, 2004; Flory & Iglesias, 2010). It can be argued 

that texts are a kind of discursive tool that can be used to activate or conceal something 

in organizational life. According to Cooren (2004), an agent that performs actions is 

called an ‘agency’ and from this perspective, a text can be an agency, as it can trigger 

actions, such as what a work order can do in organizations. Some researchers, such as 

Porsander (2005), consider texts to be silent actants that hold pivotal roles in 
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organizing and include devices, decisions, organizations, and inter-organization 

relations. She gave voice to an object (an information system) to tell its own story. 

From a broader perspective, either human or non-human actors can perform 

actions, and as a result, agency can be attributed to non-humans as well. In this sense, 

‘hybridicity’ (Latour, 1996b) is a phenomenon where both human and non-human 

actors perform a course of action together to deliver meaning and construct something. 

This approach can be used to explore how an evaluation report is socially constructed 

through the collective actions of both human and non-human actors in the project 

evaluation process. The hybrid association between humans and non-humans enables 

people to perform things in a way that they could not do otherwise. A clear example 

of this argument is an long-standing and controversial debate between gun control 

advocates and the National Rifle Association in the USA. While gun control advocates 

argue that it is the gun that kills people, the National Rifle Association and its 

supporters contend that people kill people, not guns. This example shows how human’s 

exchanges properties with non-humans to perform an action. As Latour (1996b) 

mentioned, we are different with a gun in hand and a gun in our hands targeting a 

person is not the same gun that was in a pocket or drawer or a gun shop. As can be 

seen, this association of both human and non-human actors becomes the origin of an 

action. 

The concept of hybridicity also served as the foundation of the current research, 

as the knowledge of this hybrid relationship between human and non-human actors 

helped me to better understand the role that texts, such as evaluation reports, play in 

the construction of organizational settings. Hence, most of the scholars who studied 

the agency of non-human actors, such as Latour, Callon, and Law primarily focused 

on some specific objects, such as instruments, machines, tools, and software. The only 

highly acknowledged scholar who considered texts to be non-human actors is 

Czarniawska (2013), which inspired me to design and develop the current research. In 

this sense, I chose a slightly different strategy in this study to the majority of other 

protagonist researchers of the textual agency and used texts as the main source of the 

narrative inquiry. I used many texts, such as different evaluation reports, letters, plans, 

and other archival data to construct a narrative of the evaluation practice in the selected 

project. 
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The World Bank undertakes international development projects in most 

developing countries, but does not implement the projects itself. Instead, the Bank 

relies on its partners on the ground; thus, the title of project manager does not apply to 

the World Bank. The cycle of each project consists of different phases. For example, 

the projects go from the preparation phase, through the implementation phase, to the 

evaluation phase. However, the Bank’s project failure rate was over 50% in Africa, 

until 2000 (Ika, 2012). However, the World Bank projects are very specific due to their 

unique environment. These projects are characterized by a rare complexity, high 

delicacy, and the relative intangibility of their ultimate objective of poverty reduction, 

as well as the large number of heterogeneous stakeholders, the divergent perspectives 

among these stakeholders, the need for compromise, their charm in the eyes of 

politicians, the profound cultural and geographical gap between the project designers 

and their beneficiaries, and the prevalence of rather bureaucratic rules and procedures 

(Ika et al., 2012). In addition, an in-depth investigation of the nature and specification 

of the World Bank development projects, such as the level of complexity, the 

multidimensionality of the projects, the deep impact on societies, communities, the 

environment, and the economy, the political aspects of the projects, and the failure 

rates of the projects to meet their goals and objectives, was the rationale for the use of 

these projects for the case study. 

The selected project for this study contained the following characteristics: 

 Categorized as a complex project based on four dimensions of project 

complexity: structural, technical, directional, and temporal. 

 Finished and closed contractually, administratively, and financially at time 

of this study. 

 Evaluated by the evaluation team, with the evaluation reports published 

online through the organization’s website at the time of this research. 

After specifying in the above-mentioned selection criteria, I explored the World 

Bank website to find an appropriate project that met the above criteria. Finally, I chose 

the First Programmatic Reform Loan for Environmental Sustainability in Brazil 

(called BR Project henceforth) to collect and analyze the empirical data of this 

research. A detailed introduction to this project is provided in the following chapter. 
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The evaluation reports and additional supportive documents of the selected 

project provided the main source of data for the current research. It should be clarified 

that the project evaluation team, the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) generated 

the evaluation reports at different stages of project development. They investigated the 

project utilizing a variety of evaluation tools and techniques, such as observation, 

document analysis, interviews, and audits. Finally, these reports were synthesized 

from different perspectives. They provided a comprehensive overview of the project 

results and outcomes by adopting a systematic, structured, and official process. Thus, 

what I have used in this research are the official documents released by the World 

Bank, which went through rigorous preparation, development, assessment, and 

dissemination processes. As a result, it can be argued that the project evaluation 

reports, generated by utilizing all three main qualitative data collection strategies 

(interviews, observations, and archival documents used by independent evaluation 

teams), were triangulated in the project evaluation process. They became a reliable 

source of data that helped me to address the research questions in the international 

development projects context.  

Thus, the main data collection method for the current research was collecting the 

archival project documentation, which was acquired through public domains, such as 

the Internet. Data collection is emergent in case study research, which means that what 

the researcher learns from the data collected at one time point is often used to 

determine subsequent data collection (Dooley, 2002). However, the main source of 

data was produced by the IEG. 

The IEG evaluates the activities of the International Bank for Reconstruction and 

Development, and International Development Association (the World Bank), the work 

of the International Finance Corporation in private sector development, and the 

Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency's guaranteeing projects and services. The 

Director-General of the IEG reports directly to the World Bank Group's Board of 

Directors. The goals of the evaluation are to provide an objective assessment of the 

results of the World Bank Group’s work, and identify and disseminate the lessons 

learned from the experience. 

The diversity of the projects and the programs that the World Bank Group 

employs to support public and private sector development requires that the IEG use a 

variety of evaluation approaches. These approaches include assessing outcomes 
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against stated objectives, benchmarks, standards, and expectations, or assessing what 

might have happened in the absence of the project, program, or policy (counterfactual 

analysis). For example, private sector investment projects and advisory services are 

mainly assessed against absolute economic and financial performance criteria, as well 

as the extent to which they contribute to private sector development. In contrast, public 

sector projects are assessed in relation to their relevance and the efficacy and efficiency 

with which they achieve their development objectives. 

To assess the World Bank Group’s performance and identify the lessons for 

improving their operations, IEG conducts both project-level evaluations (based on the 

review of self-evaluation reports prepared by the World Bank Group’s staff, and 

supplemented by independent assessments) and reviews of the literature, analytical 

work, project documentation, portfolio reviews, country case studies, structured 

interviews, surveys of staff and stakeholders, and impact evaluations (IEG Website). 

Table 3.3 provides more information regarding the IEG evaluation reports and the 

resource structure for World Bank projects. 

Table 3.3 The World Bank Evaluation Reports and Resources Structure: Adapted 

from the IEG Website 

No. 
Evaluation 

Level 
Report Title Report Description 

1 

Portfolio 

Annual Reviews 
Annual assessments of the activities of the World Bank 

Group. 

2 

Annual Review of 

Development 

Effectiveness 

Provides a comprehensive assessment of the Bank's 

development effectiveness by offering a broad 

assessment of the Bank's contribution to development 

effectiveness, drawing on project evaluations and the 

IEG sector, thematic, and country reviews. 

3 

Corporate and 

Process 

Evaluations 

Reports on the World Bank Group’s activities, policies, 

and process-related issues. 

4 

Program 

Country-Focus 

Evaluations 

Country assistance evaluations examine the Bank’s 

performance in a particular country, usually over the 

past four to five years, and report on its conformity with 

the relevant Bank country assistance strategy (CAS) and 

on the overall effectiveness of the specific CAS. 

5 
Global Program 

Reviews 

Global program reviews and global and regional 

partnership program reviews 

6 

Sector and 

Thematic 

Evaluations 

Examination of the Bank’s performance and experience 

in a lending sector (such as agriculture, transport, and 

the like) or thematic area (poverty, gender, and so forth) 

over five to ten years and reports on their conformity to 

http://ieg.worldbank.org/about-us
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A336
http://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A336
http://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A336
http://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A336
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A335
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A335
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A335
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A356
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A356
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A333
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A333
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A355
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A355
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A355
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No. 
Evaluation 

Level 
Report Title Report Description 

Bank policy and good practice, as well as on the 

development effectiveness of the Bank's activities. 

7 

Project 

Project-

completion 

validations 

Desk-based exercises to validate World Bank Group’s  

self-evaluation reports. 

8 
Project-level 

Evaluations 

Completed projects are evaluated through project 

performance assessment reports and implementation 

completion report reviews. 

9 

Systematic 

Reviews and 

Impact 

Evaluations 

Includes ex-post impact evaluations, systematic reviews 

of impact evaluation literature, and assessments of the 

relevance and effectiveness of impact evaluation work in 

the World Bank Group. 

10 

Resources 

Evaluation 

Capacity 

Development 

(ECD) 

Resources to improve monitoring and evaluation efforts. 

11 

Knowledge and 

Learning 

Resources  

Resources that offer access to key findings, 

recommendations, lessons, and knowledge-products 

drawn from the World Bank Group's development 

experiences. 

12 Approach Papers 

Precedes an Independent Evaluation Groupevaluation 

and provides information on the key questions, 

rationale, scope, and evaluation approach. 
 

 

According to the World Bank and IEG websites, the evaluation reports 

structures, as mentioned above, are investigated from three levels (strategic or 

portfolio, program or region, and project), from different perspectives, and by different 

evaluation teams. As a result, the current research approached the BR Project by 

investigating all relevant evaluation reports published and available from all levels, 

which provided a holistic view of the project’s performance from different 

perspectives. 

3.8 ANALYZING EMPIRICAL DATA 

Unlike quantitative research, qualitative research can be called a process of 

discovery, where the research process is iterative rather than sequential. This means 

data collection and analysis occur concurrently, and thus, qualitative research is often 

more time-intensive than quantitative research, because the researcher is intensely 

engaged in the process before, during, and after data collection (Forman et al., 2008, 

p. 766). The high-level procedure for a combined methodological approach data 

http://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A550
http://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A550
http://ieg.worldbankgroup.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A550
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A332
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A332
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A462
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A462
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A462
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A462
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A334
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A334
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A334
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A334
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A343
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A343
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A343
http://ieg.worldbank.org/ieg-search?f%5B0%5D=field_document_categories%3A357
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analysis, including narrative inquiry, case study, textual, and discourse analysis is 

depicted in Figure 3.2. 

 

Figure 3.2: Data analysis flowchart 
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3.9 TRUSTWORTHINESS AND QUALITY IN NARRATIVE INQUIRY 

RESEARCH 

The goal of social constructivist researchers is not to make statistical 

generalizations and they try to obtain insights into particular processes and practices 

that exist within a specific location and context. In other words, qualitative researchers 

study phenomena in their natural settings and attempt to make sense of or interpret 

them with respect to the meanings people bring to them (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2009; 

Flory & Iglesias, 2010). According to Forman et al. (2008), qualitative research similar 

to other types of research, is a mixture of science and art, but it involves a little more 

art than quantitative research. 

According to Guba and Lincoln (1994) and Denzin and Lincoln (2008 & 2013), 

two sets of criteria can be utilized to judge the quality of constructivist qualitative 

research: conceptualized as trustworthiness and authenticity. The trustworthiness 

criteria include credibility (paralleling internal validity), transferability (paralleling 

external validity), dependability (paralleling reliability), and confirmability 

(paralleling objectivity). These criteria can be mapped with the two validity and 

reliability criteria that Silverman (1993) proposed for qualitative studies. In particular, 

Loh (2013) proposed a set of criteria including trustworthiness, narrative truth, 

verisimilitude, and utility to ensure acceptability and recognition of narrative studies’ 

rigor. 

Greene (2008) illustrated four approaches to enhancing the trustworthiness and 

authenticity of qualitative research, including: “(a) use case studies to frame their work 

and hence emphasize context, not generalizability, as an essential element of meaning; 

(b) rely heavily but not exclusively on qualitative methods for meaning construction; 

(c) acknowledge if not celebrate the influential presence of their own selves in the 

inquiry process; and (d) seek in their work primarily to augment practical program 

understanding” (p. 387). According to above-mentioned criteria and these four 

approaches, this research considered the following strategies to address the quality and 

rigor concerns of the study: 

 Choosing a complex project funded by a renowned international 

development project’s funding organization (the World Bank), which 

enhanced the credibility and transferability of the research findings. 
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 Adopting a combined methodological approach, including four qualitative 

research methods (narrative inquiry, case study, textual, and discourse 

analysis), which augmented the dependability and confirmability of the 

research results. 

 Implementing a systematic approach to the data collection, analysis, and 

representation, which increased the confirmability and dependability of the 

research. 

 Using the project evaluation reports at three different levels (portfolio or 

strategic, program or region, and project) via different evaluation teams, 

which provided a comprehensive perspective for the project’s performance 

and enhanced the creditability and transferability of the research findings. 

 Having the benefit of three data collection strategies (interviews, 

observations, and archival documents) utilized by project evaluation teams 

augmented the rigor of the data collection process and generated the 

triangulation of the data, which augmented the credibility and dependability 

of the research results. 

3.10 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Ethical considerations were not deemed necessary in this study, as the empirical 

data relied on publicly available domains, such as the Internet. 

3.11 CLOSING REMARKS 

This chapter proposed an integrated research design framework that aligned the 

epistemological approach (subjectivist), research paradigm (social constructivist), 

research strategy (inductive), research methodology (qualitative), selected research 

methods (a combined methodological approach including narrative inquiry, case 

study, and textual and discourse analysis), data collection process (publicly available 

data), and data analysis. A social constructivist paradigm combined with an inductive 

research strategy allowed the research methods, data collections, and analysis to create 

a roadmap to support this qualitative study. The qualitative research methods of the 

current study were based on case study, narrative inquiry, texts, and discourse analysis. 

The World Bank’s publicly available data regarding the evaluation of the BR Project 

provided the empirical components of the current study.  
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The actor-network theory was used as the sensitizing concept tool of this 

qualitative research. The ANT is not a theory about what to think, but rather offers a 

way for interventions within project environments issues, such as how non-human 

actors can be the trigger of a project’s failure or success. This study aimed to apply the 

actor-network theory to understand the complex and emerging interactions between 

human and non-human actors and how their relationships may influence on the project 

evaluation practice. The ANT appreciates the mess, disorder, and ambivalence that are 

part of the characteristics of complex projects. The ANT helped me to develop more 

clear insights regarding the nature of complexity in the project environment and this 

unveiled the dynamic and interconnected relationships between the project actors in 

the evaluation practice. I hope this research provides a basis for a sustainable 

engagement of project management and the actor-network theory and provides a fresh 

agenda for intervening in project management research, policy, and practice. 

The following chapter examines the application of the proposed integrated 

research design to analyze and make sense of the empirical data related to the BR 

Project. 
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Chapter 4: Analysis and Findings 

4.1 FOREWORD 

This study seeks to unfold the evaluation logic of a large complex project. To 

address this concern, an international development project in Brazil funded by the 

World Bank was selected to construct an evaluation narrative for the project. In this 

narrative, I firstly introduce the selected project by providing a brief overview, 

background, and context. Second, the major human and non-human actants involved 

in the process of project evaluation are investigated, including their roles, impacts, and 

interactions with each other. Third, a narrative is constructed that explores the 

interactions of human and non-human actors through an integrated conceptual lens of 

the actor-network theory (ANT) and text, author, audience, context (TAAC) models. 

Finally,  the conclusion brings all of the findings together to manifest the evaluation 

logic of large complex projects, particularly in the international development projects 

context.  

4.2 THE PROJECT BACKGROUND  

There are only a few countries where the national environment is essential to the 

economic development and civilians’ prosperity, while in the meantime vital to a 

sustainable global ecology, such as in Brazil. Brazilian natural resources are 

diversified and abundant—particularly its world-class heritage Amazon rainforests, 

which are of global importance and also called the ‘the lungs of the Earth’. Despite 

this critical and outstanding position, Brazil has had a long history of acute tension 

between its economic development and environmental sustainability (BR Project 

PPAR). Not long ago, a significant part of Brazil’s economy relied heavily on the 

exploitation of its natural resources1 (BR Project; Program Document, 2004). Thus, it 

can be argued that Brazil deals with a variety of environmental challenges, which are 

                                                 

 
1 According to the CIA World Factbook: Brazil, the services sector is the largest component of GDP at 

7.3.3%, followed by the industrial sector at 20.9%. Agriculture represents 5.8% of GDP (2016). The 

main agriculture products are coffee, soybeans, wheat, rice, corn, sugarcane, cocoa, citrus and beef. The 

major industries are textiles, shoes, chemicals, cement, lumber, iron ore, tin, steel, aircraft, motor 

vehicles and parts, other machinery and equipment. According to the BR Project’s Program Document, 

the forest sector alone is responsible for 4% of the GDP. 
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associated with deforestation, water, air and soil pollutions, and carbon emission. 

Brazil therefore needs to perform a balancing act between agricultural growth and 

environmental protection in order to achieve the holy grail of sustainable development. 

Furthermore, the increasing rate of urbanization and industrialization in this country 

have brought additional environmental challenges, such as infrastructure development, 

supplying food and water, industrial waste, and environmental contamination. 

Addressing all of these complex issues is not only a key national priority for Brazil, 

but also for the international community. These concerns aligned with the World 

Bank’s strategic policies and goals and triggered the Government of Brazil (GoB) to 

collaborate with the World Bank to seek sustainable solutions and remedies. That is 

‘why’ the Brazil project was born in 2004. Sustainability is a very subjective term that 

can be interpreted in many ways. In its simplest form, sustainability is achieving the 

current needs without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 

needs, which can be categorized as environmental, economic, and social sustainability 

(Johnston et al., 2007). 

This narrative is concerned with the ‘First Programmatic Reform Loan for 

Environmental Sustainability in Brazil’ (BR project henceforth). This project 

comprised three phases, and its total estimated cost was US 1.2 billion. The first phase, 

which is the subject of this study, was for a total of US$502.52 million, which was 

fully disbursed and closed on December 31, 2004. However, only phase one was 

completed as planned. The second and third phases did not materialize due to changes 

in Brazil’s international funding policies and strategies, as well as social and political 

considerations. The social and political elements of the project that led to its 

termination are also discussed in this narrative. The initial goal of the project sought 

by both the World Bank (WB) and the GoB was to improve Brazilian environmental 

protection policies, laws, legislation, and practices in mid and long run. According to 

the ‘Program Document’, an official document released by the World Bank on July 

2004, the principal objective of the BR Project was: 

“…to support Brazil’s goal of balancing economic growth with social 

development and the maintenance and improvement of environmental 

quality.” (BR Project, Program Document, P. 34) 
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With regards to Brazil’s economic, social, environmental, and legal context, this 

illustrated project goal could be translated as a massive improvement in the 

government’s administration, as well as civil society, including cultural improvement, 

structural and legal reforms, systems and processes reestablishment, etc. Nevertheless, 

given the size of the country and scale of its challenges, this long-term goal sounds 

very broad, imprecise, and ambitious, or in other words, unrealistic. The implication 

of such a broad goal is the difficulty in evaluating the project’s performance, as well 

as rising conflicts between key stakeholders. In fact, the WB project team was 

committed to achieving a goal that was beyond their authority level and responsibility. 

Thus, failing to meet that goal could lead to increasing dissatisfaction, which could 

subsequently undermine the project’s achievements. Nonetheless, the focus of this 

narrative is not on the project itself, rather its evaluation. As such, this study 

investigates how this project was evaluated, what practices were used, and why it was 

evaluated in that way, etc., in order to understand the logic of project evaluation.  

4.3 THE MAJOR ACTANTS OF THE BR PROJECT 

This section introduces the major actants of the evaluation process, with the aim 

of  elaborating the projected narrative and unfolding the evaluation logic. 

4.3.1 The PPAR document: The token 

The Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR) plays the role of the 

‘token’ in this narrative. A token is an entity that is influenced by other actants and can 

be changed, distorted, or modified to reflect their interests. This report is an official 

document of the World Bank developed by the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) 

—an independent party that assesses the programs, projects, and initiatives of the 

World Bank. The IEG’s mission is to assist the World Bank team to improve the 

efficiency and effectiveness of their projects. This mission is sought throughout the 

evaluation process by providing constructive feedback and dissemination of projects’ 

lessons learned. The PPAR is central to the evaluation process because it follows two 

aims: first, to ensure the integrity of the Bank’s self-evaluation process and to verify 

that the project produces the expected results and outcomes, and second, to help the 

World Bank authorities develop improved directions, policies, and procedures through 

the dissemination of lessons learned drawn from experience and practices. Thus, one 

of the roles of the PPAR is to inform the World Bank directors regarding the efficiency 
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and effectiveness of their internal evaluation practices (also called self-evaluation). To 

achieve this goal, IEG evaluators scrutinize the self-evaluation practices by collecting 

and analyzing evidence and representing them following the evaluation guidelines and 

procedures. Furthermore, the PPAR is supposed to facilitate the knowledge sharing 

practices across the World Bank projects to improve the Bank’s performance by 

increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of the Bank’s projects and initiatives. 

The PPAR has formal and informal roles. According to the IEG mission 

statement, their principal aim is “improving World Bank Group development results 

through excellence in evaluation”. The PPAR is the outcome of one of the services 

that IEG prepares at the end of 20% to 25% of the Bank’s selected projects. The PPAR 

essentially has three formal functions, which can be categorized as either reflection or 

action. First, the PPAR is used to evaluate the World Bank’s internal evaluation 

practices, that is,  self-evaluation. The PPAR could also be seen as an outcome of a 

‘meta-evaluation’ practice—evaluating the efficiency and effectiveness of an 

evaluation. Second, the PPAR reviews the project’s performance against its goals and 

objectives and verifies the project’s results and outcome. This requires an independent 

and well-recognized lens. Finally, improving future initiatives by providing 

appropriate feedback and dissemination of lessons learned drawn from experiences is 

the third formal task undertaken by a PPAR. Figure 4.1 demonstrates the relationship 

between a PPAR and other World Bank documents. 
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The PPAR also plays an informal role. For instance, politicians, journalists, 

members of parliament or opposition parties can misuse a negative PPAR to 

undermine the government if the output of a PPAR is not in favor of the governmental 

entities in charge of the project development. Another implication of the PPAR 

outcome could be an informal input to the project, country, regional, and sector 

performance measurement processes. Thus, a PPAR could be indirectly employed to 

assess an individual, team, office, department, or even the whole organization’s 

performance, and as a basis for recognition and rewards, punishment, etc. As a result, 

a PPAR has the potential of being used/misused by different entities to advance their 

political agendas. Borrowing the terminology of the actor-network theory (ANT) 

concepts, it can be argued that a PPAR can be defined as a ‘mediator’ or ‘token’, as 

discussed later in this narrative. 

According to the PPAR narrative in this study, all human and non-human actants 

that had an interest in the evaluation practice and interacted with the PPAR were 

involved with the establishment of a network called the ‘evaluation network’. This 

network was established through collaboration between human and non-human 

actants, including the IEG evaluators, the World Bank regional office members in 

Figure 4.1. The relationships between a PPAR and other World Bank reports 
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Brazil, the authorities from the Ministries of Finance and Environment, the World 

Bank evaluation policies and procedures, the PPAR, the BR Project’s Program 

Document, the BR Project’s simplified Implementation Completion and Results 

Report (ICR), the BR Project Development Policy Matrix, and Brazil’s Country 

Assistant Strategy (CAS). These actants firstly took some actions and interacted with 

each other and evolved as the ‘actors’. The actors later emerged as the ‘characters’ that 

played a significant role in the narrative of the project evaluation. In the meantime, the 

collaboration of actors formed an ‘actor-network’ that performed the evaluation 

process and sought the evaluation outcome. The evaluation outcome is not just a text 

(PPAR), but also embraces the message supposed to be conveyed by that text or even 

the actions prescribed in the text.  

Table 4.1 demonstrates the major actants of the evaluation process identified as 

being influential, with considerable interactions with the PPAR. The following 

sections explore the role of each of these actants in the PPAR’s emerging network and 

their interactions with each other to better perceive how this project was evaluated and 

why.  

Table 4.10. The Evaluation of the Major Actants and Their Descriptions 

No. Actant Type Description 

1 

Project Performance 

Assessment Report (PPAR) 

– Focal Actant 

Document 

The outcome of an ex-post evaluation 

process that was conducted by the IEG 

team (hired by the World Bank) at the end 

of BR Project. The World Bank and GoB 

refer to this document to claim whether the 

project was successful or not. 

2 
Independent Evaluation 

Group (IEG) - Evaluators 
Organization 

A group of experts who worked with the 

World Bank’s executive directors to assess 

the projects, programs, and initiatives 

funded by the Bank. According to the 

World Bank organization chart, IEG is one 

of the Bank’s departments and can 

therefore not be as independent as it 

supposed. 

3 
BR Project Program 

Document 
Document 

A formal document that was developed by 

the World Bank regional office in Brazil 

with the collaboration of the GoB 

(Ministries of Finance and Environment) 

prior to the initiation of the project. This 

document illustrates the project goals, 

objectives, requirements, scope, and other 

key elements, which were known at that 



 

116 Chapter 4: Analysis and Findings 

No. Actant Type Description 

stage. That is why it is referred to in this 

research as the project’s ‘bible’. 

4 

BR Project Simplified ICR 

(Implementation 

Completion and Results 

Report) 

Document 

The outcome of an ex-post self-evaluation 

initiative run by World Bank members to 

check and approve project completion by 

concentrating on efficiency criteria, that is, 

time, cost, quality, scope. It is usually used 

to officially announce the project’s closure. 

5 BR Project Development 

Policy Matrix 

Document A core document of the BR Project that 

was developed by the project team to 

clarify the scope of the project, evaluation 

indicators, action plans, etc. Most of the 

project’s outcomes are compared against 

this document. 

6 

Country Assistance 

Strategy (CAS) for Brazil 

Document A high level document developed by the 

World Bank team outlining the overall 

development strategy for each country 

borrowing from the World Bank. This 

document is reviewed and updated every 

four years. 

7 
Technical Assistant Loan       

(the AID Project) 
Project 

A complementary project defined by the 

World Bank to technically support the 

successful implementation of the BR 

Project. 

8 
Ministry of Environment 

(MMA) 
Organization 

A department of the GoB responsible for 

protecting the country’s environmental 

assets through legislation, policy making, 

and administrative actions. 

9 Ministry of Finance Organization 

A department of the GoB in charge of 

providing internal and external funds and 

support for other governmental activities. 

10 SEM DPL Project 

An associated project that aims to sustain 

Brazil’s environmental management 

policies through practical actions and 

solutions. 

 

4.3.2 The Project Evaluation Team (IEG): The focal actant 

The IEG’s evaluation team was comprised of 17 members. Team members were 

hired specifically to work on the BR project. They were not permanent personnel of 

IEG. This team included one task team leader, 10 team members with diverse 

specialties and expertise, three consultants, and three additional team members who 

were in charge of reviewing the World Bank self-evaluation practice results—the 

Implementation Completion and Results Report (ICR). This team was monitored and 

supervised by two IEG directors. However, during this research and background check 

it was revealed that unlike the IEG claims, the evaluators were not as independent as 
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they were supposed to be. For instance, the task team leader is currently the lead 

agricultural economist in the World Bank group with more than 20 years working 

experience as a World Bank senior economist. Thus, it could be argued that there were 

no clear boundaries between these two entities—the World Bank and IEG —which 

creates skepticism regarding the independence of the evaluators. In addition, as can be 

seen from the World Bank’s organizational chart (See Figure 4.2), IEG is one of the 

organizational entities under the Bank’s executive directors’ control. Thus, it would 

be naïve to believe that IEG evaluators are totally ‘independent’ from the World Bank 

and entities that it collaborates with as the Bank’s executive directors approve their 

performance and pay their salaries and wages. For instance, the task team leader for 

the BR Project evaluation used to be an employee of the Bank before moving to the 

IEG. 

 

Figure 4.2. The World Bank’s Organizational Chart (WB website) 

The BR Project’s PPAR was developed based on the findings of two major 

resources: a document review process complemented by a series of face to face 

interviews with the government officials at the federal, state, and municipal levels, 

World Bank staff, development partners, researchers, representatives of international 

NGOs and local civil society organizations and community members. The number of 

documents reviewed and analyzed by IEG evaluators exceeded 55 references, which 
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included government reports, World Bank reports, evaluation guidelines and practices, 

project documents, etc. IEG evaluators interviewed 60 individuals overall, 43 of whom 

were Brazilians and the remainder (17 individuals) were World Bank staff in Brazil 

and Washington. Most Brazilian interviewees held senior management positions from 

different governmental sectors, such as departments of finance and environment. 

These individuals could be called ‘bureaucrats’ whose concerns were mainly based on 

policies and procedures. Surprisingly, most of the World Bank staff interviewed by 

IEG were former senior managers who had retired or left the Bank at the time of 

interviewing. Ultimately, the evaluation outcome (PPAR) was developed through the 

analysis of collected data and evidence from the interviews and document reviews. 

To better explore the relationship between the author (IEG) and text (PPAR), the 

focus shifted toward the bias and contradictions between these two actants. It can be 

suggested that the authors’ beliefs and assumptions influenced their approach to the 

project and this was inscribed in the text. As a result, the message that the PPAR was 

supposed to convey evolved through the lens of its authors. Thus, it could be argued 

that the evaluators’ interests were reflected in the text, which cannot be understood 

without considering the background information. For instance, if one of the evaluators 

has previously been involved with the project during the planning or implementation, 

there would be bias in his/her judgement regarding the project’s performance. This 

conflict of interest is relevant, as the IEG had to acquire a group of experts who were 

familiar with the fields of the project to advance the evaluation process. Hence, there 

would be a temptation to acquire team members who were involved in the project 

development in order to increase the quality of the evaluation. 

In summary, it should be noted that the type of relationship between the PPAR 

and IEG could be categorized as ‘contributors-product’, similar to the ‘author-text’ 

relationship. To better understand this complex phenomenon, it was necessary to 

distinguish between the text (PPAR) and the authors (the IEG evaluators) and explore 

their mutual relationship. However, there is another major component of this network, 

who played a critical role in the evaluation process. The third actant of this triangle 

relationship is the ‘readers’, the people, individuals, organizations, and other entities 

that were the audience of the text. Those actants that the report was written for and 

how they interpreted and translated it also requires an in-depth investigation.  As such, 

the relationship between these audiences with the PPAR and IEG is discussed later in 
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the narrative; however, the ‘Bible’ of this project—the BR Project Program 

Document—is discussed in the following section. 

4.3.3 The BR Project’s Program Document: The bible 

The Program Document—the ‘bible’ of each World Bank project—indicates the 

project’s overall scope, time frame, cost, etc. The World Bank regional office in 

Brasilia developed the Program Document for the BR Project in July 2004. The 

Program Document also represents the role of the ‘business case’ for this project, a 

document that illustrates the feasibility of the project and provides contextual 

information. The task manager who was responsible for developing the Program 

Document was the person who was later selected to manage the BR Project. This 

document is central to both stages of project development and evaluation. IEG 

evaluators read and analyzed the BR Project’s Program Document as a reference to 

gain more insights regarding the project’s objectives, scope, requirements, etc., at the 

beginning of the evaluation practice. For instance, they referred to the Program 

Document in the PPAR Program Document in order to justify the novelty of this 

project, as follows: 

“The Program Document reports that the BR Project was the first World 

Bank budget support program in Brazil with a purely environmental policy 

objective and was part of a set of environmental policy loans to countries 

in the Latin America and Caribbean region that were some of the first in 

the World Bank. The BR Project also influenced the design of the US$1.3 

billion SEM DPL 1 approved in 2009. It is therefore important to 

understand not only the outcomes of the BR Project, but also the processes 

involved, and the use of policy lending to support the environmental 

sustainability agenda.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. ix) 

Similarities 

Further investigation revealed that the majority of claims made in the PPAR with 

regards to the project’s background and context relied heavily on the Program 

Document. I expected to observe some citations or references to other documents, 

reports, interview transcriptions, etc., which may have helped to exonerate the PPAR 

of being biased due to the use of a single document. However, this investigation 

uncovered that the PPAR was primarily based on the BR Project Program Document. 
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This shows that the quality of the evaluation outcome was related to the quality of the 

Program Document. It would be hard to believe that evaluators could further their 

works and achieve the expected outcomes while confining themselves heavily to one 

document. This could also be seen as a serious concern as it was also revealed that the 

authors of the Program Document and project implementation team had many 

common interests. Another issue in regards to the dependency on the Program 

Document was being blinded to only one angle of a project and unconsciously ignoring 

other significant elements that could positively or negatively influence the project. For 

instance, the evaluators primarily focused on the Amazon rainforest and its statistics 

while assessing the GoB’s achievements in deforestation and overlooked other major 

biomes of the country. Table 4.2 demonstrates the similarities between the BR Project 

Program Document and the BR Project PPAR, demonstrating how the PPAR was 

affected by the quality of Program Document. 

Table 4.11. The Similarities Between the BR Project Program Document and the 

PPAR 

Subject The Program Document The PPAR 

High Level 

Project 

Objectives 

“The principal objective of the proposed 

program is to support Brazil’s goal of 

balancing economic growth with social 

development and the maintenance and 

improvement of environmental quality. In 

line with the CAS, the program would 

contribute to the objective o f a more 

sustainable Brazil to reduce poverty and 

achieve a higher quality o f life for all 

Brazilians in both rural and urban 

areas.” (P. i) 

“According to the Program Document, the 

principal objective of the BR Project is to 

support Brazil’s goal of balancing economic 

growth with social development and the 

maintenance and improvement of 

environmental quality”. (P. x) 

Specific 

Project 

Objectives 

“The proposed loan will support 

environmental sustainability through 

policy reforms focusing on two major 

areas: (i) increasing the effectiveness and 

the efficiency of the environmental 

management system; and (ii) 

mainstreaming environmental 

sustainability in selected sector policies 

and programs.” (P. i) 

“…this PPAR evaluates the BR Project based 

on the following two specific, monitorable 

objectives also indicated in the Program 

Document: 1. increasing the effectiveness and 

efficiency of Brazil’s environmental 

management system (EMS), including a green, 

brown and blue agenda, and 2. mainstreaming 

environmental sustainability in selected sector 

policies and programs.” (P. x) 

Brazil’s 

Economic 

Status 

“Brazil’s economic management 

continues to be strong. The country 

continues to operate the trio of fiscal 

balance, inflation targeting, and very 

“At the time of preparation of the BR Project, 

the World Bank team noted that “Brazil’s 

economic management continues to be 

strong”. The Program Document noted that 
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Subject The Program Document The PPAR 

limited exchange rate intervention... The 

country’s public finances continue to be 

well managed, with the primary budget 

surplus o f 4.25 percent of GDP agreed 

with the IMF likely to be surpassed again 

this year.” (P. 3) 

Brazil’s public finances were well-managed 

and that the government was running a 

primary budget surplus of 4.25 percent of 

GDP...” (P. 4) 

Brazil’s 

environmental 

challenges 

“Brazil is thus at a crossroads in its 

search for equitable and sustainable 

growth.  It has to find the right balance 

between its need to grow, reduce poverty, 

and maintain its natural resources base.” 

(P. 2) 

The Program Document identified the general 

environmental challenges facing Brazil as 

follows: “Brazil is thus at a crossroads in its 

search for equitable and sustainable growth. It 

has to find the right balance between its need 

to grow, reduce poverty, and maintain its 

natural resources base.” (P. 7) 

Sustainable 

Solutions 

“In the environmental area, emphasis has 

been given so far to command and 

control policies.” (P. 100) 

“Brazil has done a lot over the past two 

decades to improve environmental 

management at both the national and sub-

national levels. However, the BR Project 

Program Document noted that this was largely 

based on a command and control approach, 

and environmental sustainability continued to 

take a back seat to economic decisions.” (P. 7) 

 

This could be seen as a serious concern, as an official report such as a ‘Program 

Document’ usually reflects only one side of the story, which helps project developers 

to demonstrate that the is project viable, feasible, and vital to investors or funders. 

Thus, blinding evaluators, and consequently authorities, that later read and make 

decisions based on the outcome (PPAR) is a possible risk. However, constructing a 

network for communication between the PPAR and the Program Document through 

the moderating role of IEG evaluators was a double-edged sword. The PPAR tried to 

circumvent this by establishing networks with other actants who could shed light on 

the other side of the story. As mentioned previously, reports such as a Program 

Document tend to only demonstrate the positive aspects of a project and usually 

exaggerate the advantages and ignore or moderate the disadvantages. This behavior is 

common, especially if a project requires external financial support by an investor or 

funder. Thus, it can be argued that one of the functions of the Program Document was 

to convince funding agencies, such as the World Bank, and borrowers, such as the 

GoB, that the project was worthwhile. 
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The similarities between the PPAR and the Program Document could be justified 

for different reasons. First, it is expected that the evaluators will refer to the business 

case of a project to justify their statements, such as whether or not the project achieved 

its goals and objectives. In the absence of a ‘business case’ for the BR Project, the 

Program Document filled this gap and represented its role. It could be argued that the 

Program Document played the role of ‘spokesperson’ for the business case, as well as 

its routine role of a planning document for the project. Second, the IEG evaluators had 

to rely on the input they received at the preparation stage of the evaluation process and 

one of the most important documents they encountered at that stage was the Program 

Document. Third, it could be argued that the evaluators had to be committed to the 

evaluation policies and procedures to address the Program Document in their 

assessment. 

Criticisms 

Nonetheless, the PPAR for the BR Project criticized the Program Document at 

some stages for overlooking the negative sides of the story, as shown in the following 

quote: 

“…the Program Document did not directly address the issue of Brazil’s 

high poverty rate at the time. Instead, it puts much more emphasis on the 

tradeoffs – and potential “win-win” opportunities – of economic growth 

and environmental sustainability.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 7) 

The following quote also refers to exaggerating the possible achievements of the 

project: 

“Although it did not discuss poverty reduction goals, the Program 

Document did postulate that improved environmental management would 

“primarily accrue to the poor”, and that economic growth would, in most 

cases, help address some of these problems more easily. … The Program 

Document highlighted that the BR Project would therefore “[strengthen] 

Brazil’s environmental management system while supporting growth 

strategies.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 7) 
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The PPAR also blamed the authors of the program document for poor analysis 

regarding the interplay of other investment and institutional strengthening initiatives 

with the BR Project, as shown in the following quote: 

“In addition to the Env TAL, other activities with environmental policy and 

institutional capacity-strengthening components included the Pilot 

Program to Conserve the Brazilian Rainforests (PPG7) and the National 

Environmental Project. While these other activities were acknowledged in 

the Program Document and the “simplified ICR”, as the ICR review notes, 

“the important ‘interplay’ between adjustments, investment and 

institutional strengthening lending is mentioned but not analyzed”, and 

there is no effort to differentiate between the contributions of the other 

activities and the Bank’s engagement under the BR Project.” (BR Project, 

PPAR, P. 8) 

In addition, the lack of coordination between the BR Project and other associated 

projects and programs, such as ARPA, SEM DPL and Env TAL undertaken in the 

same period led to a major differences between the PPAR and the program document.  

“The Program Document gives short shrift to other environmental 

activities being supported by the World Bank in Brazil at around the same 

time as the BR Project. The section on “Complementarity with Other 

Operations” (p. 53) has a table listing “Complementary Loans and 

Grants”, but provides little discussion of synergies or potential overlap. 

For example, the National Environmental Program investment loans (I 

and II) were also supporting strengthening of environmental institutions 

in Brazil over the same period, but their activities are not mentioned. This 

led in some cases to the perception of a lack of coordination and that the 

BR Project (at least the first operation) was tabulating the achievements 

of other operations as prior actions.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 35) 

Additionally, the PPAR also criticized the Program Document due to broad and 

ambitious goals stated for the project. From the PPAR point of view, all economic and 

social goals outlined in the Program Document were out of the project’s scope and 

neither realistic nor easily measurable. 
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“…the way the objectives are stated in the Program Document is broad 

and somewhat inconsistent in different places. The objectives appear to 

have been overly ambitious given the scale of Brazil’s environmental 

challenges, and the limited size of the World Bank’s program in relation 

(even though for the World Bank the BR Project 1 loan was quite large).” 

(BR Project, PPAR, P. 11) 

Moreover, another issue arising from the Program Document and raised by the 

PPAR was the lack of appropriate and relevant indicators to measure the project’s 

results and outcome. In addition, no baseline data and information were provided in 

the Program Document. These shortcomings made it difficult for evaluators to 

construct a concrete basis for the evaluation of the BR Project. The IEG also blamed 

the World Bank and GoB for developing a weak Program Document without baseline 

data, as well as evaluation indicators.  

“…many of the outcome indicators were unclear, difficult to measure, or 

not directly related to the objectives sought. Moreover, no baseline 

information was collected for the indicators, making measurement of 

outcomes nearly impossible.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 35) 

However, the interactions between the PPAR and BR Project cannot simply be 

described as ‘biased’ or ‘critical’. To provide a better picture of this complicated 

relationship, other relevant prospects were examined, including ‘attribution’ and 

‘discrepancies’. 

Attribution Issues 

As expressed in the above quotes from the PPAR, the issue of ‘attribution’ was 

also raised. Attribution refers to the need to distinguish the achievements of the BR 

Project from other ongoing initiatives, programs, and projects undertaken by the GoB 

during the same timeframe. These attributions issues could be viewed through three 

different angles. Firstly, the PPAR argued that some of Brazil’s environmental 

achievements, such as reducing deforestation in the Amazon rainforest, could not be 

attributed to the BR Project, as this had been achieved through the application of a 

‘command and control’ approach: 
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“Brazil has made significant progress in improving environmental 

sustainability in certain areas - particularly the signal achievement in 

reducing deforestation in the Amazon. There is evidence that this had much 

to do with actions taken by the Brazilian Government, particularly the 

strengthening of “command and control” enforcement measures under the 

PPCD2 program supported by the BR Project.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. xii) 

Secondly, the PPAR also criticized some of Brazil’s environmental 

sustainability achievements, especially those serendipitous outcomes gained after the 

cancellation of phases two and three. According to the PPAR those achievements 

seemed to be achieved due to other projects, and as such should not be considered  

project outcomes: 

“Although the borrower continued with a number of the reforms after the 

BR Project 1 - despite the rest of the series not materializing- this was 

more serendipity than good planning on the part of the Bank, which had 

envisaged a program of three loans over four years.” (BR Project, PPAR, 

P. xii) 

The third angle of attribution issues was the impact and contributions of the 

associated projects and programs that were running at the same time as the BR Project 

time frame. As mentioned previously, in addition to the BR Project, the Brazilian 

government developed a variety of projects, programs, and initiatives regarding 

environmental management between 2000 and 2010. As discussed in the PPAR, it was 

difficult to distinguish the achievements of the BR Project from other associated 

initiatives undertaken by the GoB. This situation was made more complex when I 

noted that the World Bank had funded some of those projects or programs 

independently or bilaterally: 

“There are also issues of attribution. The World Bank has financed 

numerous environmental activities in Brazil over many years, as have 
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bilateral donors and other international organizations.” (BR Project, 

PPAR, P. 8) 

Additionally, the evaluators also realized that some of the project’s achievements 

that had been attributed to the BR Project were gained due to the efforts of other 

associated initiatives: 

“In some cases, states and municipalities already established updated 

agreements based on Law 140; but most states are still in the process of 

adapting their legislations and procedures. There is also some question of 

attribution, as some sources claim that the World Bank-financed Brazil 

National Environmental Project 1 (NEP-1) promoted the establishment of 

the committees before the BR Project.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 17) 

Despite those above-mentioned allegations, the PPAR was unable to 

differentiate the BR Project from other projects’ contributions to Brazil’s 

environmental sustainability agenda. The attribution issue of the BR Project seemed 

to be more controversial, as it was noted that the evaluation of another associated 

project (SEM DPL) was conducted at the same time: 

“Since a number of the policy areas are similar to those under the SEM 

DPL, this PPAR was also motivated by the need to better establish which 

reforms were supported by the BR Project, in order to facilitate the 

determination of attribution of reforms to the SEM DPL in the evaluation 

of that operation.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. ix) 

To understand the attribution challenge in PPAR, it was necessary to examine 

the scope and boundaries of each of these four projects (BR Project, Env TAL, SEM 

DPL, and ARPA). It can be argued that the projects, programs, and initiatives 

developed by the GoB and sponsored by the World Bank suffered from a lack of clear 

boundaries that made it difficult for the evaluators to identify the source of each 

contribution made in the field. For instance, it was not clear in the Program Document 

what the specific contributions of the Env TAL project would be. It was not adequate 

to just mention that this project was a complementary project that provided technical 

support to facilitate implementation of the BR Project. In addition, another associated 
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project —the SEM DPL—shared many common objectives with the BR Project in 

terms of establishing environmental reforms, improving legislative systems, and 

enhancing institutional capacities. The next subject that requires a deep exploration to 

better understand the complex relationship of the PPAR and Program Document is 

‘discrepancies’. 

Discrepancies 

One of the main issues between the PPAR and the Program Document was the 

oversimplification of the relationship between economic growth and environmental 

sustainability set by the BR Project’s Program Document. For instance, the Program 

Document tried to simply state that environmental sustainability elements could cause 

some damage to Brazil’s economic growth and eventually have some social and 

political consequences in the short term; while in the long term it could be a win-win 

solution for Brazil’s endangered ecosystem. However, the PPAR refused this 

simplification and discussed the complexity of social systems and how a major 

economic issue such as a high poverty rate could potentially jeopardize any sustainable 

development program. This oversimplification can be attributed to the mindset and 

approach of the Program Document’s authors, which required a positive and 

encouraging approach. The Program Document had to take an optimistic position to 

justify a USD$2 billion loan to the World Bank Executive. The following quote from 

the PPAR clarifies the very contradictory standpoints of these two major actants of the 

project evaluation: 

“… the Program Document did not directly address the issue of Brazil’s 

high poverty rate at the time. Instead, it puts much more emphasis on the 

tradeoffs – and potential “win-win” opportunities – of economic growth 

and environmental sustainability. It notes that while, in the case of Amazon 

deforestation, for example, the lack of sustainable environmental 

management or pollution controls could bring short-term economic gains, 

negative environmental externalities also entailed significant economic 

and social costs that were not being accounted for.” (BR Project, PPAR, 

P. 7) 

However, the discrepancies between the PPAR and the program document were 

not limited to the above-mentioned issue. Table 4.3 addresses the major discrepancies 
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between these two major actants to provide more in-depth insight regarding their 

relationship. 

Table 4.12. The Discrepancies Between the BR Project’s Program Document and 

PPAR 

Subject The Program Document The PPAR 

Scope Only phase 1 Series of phases 1, 2 and 3 

Objective 

“The principal objective of the 

proposed program is to support Brazil’s 

goal of balancing economic growth with 

social development and the 

maintenance and improvement of 

environmental quality. In line with the 

CAS, the program would contribute to 

the objective of a more sustainable 

Brazil to reduce poverty and achieve a 

higher quality of life for all Brazilians 

in both rural and urban areas. A 

sustainable Brazil will also be a source 

of competitiveness and provide wealth 

for the future.” (P. i) 

“1. Increasing the effectiveness and 

efficiency of Brazil’s environmental 

management system (EMS), 

including a green, brown and blue 

agenda, and  

2. Mainstreaming environmental 

sustainability in selected sector 

policies and programs.” (P. x)  

 

Duration 

“This loan would be the first operation 

in a series of up to three loans over a 

four-year period, possibly totaling US$ 

1.2 billion.” (P. i) 

The PPAR did not mention the 

overall series period. 

Areas of 

Improvement 

“The set of policy and institutional 

reforms supported by the proposed loan 

include: (a) increasing the transparency 

and social control of the environmental 

management system (EMS); (b) 

improving the effectiveness of the EMS 

through better coordination and clearer 

definition of responsibilities among the 

three levels of government; (c) 

increasing the use of economic 

instruments as compared to command-

and-control mechanisms; (4 promoting 

sustainable development in the Amazon 

and the protection of other key 

ecosystems; (e) improving water 

resources management through 

increased decentralization, improved 

local management and increased 

financial autonomy; and promoting the 

upstream inclusion of environmental 

sustainability concerns in sector 

policies and programs, as well as in the 

planning and implementation of major 

development projects.” (P. ii) 

“- Improving the environmental 

management system: 

A. Strengthen the 

environmental management 

system 

B. Improve the green agenda 

C. Improve the brown agenda 

D. Improve the blue agenda 

- Implementing priority programs, 

such as those related to protected 

areas, forestry, water basin 

management and sustainable 

Amazon; and 

- Mainstreaming of environmental 

sustainability across sectors and 

ministries.” (P. 10) 

 

Risks 
“(a) the environmental reform agenda 

is not carried out adequately, that is, 

“…the Program Document did not 

acknowledge any risks associated 
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Subject The Program Document The PPAR 

not in the agreed scope or within the 

expected timeframe; and/or (b) reforms 

are carried out as agreed, but do not 

have the desired impacts in terms of the 

behavioral changes of economic agents, 

environmental quality and natural 

resource conservation.” (P. iii) 

with potential (unintended) adverse 

environmental impacts.” (P. 35) 

Environmental 

Challenges 

“Most obvious “lose-lose” policies 

have been phased out, including 

subsidies with negative impacts on the 

environment. Examples include energy, 

pesticides, and the Amazon fiscal 

incentives conducive to deforestation.” 

(P. 14) 

The PPAR overlooked some of the 

‘lose-lose’ environmental policies, 

such as energy and pesticides 

subsidies. 

Structure 

“In Brazil, there is a “fourth branch” of 

government, both at federal and state 

level, which plays a highly significant 

role in environmental management and 

governance: the “Ministe‘rio Pziblico” 

or Public Prosecutor’s Office, a unique 

institution worldwide. It is independent 

of the other three branches. One of its 

duties is to protect the People’s rights to 

“sound” environmental quality and to 

bring criminal and civil action against 

environmental offenders.” (P. 16) 

The Public Prosecutor’s Office and 

its critical rule in the Brazil’s 

environmental management system 

was totally overlooked in the PPAR. 

Environmental 

Management 

System (EMS) 

The Program Document introduced the 

Brazil’s environmental management 

through the following pillars: 

- Legal framework 

- Decentralization 

- Institutions 

- Instruments 

- Monitoring 

- Financing Mechanisms and Budget 

- Staffing and Salaries 

The PPAR paid a little attention to 

some aspects of Brazil’s EMS, such 

as institutions and monitoring and 

overlooked other areas. 

Government 

Program – 

Environmental 

Reform 

Agenda (PPA 

2004-2007) 

Mega Objective II: “Environmental 

sustainable growth to increase income 

and jobs and to decrease regional 

inequalities. This mega-objective 

represents 33 percent of the overall 

federal budget. It comprises the 

infrastructure, production, agrarian, 

information and knowledge, and 

environment. The resources allocated to 

the Environment Ministry represents 0.3 

percent of the budget of this mega-

objective.” (P. 26) 

The PPAR paid little attention to 

Brazil’s multi-year plan (2004-2007) 

and its second mega objective, which 

emphasizes on the environmental 

sustainability. 
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The scope of the project evaluation was a major source of conflict between the 

IEG and other key actants of the evaluation network. While phase 1 was clearly 

mentioned as the project scope in the Program Document, the PPAR emphasized the 

series of phase 1, 2, and 3 as the evaluation scope. The objective of the project 

illustrated in the Program Document was very broad, ambitious, and unrealistic (as 

discussed by the evaluators). Thus, it was scrutinized and made more specific in the 

PPAR to facilitate measurement and evaluation of the project achievements. It can be 

implied from the Program Document that the loan was planned for a period of four 

years (all series), while the PPAR did not mention the overall series period. The areas 

of improvement in the Program Document were very broad and ambitious due to the 

influence of the initial objective. However, the PPAR tried to provide more specific 

and measurable areas of improvement through scrutinized project objectives. While 

high-level risks of the project were discussed in the Program Document, the PPAR 

contended a lack of focus on the project risks in the Program Document. The Program 

Document discussed some of the Brazil’s ‘lose-lose’ environmental policies, which 

had been overlooked throughout the PPAR. In addition, the PPAR only focused on 

Brazil’s governmental sectors, such as council, state, and federal governments, and 

overlooked the role of the public prosecutor, which plays a critical role in the 

environmental management system. Moreover, the focus of the PPAR on the Brazilian 

environmental management system was not comprehensive and only limited to 

specific areas, such as institutions and monitoring. Furthermore, the PPAR paid little 

attention to the Brazilian multi-year plan, which focused on environmental 

sustainability. This evidence demonstrates how the PPAR failed to provide an 

encompassing perspective around the efficiency and effectiveness of the BR Project’s 

implementation. 

Another disagreement between the PPAR and the Program Document was the 

direct influence of an environmental sustainability program and the BR Project on 

poverty reduction. This challenge could also be analyzed from the ‘attribution’ point 

of view, which makes it difficult to distinguish progress to defeat poverty from many 

other social, economic, political, and environmental elements. Furthermore, this 

conflict demonstrates to what extent the contributors of the Program Document tried 

to sell the BR Project to the decision makers in Brazil and the World Bank headquarters 

in Washington D.C. as a versatile (or all in one) solution. 
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“Although it did not discuss poverty reduction goals, the Program 

Document did postulate that improved environmental management would 

“primarily accrue to the poor”, and that “economic growth would, in most 

cases, help address some of these problems more easily.” … The Program 

Document highlighted that the BR Project would therefore “[strengthen] 

Brazil’s environmental management system while supporting growth 

strategies.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 8) 

As can be understood from the above quote, the Program Document tried to 

demonstrate a positive relationship between improved environmental sustainability 

and poverty reduction, which the PPAR stated could not be achieved through a single 

project. The PPAR also argued that even if the project could contribute to economic 

growth and reducing poverty, it would be extremely hard to evaluate and prove it. 

Thus, the PPAR simply refused the claim as an out of scope and ambitious target. The 

final discrepancy between the Program Document and PPAR was their scope. 

Although the project was initially planned for a series of three phases, the scope of the 

Program Document only covered phase 1. Considering the cancelation of phases 2 and 

3 by the GoB, it can be argued that both the World Bank regional office in Brasilia and 

officials in the Brazilian government were in agreement to only implement phase 1 

and terminate the project early. This coordination cannot be understood without 

considering the external factors, such as politics and changes in the Brazilian 

government and parliament, changes in Brazil’s financial policies, and changes in 

administrative practices, such as the decentralization strategy. The decentralization 

policy aims to give the federal government more authority and freedom of choice to 

enhance their own funding capabilities from internal and external resources.  

In summary, despite the ups and downs in the complex relationship between the 

PPAR and the Program Document, it could be categorized as an ‘incestuous’ 

relationship. An incestuous relationship refers to a kind of parent-child relationship 

between two actants that avoids strict criticism of each other due to genetic and 

emotional dependencies. The relationship between the PPAR and the Program 

Document can be seen as incestuous because the content of the Program Document 

significantly influenced the evaluation outcome and helped the IEG evaluators to 

clarify the BR Project’s objectives, scope, and action plans. The Program Document 

was fairly successful in shedding some light on the implicit prospects of the BR Project 
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and had some insights to follow up. It can be suggested that the PPAR built its 

rationale, arguments, and judgments based on a variety of facts provided in the 

Program Document.  

However, the complex environment of project evaluation could not be unpacked 

by only exploring the mutual relationship between the PPAR and the Program 

Document. As such, the project’s ICR is discussed in the following section. 

4.3.4 The BR Project Simplified Implementation Completion and Results report 

(ICR): The controversial story 

Earlier in this narrative, I stated that the World Bank has developed an internal 

evaluation practice that is also called ‘self-evaluation’. According to the Bank’s self-

evaluation guidelines, the responsible Bank department collects evidence, data, and 

facts at the end of each project or phase. The collected data is then analyzed and 

reported to the World Bank executives and other key stakeholders, such as borrowers, 

donors, etc. The outcome of the Bank’s self-evaluation process is concluded in a 

document called the ‘Implementation Completions and Results’ report or ‘ICR’. This 

document is prepared by the team that was also responsible for the project’s 

development, which is why it may be biased in favor of the project and its results. This 

section explores the mutual relationship between the main actor of this narrative 

(PPAR) with this document (simplified ICR). However, if the outcome is the ‘ICR’, 

then what is a ‘simplified ICR’? The term ‘simplified’ has triggered an endless 

confrontation between IEG and the World Bank that was reflected not only in the 

PPAR, but also in the Bank’s management response. The PPAR strongly criticized the 

World Bank’s decision to not prepare a full and comprehensive ICR and refused the 

justification declared in their documents. It can be suggested that the IEG evaluators 

were not satisfied with the Bank’s approach toward the self-evaluation practice: 

“At the time the first loan closed in December 2004, the practice was to 

prepare a brief “simplified” Implementation Completion and Results 

(ICR) report  after each operation in a programmatic series of policy 

loans, and a full ICR only at the end of the series. The Bank produced a 

Simplified ICR for BR Project 1, dated June 29, 2005, with only six pages 

of main text. However, the planned second and third loans never 
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materialized and the series eventually lapsed, yet the Bank did not 

complete the required full ICR.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. ix) 

As can be seen, the World Bank refers to the cancellation of project’s phases 2 

and 3 as an excuse for not preparing the full ICR. It seems that the Bank’s interpretation 

was that with only one phase there was no series in place and when there was no series, 

a full ICR was no longer warranted. The PPAR did not clarify who specifically made 

this decision from the World Bank’s side, as such, it could have been the Bank’s 

regional manager in Brasilia, the self-evaluation department manager, or the Bank’s 

executive directors. However, the evidence shows that this decision had the full 

support of the Bank’s senior managers: 

“A full ICR for the whole series would have added limited value to the 

information already provided in the Simplified ICR. Given the on-going 

dialogue, decisions and oversight in this area, Management strongly 

disagree that supervision of the BR Project was Unsatisfactory.” (BR 

Project, PPAR, P. xvi) 

As can be seen, the PPAR cited the lack of a full and comprehensive ICR to 

support its ‘unsatisfactory’ assessment of the Bank’s supervision of the project. 

However, the World Bank asserted that the simplified ICR provided enough 

information to assess the project’s outcome against its objectives, as well as other 

criteria, such as impact, sustainability, borrower performance, etc. However, the PPAR 

strongly disagreed. The first impression regarding this controversy is the lack of access 

to high quality data, facts, and evidence to better conduct the evaluation process. This 

argument is supported by several parts of the PPAR blaming the Bank for providing 

only a six page ICR report with substantial overlap with the Program Document. 

Additionally, the PPAR also referred to the World Bank’s Operation Policy and 

Country Services to augment their stand in this political battle: 

“World Bank BP 8.60, which governs development policy lending, states: 

“The task team prepares an ICR on completion of an operation. For 

programmatic development policy lending, an ICR is prepared on 

completion of the program and includes a separate assessment of the 
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contribution of each individual operation to the program”. (World Bank 

OPCS)” (BR Project, PPAR, P. ix) 

What was the other course of action undertaken by the IEG evaluators to tackle 

this issue? The PPAR document states that the IEG did not just passively criticize the 

Bank for poor monitoring and supervision. In addition, they also took a more proactive 

approach by evaluating the self-evaluation process of the World Bank. To achieve this, 

the IEG evaluators critically reviewed the outcome of the World Bank’s self-

evaluation process conducted two years after the project completion and almost one 

decade before the PPAR’s development. Thus, it can be argued that another pillar was 

added to the task of the IEG team and that was the evaluation of the evaluation process, 

also called a ‘meta-evaluation’. Unfortunately, the World Bank and IEG’s documents 

do not comment on the evaluation of the evaluators and do not make clear who was 

responsible for this critical task. However, the IEG evaluated the quality of the World 

Bank’s self-evaluation outcome as ‘unsatisfactory’ and marked the project’s outcome 

as ‘not rated’ due to a lack of information. To fill this gap, the IEG recommended a 

PPAR to gather additional information and address the areas that could not be 

adequately investigated.  

Thus, as can be inferred, the development of the PPAR for the BR Project was 

the recommendation of IEG evaluators in their critical review on the WB’s self-

evaluation report. However, it is not clear why it took around a decade to accomplish 

this task. Unfortunately, the PPAR did not discuss the possible reasons for this lag and 

this investigation did not reveal anything other than three speculations. One scenario, 

with the highest probability, could be a ‘technical’ reason, which reflects the need for 

having enough time to evaluate the long-term outcomes of the project, such as its 

impact, sustainability, etc. The second reason could be ‘political’ in relation to the 

complex relationship between the World Bank, IEG, and GoB. The third reason, with 

the least possibility, could be the ‘bureaucracy’ of an approval process for the PPAR.  

As mentioned earlier, the IEG evaluators blamed their bosses at the World Bank 

for not preparing a full ICR following project completion, unlike what is prescribed in 

the World Bank evaluation policy. However, the World Bank officials who were 

responsible for a full ICR also referred to the evaluation policy to justify their position 

regarding this issue. Thus, it can be argued that both IEG and WB referred to the same 
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silent actant (the evaluation guidelines) to justify their positions, again demonstrating 

how different interpretations of a silent actant such as the evaluation procedures and 

policies can be a source of critical arguments between other major actants, such as the 

WB and GoB, who each wished to be the spokesperson of that silent actant. In this 

case, the IEG evaluators and the World Bank authorities competed against each other 

to hold this position and force the other party to compromise. This political argument 

was another reason that undermined the professional efforts undertaken by major 

actants, including the World Bank team and the GoB, and increased the complexity of 

evaluation environment. 

In summary, it should be noted that the relationship between the PPAR and the 

simplified ICR could be categorized as ‘disruptive’ due to the many challenges that 

occurred as a result of not preparing a full ICR. A disruptive relationship is the opposite 

of a constructive relationship and refers to the relationship between two actants that is 

controversial, challenging, and unproductive. In reality, it would not be wise to expect 

a fair, unbiased, and enriched source of information from a self-evaluation document 

that is developed by the project team. Hence, exploring this relationship unfolded some 

other aspects of the complex environment of project evaluation. To grasp the overall 

picture of this narrative, further examination of the relationships between the other 

major actants with the PPAR is required. As such, the following section discusses the 

BR Project Policy Matrix. 

4.3.5 The BR Project Development Policy Matrix: The mini-bible 

The Policy Matrix was initially developed in 2002, two years before the approval 

and implementation of the BR Project. As such, I considered this document to be a 

‘mini-bible’ because it summarizes the key component of the BR project, such as the 

objectives, scope, policy areas, action plans, and outcome indicators into a single 

matrix. Thus, it can be argued that this mini-bible is a sophisticated summary version 

of the Program Document to facilitate tracking the project’s performance and outcome. 

The PPAR acknowledged a long-term engagement of the World Bank team in regards 

to environmental policy reform agenda with the borrower (GoB) that led to the 

development of the BR Project. Thus, it can be argued that this collaboration between 

the WB and GoB facilitated the development of the ‘business case’ for a billion-dollar 

project, sponsored by the World Bank and initiated by the government of Brazil. The 

Policy Matrix was later added to the Program Document as an appendix and played a 
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critical role in defining the project’s scope and objectives. The reason I consider this 

document to be a major actant of the evaluation practice relates to its fundamental role 

in both the Program Document and the PPAR. According to the Program Document, 

the Policy Matrix is the foundation of the project, with all of the other components of 

the program shaped around it. There are also many aspects of this document in the 

PPAR, which made it a major actant of this analysis: 

“The original objectives of the BR Project program, as stated in the 

Program Document –that is, “to support Brazil’s goal of balancing 

economic growth with social development and the maintenance and 

improvement of environmental quality”- were too broad and imprecise to 

be linked directly to the actions and intermediate outcomes of the series, 

which is why the objectives inferred from the Policy Matrix are being used 

for the purposes of this evaluation. The program logic is represented by 

the Policy Matrix developed for the BR Project 1 Program Document.” 

(BR Project, PPAR, P. 14) 

To better perceive the significant role of the Policy Matrix in the project 

evaluation process, it is necessary to know how the IEG evaluators highlighted this 

document in the PPAR. First of all, the authors of the IEG review referred to the Policy 

Matrix to scrutinize the project objectives. They emphasized that the project objectives 

elaborated in the Policy Matrix were more evaluable than the statements in the 

Program Document. Thus, they were chosen as the relevant objectives in the 

evaluation process, which led to development of the PPAR. This shows how the Policy 

Matrix moderated the perceptions of the IEG evaluators from the project objectives: 

“The key to understanding the design and intended program logic for any 

DPL3 is the Policy Matrix. For the BR Project, the Policy Matrix from the 

World Bank’s Program Document is reproduced in Annex B.” (BR 

Project, PPAR, P. 11) 

As can be seen, the Policy Matrix was used to better understand the project’s 

goals and objectives, while the Program Document suffered from a lack of clarity and 
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ambiguity. However, the relationship between the PPAR and the Policy Matrix is not 

as straightforward as it seems. The IEG evaluators criticized the authors of the Policy 

Matrix (a joint team from the World Bank regional office in Brasilia and GoB officials 

in the Ministry of Environment and Ministry of Finance) for the shortcomings of the 

document from different perspectives: 

“The design of the BR Project Policy Matrix in most cases did not respond 

to one of the primary justifications for the operation given in the Program 

Document: increasing the use of economic instruments as compared to 

command-and-control mechanisms.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 35) 

The other major objection discussed in the PPAR was the lack of measurable 

indicators in the Policy Matrix: 

“Many of the expected outcome indicators in the Policy Matrix were either 

unclear, difficult to measure, or not directly related to the objectives 

sought.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 38) 

Despite some critiques made in the PPAR regarding the quality of the Policy 

Matrix, the relationship between these two actants can be categorized as 

‘instrumental’. This instrumental relationship means that the Policy Matrix positively 

influenced the evaluators’ perception of the project scope, goals, and objectives. 

Hence, exploring the interactions of the PPAR and Policy Matrix was helpful to unfold 

some aspects of the evaluation logic, so as to envision the big picture. Thus, further 

investigation into the relationships between the PPAR and other major actants of the 

evaluation practice was required. The following section discusses the strategic level 

and explores the context in which the BR Project was created. 

4.3.6 Country Assistance Strategy (CAS) for the Brazil: The vision statement 

Thus far, five major actants of the evaluation process have been introduced and 

their interactions with the PPAR as the focal actant of the emerging evaluation network 

have been explained. All six actants have one key feature in common, their level of 

engagement with the organizational levels. Not surprisingly, they were all confined 

within the project boundaries. However, not all of the major actants of an evaluation 

network share the same characteristics. To better understand the logic behind the 
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evaluation practice, it is necessary to broaden this view and consider the actants 

beyond the project’s boundaries. One of those actants that significantly impacted the 

project evaluation is the Country Assistance Strategy or CAS. The World Bank has 

committed itself to periodically developing and reviewing a strategic framework for 

each country borrowing from its financial resources. The CAS framework highlights 

the development for each country and how the World Bank’s funds and support can 

assist borrowers to achieve them. The CAS is the most important country-level 

document provided by the World Bank, usually covering a four-year period. 

The World Bank uses the CAS to link a country’s development priorities to the 

Bank’s projects, programs, and initiatives. This document is supposed to align the 

Bank and borrower’s efforts, money, and energy with the prospected strategies. There 

are two pillars where the influence of the CAS on the BR Project can be investigated. 

The first pillar is the impact of those strategies elaborated in the CAS on the project 

justification and definition. The second aspect explores how the PPAR addresses the 

strategic status of the project in the evaluation process. This section focusses on the 

second angle, as this the narrative is based on the interactions of major actants with the 

focal actant (PPAR), not the Program Document. 

The first step towards exploring the relationship between the PPAR and CAS is 

to know who specifically developed the CAS for the Bank. According to Brazil’s CAS, 

this document is the outcome of a team working effort between the World Bank’s 

Brazil team and individuals from the Brazil’s public and private sectors, as well as 

civil societies. That is why the World Bank refers to the document as a product of a 

‘participatory’ process. There is no doubt that some of the individuals who were 

involved with the development of the BR Project could be part of that process. 

However, having resources in common does not necessarily mean that the project is 

totally aligned with the strategies outlined in the CAS. Thus, the key task of the IEG 

evaluators was to assess this alignment and evaluate the strategic status of the project 

and its outcomes against Brazil’s CAS. 

The title of Brazil’s CAS for the period of 2003-2007 (at the time the BR Project 

was approved) was “A More Equitable, Sustainable, and Competitive Brazil” (World 

Bank, 2003). As can be implied from this title, ‘sustainability’ was central in the CAS, 

as the report states that environmental vulnerabilities were among the most significant 

risks facing the country at the time; and in that context, concluded that “growth must 
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be generated with equity and sustainability”. The term ‘sustainability’ also refers to a 

historical World Summit on Environment and Development that was held in Rio de 

Janeiro on 1992, which adopted the concept of ‘sustainable development’. The 2003-

2007 CAS specifically mentions a “Sustainable Development Programmatic Reform 

Loan Series” as one of the initiatives requested by the GoB that the World Bank 

planned to support under the sustainability dimension. Thus, as can be seen, the CAS 

foresaw a need for the BR Project to assist Brazil in achieving its strategic goals and 

objectives in terms of an equitable, sustainable, and competitive Brazil. The PPAR 

reflected on this matter and evaluated how the project’s plan aligned with and was 

relevant to the CAS and other strategic measures, such as Brazil’s priorities and its 

Multi-Year Plan. Overall, the relationship between the PPAR and CAS could be 

classified as ‘constructive’. 

4.3.7 The Technical Assistance Loan (Env TAL): The AID Project 

This project was developed by the World Bank to accompany the BR Project 

and provide technical assistance support through research, studies, workshops, 

training, and other capacity-building activities. The aim of this project was to empower 

the team members from Brazil’s governmental sectors at federal, state, and municipal 

levels to enhance the chance of the project’s success: 

“…the separate Env TAL operation that was intended to accompany the 

BR Project series was designed in part to provide monitoring and 

evaluation of policy actions under the BR Project. As part of that effort, 

the Brazilian government coordination unit for the Env TAL maintained a 

system to track the achievement of actions planned under the BR Project.” 

(BR Project, PPAR, P. 9) 

However, the Env TAL (the AID Project henceforth) became effective in 2006, 

nearly two years after approval for the BR Project. This lag dramatically reduced the 

efficacy and effectiveness of this project and curbed its influence on the BR Project’s 

implementation. 

According to the PPAR, the main criticism was the lack of appropriate overlap 

between the BR Project and the AID Project, which consequently affected both 
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projects, particularly the BR Project. It seems that the IEG evaluators considered this 

issue in their investigation and believed that the GoB resisted this supportive project: 

“The Brazilian Government also reportedly resisted the associated Env 

TAL loan. Although there were strong arguments for the need for technical 

assistance to the Government to help with designing the reforms agreed 

under the Env PRL series, interviews with both World Bank and 

Government staff indicate that Brazil was hesitant to borrow for technical 

assistance. This was in part responsible for the significant delay in 

effectiveness of the loan, and the uneven implementation once effective.” 

(BR Project, PPAR, P. 38) 

Unfortunately, the IEG evaluators did not take any serious action to investigate 

the possible reasons for the GoB postponing the AID Project. Thus, I explored the 

WB’s documents regarding the AID Project to understand the source(s) of resistance 

from the GoB’s perspective. This investigation revealed that the World Bank’s Board 

approved the AID Project nearly 10 months after the closure of the BR Project’s first 

phase. According to the Bank’s documents, the main focus of the AID Project was to 

support the implementation of the BR Project’s phase 2, which was later cancelled by 

the GoB. However, the AID Project was effective almost a year after approval and 

helped the GoB to recover part of the loss that occurred due to cancellation of the BR 

Project’s phases 2 and 3. Thus, it can be speculated that the GoB intended to cancel 

phases 2 and 3 from the beginning of the project, which is why they resisted 

operationalizing the AID Project. However, they decided to carry out the AID Project 

after facing technical and managerial challenges and roadblocks in the implementation 

of the BR Project. 

As mentioned in the PPAR, the AID Project was terminated in 2011, after around 

six years supporting Brazil’s environmental reforms, which means that the AID project 

continued to provide technical assistance for the government even after the 

cancellation of phases two and three of the BR Project. This continuity provided an 

opportunity for the IEG evaluators to collect more facts and information regarding the 

BR Project’s outcomes and results, which they referred to as “intermediate results”. 

One source of information related to the AID Project that was used by the IEG 

evaluators for the BR Project was the ICR provided by the project team. As can be 
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seen from the PPAR, the ICR for the AID Project provided better insight to capture a 

more realistic approach towards the BR Project outcomes: 

“According to the ICR for the Env TAL (p. 33), the “medium term” policy 

action on training of staff was fully achieved: 885 new IBAMA and ICMBio 

environmental analysts were trained with excellent results, in cooperation 

with the Env TAL.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 18) 

Another component of the AID Project used by the IEG evaluators to better 

understand the BR Project’s performance was an Excel spreadsheet developed and 

updated as part of the AID Project. This monitoring spreadsheet was very helpful in 

monitoring the BR Project and its achievements. Thus, it can be understood that the 

artifacts developed as part of the AID Project assisted the IEG evaluators to shed some 

light on the dark side of the BR Project that its own documents intentionally or 

unintentionally were unable to accomplish. As a result of this enlightenment, it can be 

argued that the AID Project not only provided technical support for the BR Project 

management team, but also assisted the IEG evaluators to better explore the outcomes 

of the project: 

“With regard to mainstreaming environmental concerns in the sanitation 

sector, the Env TAL spreadsheet for monitoring the BR Project reports 

achievements on activities related to this policy area.” (BR Project, PPAR, 

P. 28) 

However, the influence of the AID Project on the PPAR was not limited to 

providing supportive information and facts. It can be argued that the successful 

implementation of the AID Project modified the evaluators view regarding the BR 

Project outcome: 

“The second and third operations in the BR Project series did not 

materialize as planned, but thanks to the impetus given to the reform 

agenda by the BR Project 1 and the follow-up and technical support 

provided through the Env TAL, many of the reforms continued and made 

important contributions to improved environmental management and 

mainstreaming of sustainability in Brazil.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 33) 
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As can be seen, the AID Project also played the role of moderator, where its role 

eventually changed from supportive to a modifier actant in the evaluation network. 

The example of the AID Project demonstrates how different actants can gradually 

change their role to influence other actants, especially the focal actant (the PPAR in 

this narrative), which includes their perception, judgment, and understanding of each 

other. This argument is explored further in the section about mapping the evaluation 

network. 

In summary, it can be argued the supportive relationship between the PPAR and 

the AID Project can be categorized as ‘constructive’ due to the positive and 

contributive influence of this project on the focal actant. The AID Project was not only 

a great technical support for the implementation of the BR Project, but also an 

illuminator for the IEG evaluators that facilitated the fact-finding process. This project 

and its associated documents and outcome assisted the evaluators to shed some light 

on the dark side of the BR Project to provide a more factual and fair approach toward 

the project.  

The two following sections probe two of Brazil’s governmental ministries: the 

Ministry of Environment and Ministry of Finance, to better understand their 

relationships with the PPAR.  

4.3.8 Ministry of Environment (MMA): The ‘Toddler’ 

The Ministry of Environment was established in 1993, nearly a decade before 

the creation of the BR Project. For this reason, it is referred to as the ‘Toddler’ in this 

thesis, a governmental agency that has recently been established to further the Brazil’s 

environmental agenda. The Ministry of Environment (the Toddler henceforth) played 

a central role in the implementation of the BR Project, which was the central recipient 

of resources from the WB with the cooperation of the Ministry of Finance. The Toddler 

played a critical role in establishing institutional cooperation between different 

governmental agencies and advancing the GoB’s environmental sustainability agenda. 

The BR Project also helped the Toddler to enhance its engagement with other 

government agencies, such as the Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Agrarian 

Development, and Ministry of Mining and Energy. 

However, a wider perspective is required to better understand the relationship 

between the PPAR and the Toddler. Firstly, this department was the main 
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governmental agency in charge of the BR Project development and implementation. 

Thus, it can be inferred from this responsibility that the Toddler was the major actant 

of the project network, with a great deal of interest in, and accountability for, the 

project’s gains and losses. Secondly, the IEG evaluators relied on the contribution of 

the Toddler during the evaluation process, including preparation, implementation, and 

representation. In the preparation stage, the Toddler provided information and facts 

through documents, reports, etc., to assist evaluators to obtain the overall picture. The 

IEG evaluators also interviewed the Toddler’s key members during the 

implementation stage to fill their knowledge gap. The Toddler was also involved in 

the representation stage of the evaluation process via providing comments and 

feedback on the draft version of the PPAR. The Toddler also collaborated with the 

Ministry of Finance for the preparation of the borrower’s response to the final PPAR. 

As can be seen, the Toddler potentially influenced the PPAR throughout the evaluation 

process from beginning to end. Although the IEG evaluators may have had full 

authority to plan and perform the evaluation activities based upon the evaluation 

policies and guidelines, there were some other actants, such as the Toddler, that could 

affect the details such as criteria, outcome, etc. Thus, it can be argued that the authors 

of the PPAR—the IEG evaluators in this narrative—were not the sole actants who 

could determine the evaluation logic. There were also some other major actants—such 

as the Toddler in this narrative—who could potentially advance their agenda and 

influence the evaluation logic, process, and outcome. 

On the other hand, the PPAR could also significantly influence the Toddler and 

its image within the Brazilian government and environmental communities. From this 

perspective, the Toddler is considered one of the major audiences of the PPAR that 

would be affected by the outcome of the report. Thus, the PPAR was a very important 

document that could potentially reinforce dramatic changes in the Toddler’s structure, 

procedures, policies, strategies, and members. To modify its negative impacts and 

signify its positive influences, the Toddler had to be actively involved in the evaluation 

process. The Toddler was actively engaged in the process of project evaluation by 

providing information, documents, reports, etc., and providing feedback on the initial 

versions of the PPAR. Furthermore, it can be argued that the Toddler’s senior 

executives were concerned with the outcome of the evaluation process, as it could 

potentially damage their image with variety of negative consequences within the 
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government, media, and public opinion. There were also some international 

implications, as both the World Bank and GoB treated this project as a pilot 

environmental reform project. However, it would make sense that the Toddler would 

mobilize its resources and capabilities to make a direct and indirect impact on the 

evaluation process. This impact could span from the data collection activities, 

including document reviews and interviews with the key actants, as well as 

interference with the evaluators’ conclusion and representation. As can be inferred, the 

importance of the PPAR for the future of the Toddler augmented their interest to be 

actively engaged in the evaluation practice. 

According to the PPAR, the Toddler benefitted from the BR Project by 

enhancing their status in the environmental management agendas: 

“Key informants confirmed that the BR Project served as an important tool 

to strengthen the bargaining position of the Ministry of Environment and 

get them a seat at the table with key ministries such as Finance and 

Planning, who would have to approve any increase in budgets or staffing 

levels.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 18) 

The PPAR states that this achievement was considered part of the project’s main 

objectives that were supposed to mainstream the environmental sustainability agenda 

among the Brazilian government. This achievement would be highlighted when the 

PPAR referred to the Toddler’s status before the BR Project implementation: 

“The situation before the operation was described as one where the 

Ministry of Environment was relatively weak, understaffed, and with low 

capacity to implement its mandate. There were only about 100 people total 

working for the Federal Ministry of Environment, and there were no 

career paths for environmental specialists or environmental managers.” 

(BR Project, PPAR, P. 18) 

In summary, it can be argued that the relationship between the WB and the 

Toddler could be classified as ‘reciprocal’, with both actants having a close 

relationship prior to, during, and after evaluation process. Their relationship is ‘too’ 

reciprocal, in the sense that it was in the best interest of both the Toddler and the WB 

to say that everything went very well in the project. This is a significant issue for the 
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evaluation process, as it could potentially force the evaluators (IEG in this case) to 

provide false results to satisfy the major actants’ interests. This would be completely 

against the formal evaluation logic, which is independently exploring the project’s 

facts and evidence, genuinely evaluating the project, and frankly representing the 

outcome. Hence, both the Toddler and WB benefitted from each other to advance their 

agenda. According the PPAR, the ‘borrower performance’ represented by the Toddler 

was evaluated ‘moderately satisfactory’.  

As mentioned previously, the Toddler was not the only governmental entity 

involved with the BR Project and its evaluation. The following section examines the 

relationship of the Ministry of Finance with the PPAR and explains why this 

department was the main correspondent party for the project, not the MMA.  

4.3.9 Ministry of Finance: The ‘Godfather’ 

The Ministry of Finance represents the GoB with the collaborative international 

funding initiatives. This government agency plays the role of financial hub, which 

receives funds and resources from the internal and external entities and distributes 

them amongst other governmental agencies, such as the Toddler. Due to its role as the 

major actant in the government it is referred to as the ‘Godfather’ in this thesis. Given 

the nature of the BR Project, this agency was indirectly involved with the authorship 

of the PPAR by providing information, data, and documents throughout the evaluation 

process from preparation to representation. However, the role of the ‘Godfather’ in 

this project was to support the Toddler to successfully implement the project’s tasks 

and activities within diverse governmental agencies and at all three state and municipal 

levels. Thus, it can be argued that while the Toddler was the principal actant to perform 

the technical tasks, the Godfather distributed the financial resources received from the 

WB to advance the project agenda throughout the GoB. However, reading between the 

lines of the PPAR revealed that the Godfather was not limited to only being the 

project’s funding distributor: 

“But in interviews, IEG was told that there were problems with the large-

scale hiring that took place. Many of those eventually hired were 

reportedly government employees from other agencies (for example, 

Ministry of Finance) who had been furloughed due to budget cuts, and who 

were given priority in the hiring process, despite in many cases having no 
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experience or education relevant to the environment.” (BR Project, PPAR, 

P. 19) 

As can be seen, the PPAR blamed the Ministry of Finance for occupying the 

vacancies in the Toddler through its furloughed employees. This behavior could be 

interpreted as a manipulation of the Toddler by taking advantage of being responsible 

in the BR Project and having a leading role in the implementation process. This 

approach could potentially damage the project’s outcome as capable and competent 

human capital is key to advancing any new agenda and implementing reforms. Thus, 

some of the project’s shortcomings could be attributed to the Godfather’s surplus 

employees, which were recruited by the Toddler without satisfying the required 

competencies. However, this issue is not the only challenge raised by the PPAR in 

regards to this department. The Godfather refused the majority of the PPAR critiques 

raised by the IEG evaluators in their expansive ‘Borrower Comments’, labeling them 

with expressions such as ‘inaccurate’, ‘incorrect’, and ‘misleading’. One of the main 

reasons for the Godfather’s disagreement with the IEG was the nearly decade long lag 

between the project’s implementation and evaluation. In their remarks, this lag led the 

IEG evaluators to interview individuals in different governmental sectors who had 

little knowledge regarding the BR Project. However, this investigation revealed that 

most of the persons from the World Bank team that were interviewed by the IEG were 

the former authorities involved in the BR Project. In addition, the evaluators also met 

with the former program coordinator from the Toddler who was responsible for the 

project implementation. One other reason that could be interpreted as the source of 

disagreement between the Godfather and the IEG is their different approaches toward 

the concepts of advantage, benefit, etc. For instance, the cancellation of the project’s 

phases two and three could be explored via both ‘effectiveness’ and ‘cost-

effectiveness’ approaches. In the effectiveness approach, the cost of achieving goals is 

missing, while in the cost-effectiveness approach, the cost incorporated with the 

achieved goals should be considered. The GoB justified their decision to cancel phases 

two and three by considering the cost-effectiveness approach, while the IEG only 

referred to the effectiveness aspect of the project. 

According to their remarks in the Borrower Comments it can be said that the 

Ministry of Finance was Brazil’s representative in the BR Project, and they took 

responsibility for defending the GoB from the accusations made by the IEG evaluators. 
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The reason could be a lack of competency on the Toddler side due to its immaturity 

and low experience in dealing with such political games with international entities. 

This representation also justifies why I refer to this actant as the ‘Godfather’ of the 

evaluation network. The Godfather was the actant that could impose itself as the 

spokesperson of other actants in the battle between key players. However, the basic 

requirement in order to be able to represent an organization is legitimacy. It would 

appear that the Godfather took advantage of officially being the core entity in the 

project development to insert itself as the spokesperson of the evaluation network. A 

spokesperson that not only defended its performance against the accusations raised by 

the IEG, but also justified the poor performance of other major actants of the network, 

such as the Toddler, associated projects, the authors of the project’s bible, etc. 

In conclusion, it can be argued that the relationship between the PPAR and the 

Godfather could be classified as ‘defensive’ due to the Godfather assuming the role of 

‘spokesperson’ to represent the GoB and its incorporated agencies in the project. The 

Godfather used the benefit of being the core actant in the project implementation phase 

to marginalize the Toddler and represent all of the Brazilian actants in the evaluation 

network. That is why the Godfather signed the ‘Borrower Comments’ not the Toddler. 

However, it is mentioned that the Toddler was also incorporated within the analysis of 

the draft PPAR and preparing the response. 

The following section explores the relationship between the PPAR and the other 

associated project of BR Project in the environmental management agenda, SEM DPL, 

referred to in this thesis as the ‘Twin’. 

4.3.10 Brazil Development Policy Loan for Sustainable Environmental 

Management: The Twin 

The First Programmatic Development Policy Loan for Sustainable 

Environmental Management (SEM DPL) (the Twin henceforth) was designed as a 

programmatic series of two loans to the GoB for a total of approximately US$2 billion, 

the largest single loan the World Bank has ever made to Brazil. The objectives for the 

Twin series were to support the GoB’s concerted efforts to strengthen environmental 

management, with particular attention to improvements in the overall environmental 

management system; sustainable management of agricultural lands, forests, and water 

resources; reduction of deforestation in the Amazon; reduction of the environmental 

degradation of land and water resources that are key determinants of the well-being of 
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the poor; and promotion of renewable energy (World Bank, 2015). As can be seen 

from the project description, the overlap between the BR Project and the Twin can be 

seen from data, even though the focus of the BR Project was primarily environmental 

laws and legislation, as well as institutionalization; while the Twin concentrated on 

practical improvement of Brazil’s environmental system, such as providing 

infrastructure and facilities to combat deforestation, improving water quality and 

sanitation, and renewable energy. Furthermore, this investigation revealed that in 

comparison to the BR Project, the outcome indicators of the Twin project were more 

objective and measurable. This improvement could be attributed to lessons learned 

from the implementation and assessment of the BR Project and its contribution to 

future projects, such as the Twin. 

The performance and results of the BR Project were the key concerns of both the 

World Bank and the GoB, as they could influence the design and implementation of 

the Twin project, which was initiated nearly five years after the BR Project’s 

termination. However, the evaluation of both projects was conducted during the same 

period (2013) and with the same task leader (head evaluator). The simultaneous 

approach towards the evaluation of these two associated projects diminished the 

potential positive impacts of the BR Project lessons learned for the Twin project. This 

issue could be one of the shortcomings of the World Bank and IEG evaluation 

approach, which reduces the chance of improving the performance of the associated 

projects through modification of the evaluation timetable. 

However, considering the above-mentioned issue, it can be hypothesized that the 

WB had little concern for generating and disseminating the lessons learned from the 

BR project. Despite the rhetoric of the WB in the PPAR and their evaluation policies 

and procedures, the main logic of evaluation was to maintain the confidence of the 

Bank’s shareholders. This message to the shareholders and other entities interested in 

the projects’ outcome, such as governments, the media, and public opinion was 

deemed better to be sent through a so-called an ‘independent’ evaluation team (IEG in 

this narrative). Contrary to the selected name for this evaluation entity, the evaluators 

could not be fully independent due to their organizational relationship with the World 

Bank. That is why a genuine and reliable outcome out of this evaluation process could 

not be expected, which sheds light on the shortcomings of the project and provides a 

smoother pathway for future projects. 
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As mentioned previously, these two projects (the BR Project and the Twin) were 

evaluated by the IEG during the same time period and by the same team, and one of 

the major challenges of the evaluators was the attribution issue. This issue was difficult 

to manage as both projects shared a lot of common interests and overlap in design, 

scope, goals, and implementation strategies: 

“Since a number of the policy areas are similar to those under the SEM 

DPL, this PPAR was also motivated by the need to better establish which 

reforms were supported by the BR Project, in order to facilitate the 

determination of attribution of reforms to the SEM DPL in the evaluation 

of that operation.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. ix) 

Despite the IEG’s efforts to distinguish between the outcomes of each project, 

many statements in the PPAR dispute some of the achievements attributed to the BR 

Project by the interviewees and/or the project’s documents, such as the simplified ICR: 

“The World Bank did not complete the required full ICR at the end of the 

BR Project series. As a result, there was no proper accounting of the BR 

Project, and there were adverse impacts on the subsequent SEM DPL 

environmental DPO series as well. Because the outcomes of the BR Project 

were not properly documented, it is difficult to establish the impacts of the 

SEM DPL, which included a number of similar policy areas. Moreover, by 

not firmly establishing the reasons for the cancelation of the BR Project 

series, the SEM DPL might have repeated some of the same mistakes, as it 

too was designed as a programmatic series, and it too was cancel[l]ed 

after the first loan.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 39) 

Thus, as can be seen, the IEG rejected some of the achievements attributed to 

the BR Project by the WB and GoB due to a lack of clear boundaries between the BR 

project and the Twin. The PPAR also referred to the cancellation of project’s phases 

two and three and reminded both the WB and GoB that the lack of documentation 

regarding this decision had potentially impacted the Twin project. This argument is 

worth considering, as the Twin project had a similar fate due to the cancellation of 

phase two. As such, the PPAR blamed the BR Project for not providing a considerable 

legacy for future projects, such as the Twin: 
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“… despite the large size of the loan, its innovation, and its potential 

implications for the 2009 SEM DPL, there was no proper accounting of 

what worked and what did not under the BR Project, what the outcomes 

were, and what lessons could be gleaned for future operations.” (BR 

Project, PPAR, P. xii) 

The PPAR also criticized the World Bank for initiating a new project from the 

same category in the same country without completing an ‘ex-post’ evaluation, which 

is referred to in both the full ICR and the project performance assessment: 

“Risks associated with not completing the required ex-post evaluation of 

an operation could influence the quality and effectiveness of subsequent 

operations. The World Bank did not prepare the required full ICR for the 

BR Project series. As a result, there was no proper accounting for the BR 

Project, and there were adverse impacts on the subsequent SEM DPL 

environmental DPO series as well. The World Bank should have ensured 

that the evaluation of the previous series was completed before embarking 

on preparation of a new series in the same sector.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 

xiii) 

As discussed earlier, it seems that the BR Project and the Twin were intertwined, 

as they shared a number of policy areas, actions, and agencies. Hence, these two 

projects were not only interconnected with each other, the evaluation of the BR Project 

also had interconnections with the Twin, because evaluating the BR Project could be 

helpful to better understand the context leading up to the Twin, and with regards to 

understanding which reforms should be attributed to the earlier BR Project (World 

Bank, 2015). Thus, as can be seen, there was a strong connection between the PPAR 

for the BR Project and the Twin. Although the simultaneous evaluation of both the BR 

Project and Twin imposed some shortcomings, such as a lack of opportunity to share 

the lessons learned, the PPAR benefitted from this circumstance. This concurrent 

evaluation assisted the evaluators to reflect on the performance of both projects, which 

resulted in a comparative analysis. This comparative analysis was used to demonstrate 

the strengths and weaknesses of the project management processes in each project. 

This analysis provided more value add for the audience of the text—the World Bank, 

GoB, and other interested parties in this case. 
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To further explore the complex relationship between the BR Project’s PPAR and 

the Twin, attention must also be paid to the lessons learned that were shared by the BR 

Project. One of the missions that the PPAR could take over was assisting the World 

Bank and GoB to collect, analyze, and document the lessons learned and share them 

with the Twin’s development and implementation team. However, the PPAR was not 

able to provide this due to the evaluation timetable, which overlapped with the 

evaluation of the Twin. The evaluation timetable was proposed by the IEG and 

approved by the World Bank prior to implementation. However, this issue does not 

necessary mean that nothing was transferred from the BR Project to the Twin: 

“One of the lessons learned from the BR PROJECT series is that the large 

number of actions and triggers to be implemented by a large set of 

institutions (seven ministries) created a very complex model to monitor 

and support, and led to uneven implementation among different agencies.” 

(SEM DPL, Program Document, P. 40) 

In summary, it can be argued that a close relationship was established between 

the BR Project and its Twin during the project evaluation process. The documents, 

information, and other inputs from the Twin project assisted the IEG evaluator to 

capture the big picture of the BR Project. Thus, the Twin project was helpful in regards 

to scrutinizing the outcome of the BR Project, especially in the areas where both 

projects overlapped and shared common interests. However, the main challenge of the 

evaluators was to differentiate the contributions of each project, as both the WB and 

GoB were interested in using the outcome of the Twin project as the achievements of 

the BR project and vice versa. This issue is more pertinent, in that both projects were 

evaluated concurrently by the same team, using the same approaches, resources, 

processes, and procedures. Considering the role of misleading information and 

distracting situations, it would be difficult for the evaluators to concentrate on one 

project at any time. Thus, it can be argued that the close relationship between the PPAR 

and the Twin could be classified as ‘debatable’ due to some unresolved issues, such as 

the attribution and dissemination of the lessons learned from the project. 

Reviewing the narrative and interconnections of the major actants of the 

evaluation process with the PPAR facilitated mapping of the evaluation network, 

which is explored in the next section. 
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4.4 HOW AN ACTOR-NETWORK IS CONSTRUCTED; A NARRATIVE 

APPROACH 

In this section, the conclusions made in the previous sections are used to explore 

the trajectory of the evaluation process and how it develops, evolves, and transforms. 

First, the components of evaluation are explored adopting Czarniawska’s 

(forthcoming) work titled ‘Evaluation as Text’. Second, the ANT concepts are used to 

map actants with different roles, how they interacted with each other, and how they 

formed an emerging actor-network to create a big ‘account’—the PPAR in this 

narrative—that justifies and legitimizes the actions (or inactions) of all of the major 

actants and their ‘parents’ (WB or GoB). This section also explores the evolution of 

the evaluation actants to actors and the actor-network. 

4.4.1 The components of evaluation (text, author, audience, context): The 

TAAC model 

Evaluation can be considered a process or even a project itself, in which its 

product is a text (evaluation report)—the PPAR in this narrative. However, some 

evaluation scholars have argued that a report is the least important part of the 

evaluation process, which always seeks to address a bureaucratic demand for 

documentation that should be fulfilled (see Guba & Lincoln, 1989). To tackle this issue 

requires expansion of the analysis beyond the text and consideration of the other major 

elements involved in the evaluation process. As discussed by Czarniawska 

(forthcoming), there are four elements that should be considered in the evaluation 

process: text (the outcome of evaluation), author (the individuals in charge for 

developing and perform the evaluation task), audience (individuals or organizations 

that has concerns or are interested with the evaluation outcome), and context. These 

four elements—referred to in this work as the TACC model—are key to understanding 

the evaluation outcome, which includes what is written, who has written it, who read 

it, and the context in which it is written and read.  

To better explore the evaluation process, two diverse types of interpretation 

should also be considered. The first is when the authors (the IEG evaluators in this 

narrative) interpret the data, information, facts, and other inputs to establish a concrete 

understanding of the project’s performance. This interpretation constitutes the concept 

of ‘evidence-based evaluation’ (see Royse et al., 2015). In addition, the outcome of 

the evaluation (the PPAR in this narrative) is also interpreted by the audience (the WB, 
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GoB, etc.), which can provide a completely different understanding of the project’s 

performance (see Greene, 1988). In this sense, it can be argued that both the author 

and audience’s intentions are required to be captured to construct the big picture of 

evaluation and its outcome (the PPAR). As a result, interpretation is the result of 

quadratic interactions between the text, author, reader, and context. The following 

sections explore the four components of the TAAC model alongside the concept of the 

ANT. 

4.4.1.1 Text (the PPAR or Token) 

The first player of the evaluation network—also the major source of conflicts 

and controversy—is the report or text (the PPAR in this narrative). This document is 

written to meet some specific goals, such as improving the current initiatives, training, 

legitimizing a decision, a medium for communication, and formality (Vedung, 2000). 

The format of the evaluation text can vary depending on its logic (compromise, 

collusion, legitimization, mirroring, etc.) and theme (story, chronology, commentary, 

analytic, etc.). Deciding the optimum logic and theme for the evaluation report 

depends on the author’s choice and preference, readers’ taste, and the evaluation 

policies and guidelines. Depending on the evaluation logic, the content of the report 

aims to fulfil different goals. Some reports are developed to clarify things, while others 

may intentionally muddy the ground. Some texts seek only to provide reflection and 

no further actions (at least in the early future) are required. On the other hand, other 

reports may wish to provoke actions (Czarniawska, forthcoming). 

As mentioned earlier, story is one of the different themes of the evaluation report, 

but even stories relating experiences can vary. According to Czarniawska 

(forthcoming) there are three different types of stories in the literature: stories about 

success, stories about failure, and stories about near misses. She argued that in stories 

about success, the authors glorify their heroes. Hence, in stories about failure, efforts 

are made to distribute the blame between the major players. Stories about near misses 

are the most complex and therefore the most instructive, as they are not black and 

white like the two others. In near miss stories there is neither hero nor devil, and the 

storyteller narrates the life of some ordinary characters. However, examining the 

current evaluation practices and their outcomes reveals that most evaluators avoid 

taking the storytelling approach in their work. This investigation shows that their texts 

are written very formally and are hard to follow and understand by readers not from 
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the field. This could be why Czarniawska (forthcoming) referred to House’s (2007) 

novel to suggest a breakthrough in evaluation tradition: storytelling as a more effective 

way of narrating the project’s performance rather than the existing formal analysis. 

Thus, House’s (1993) recommendation, as well as Czarniawska’s (forthcoming) work, 

served as the inspiration to unfold the complications of the BR Project’s evaluation 

report (PPAR) through a narrative inquiry approach. 

However, narrating the story of the project in the evaluation text is not as 

straightforward as it looks. The narrative of a project first needs to be dramatized to 

engage the audience. Dramatization has different implications that need to be 

addressed by the principal authors of the evaluation report (the IEG evaluators). First, 

as stated by Czarniawska (forthcoming), it should be determined whether the narrative 

of the project is a success, failure, or near miss story. In addition, the near miss story, 

which is neither success nor failure, can be divided into many technical endings, such 

as early termination, incomplete, unfinished, suspended, and abandoned. Second, the 

principal aim of the story must be determined, is it to elucidate or muddy the waters? 

Is it for reflection or action as well? Is it a guideline for further actions or a reflection 

of previous actions? In this case, why was the IEG chosen to evaluate the project? Why 

did the WB order the evaluation from the IEG, not any other (actual) independent 

assessors? What was the role of the lessons learned and knowledge management in 

this process? Was the evaluation report written as a basis for performance 

measurement? If yes, who would be affected by the text? Was the text going to be used 

as an indicator for the recognition and rewards? If yes, who would have benefitted 

from this? These are some questions that need to be addressed in order to elaborate the 

text. 

To develop the PPAR, the IEG evaluators needed to follow a well-defined 

process defined by the WB. This process involved a group of human and non-human 

actants who interacted to deliver the outcome (PPAR) by addressing the evaluation 

guidelines and requirements, such as the following as part of the formal evaluation 

practice: 

“To prepare a Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR), IEG staff 

examine project files and other documents, visit the borrowing country to 

discuss the operation with the government, and other in-country 
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stakeholders, and interview Bank staff and other donor agency staff both 

at headquarters and in local offices as appropriate. Each PPAR is subject 

to internal IEG peer review, Panel review, and management approval. 

Once cleared internally, the PPAR is commented on by the responsible 

Bank department. The PPAR is also sent to the borrower for review. IEG 

incorporates both Bank and borrower comments as appropriate, and the 

borrowers' comments are attached to the document that is sent to the 

Bank's Board of Executive Directors. After an assessment report has been 

sent to the Board, it is disclosed to the public.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. vi) 

As can be inferred from the above quote, all major actants involved in the 

evaluation network, such as the World Bank, GoB, and IEG influenced the final PPAR 

report, which included changing, amending, editing, and even providing misleading 

information (see Figure 4.3). This level of involvement shows major 

interdependencies between these major actants and undermines the view of an 

‘independent’ evaluator (IEG). It can be argued that the IEG evaluators had to be 

skillful to survive in a ‘political game’, where the IEG was not the sole player and 

required political knowledge, insight, and experience. In a political game such as the 

evaluation of billion dollar international development projects, the ‘give and take’ 

strategy could be applied to better understand why some decisions are made, why a 

specific action is advised or denied, etc. Considering the role and impact of power and 

politics to analyze an evaluation network can shed light on some of the decisions and 

actions that are difficult to interpret with a non-political lens. Knowing the game’s 

rules and playing politics is helpful for actants to advance their agendas or promote 

their interests (Buchanan & Badham, 2008). One aspect of ‘network politics’ is to get 

other actants to do what is desired by the actant who plays politics. However, 

persuading other actants to ‘do’ or ‘act’ through the application of legitimate, expert, 

or reward power is just one side of the coin. On the other hand, politics can be used to 

get other actants to ‘think’ in a way that is favorable. For instance, both the GoB 

representatives from the Ministries of Finance and Environment and the World Bank 

regional office in Brazil successfully convinced the IEG evaluators that they enjoyed 

a close relationship and collaboration throughout the project lifecycle. Although the 

evidence, such as the cancelation of phases 2 and 3 and the resistance of the GoB to 
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implement the complementary Env TAL project, demonstrates that both parties 

suffered from lack of coordination and collaboration. 

 

 

The PPAR for the BR Project was developed ten years after the project ended. 

Having a decade long gap between project implementation and evaluation practices 

entails its own pros and cons, which are addressed in the ‘evaluation timing’ section 

later in this the narrative.  

To better understand ‘how’ the PPAR was developed, this study explores its 

interactions with other actants through the lens of actor-network theory (ANT). The 

ANT concepts were used as a sensitizing tool to enhance these insights regarding the 

actants (human or non-human), their actions, as well as their interactions. This 

investigation revealed that an emerging network around the development of PPAR was 

composed by the documents, IEG evaluators, and directors, the World Bank’s 

executive members in both regional office (Brasilia) and its headquarter in Washington 

D.C., and GoB officials from different departments at all federal, state and municipal 

levels. In addition, the emerging network of the PPAR was influenced by the 

associated environmental projects undertaken by the GoB and with/without the 

support of the World Bank and other international funding sources. The main three 
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associated projects with a significant impact on the BR Project were the Amazon 

region protected areas project (ARPA), Environmental Sustainability Agenda 

Technical Assistance Loan (Env TAL), and Brazil First Programmatic Development 

Policy Loan for Sustainable Environmental Management (SEM DPL). These three 

projects not only shared common goals and objectives with a huge overlap, but also 

shared resources, assets, and lessons learned, which could positively or negatively 

influence the BR Project. Thus, as these three associated projects had significant 

impacts on the PPAR’s outcomes they are treated as ‘external actants’ in this work. 

4.4.1.2 Author(s) 

The second component of evaluation is the entity that creates the text, the author 

—the IEG evaluators in this narrative. A text cannot be fully understood without 

considering its authors, as their background and the language that is used is critical to 

unfolding the complexity of an intellectual product. This investigation revealed that 

most of the evaluators in the IEG team who evaluated the BR Project were practitioners 

with extensive professional experience. However, the lead evaluator, who is also an 

experienced project manager in the World Bank, holds a PhD in Agricultural and 

Resource Economics and has published dozens of journal articles and books. Thus, it 

can be argued that the evaluation team was familiar with both academic and 

practitioner languages, particularly the writing styles. 

Depending on the authors’ background, the text can be written in many different 

ways. The language, terminologies, and approach used by an academic are totally 

different to those of a consultant. They each use their own writing styles, vocabulary, 

etc., which can be hard to follow and understand by a reader from another field 

(Czarniawska, forthcoming). Nevertheless, the differences between authors from 

diverse backgrounds is not just limited to the format of the text. The content, such as 

the approaches toward data collection, data analysis, and representation of the results 

and outcome, could be totally different. What could be an issue from the practitioners’ 

standpoint may not be a big deal from the academic point of view, and vice versa. 

The aim of the author is another factor that is required to be investigated to better 

understand a text. What aim does the author seek to achieve? What are their genuine 

intentions? What do they actually want to say? What have they not said or what is 

between their lines? These are all very critical questions that are worth considering, 

while unfolding a complex text such as an evaluation report. In the most simplified 
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interpretation of the IEG’s intention for developing the PPAR, it can be argued that as 

an organizational entity they ticked the boxes. The IEG had to fulfill a text that was 

allocated by their client or boss in the World Bank. Thus, the author’s intentions can 

be downplayed to an administrative task that should be completed. On the other hand, 

the World Bank that recruited those evaluators from its own resource pool at the IEG 

department also sought to serve its own interests. It would be naïve to believe that an 

organization would just hire a team and ask them to tell them what they did wrong or 

right. This is why, in the evaluation context, it is not only the intentions of the authors 

that are very important, the intentions of entities who order the task (the World Bank) 

also need to be investigated. This is why this kind of text is also referred to as a ‘snow 

job’, where the authors intend to whitewash an entity or conceal a fact to address 

specific motivations or persuade someone to take some particular actions. 

This analysis of the PPAR and the relationships between the different actants of 

the evaluation network revealed that the World Bank intended to use the IEG as a 

political instrument to keep the pressure on the borrowers to obey its policies and 

approaches. However, the IEG as a key player of the evaluation process also sought 

its own benefits through this political game. By reading between the lines of the PPAR, 

the language that is used and the conclusions and recommendations of the report, it 

can be argued that the IEG placed a lot of effort into maintaining an equilibrium 

between the technical and political aspects of the report. Thus, the principal intention 

of the IEG was to demonstrate its professional independence, the credibility of the 

report, and morale, due to addressing the political implications of assessing the boss 

(the World Bank). However, the World Bank’s intention was to face wash itself in the 

BR Project while satisfying an organizational regulation and sending a green light 

message to the Bank’s shareholders. Furthermore, the Bank’s executives sought to 

leverage the PPAR for their negotiations with the GoB in future collaboration 

opportunities. 

 Thus far, the intentions of both the authors (IEG evaluators) and their clients 

(the World Bank executive directors) have been shown to play a significant role in 

unfolding a text. However, in the context of project evaluation, and particularly the 

World Bank evaluation practices, it is difficult to determine the author. As mentioned 

earlier, the outcome of the evaluation process is developed through a collaboration 

between different human and non-human actants that form an actor-network. In this 
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network, the audience of the text is also involved and can influence it in different ways. 

Although the IEG is the official author of the text, there are other informal contributors 

involved in the process that should not be overlooked. It is not wise to downplay the 

role of other actants, especially the GoB and its affiliates, such as the Godfather and 

Toddler, while they have a potential influence on all three major stages of the 

evaluation process: preparation, implementation, and representation. The main sources 

of information to prepare for the evaluation were the World Bank regional office in 

Brazil and the GoB’s affiliates, such as the MMA and Ministry of Finance. 

Nonetheless, the influence of the major actants was not only limited to the preparation 

stage, as the majority of individuals interviewed by the IEG were current or former 

employees of the previously mentioned organizations. Furthermore, both the World 

Bank and GoB were involved in the representation stage via providing comments, 

feedback, and responses about the initial versions of the PPAR. Thus, it can be argued 

that other actants had influence on the text through diverse approaches, such as 

directing the evaluation process in a pathway they desired or misleading the evaluators 

by providing false facts and evidence.  

The above-mentioned challenges demonstrate why evaluators are equipped with 

the soft skills such as negotiation, leadership, critical thinking, problem solving, and 

other interpersonal skillsets to tackle political circumstances. This very complex 

political environment leads to the conclusion that the evaluation report (PPAR) 

transcends a technical outcome of the professional team who seek to unveil the truth 

about the project’s results. Furthermore, it is actually the result of negotiations among 

many actants before, during, and after the evaluation process. This is why evaluation 

is more a political than a technocratic practice. 

According to the above, it can be seen that understanding the author is crucial to 

better understanding a text. However, this does not only refer to the formal author who 

signs the document. The other actants of the evaluation network must also be explored 

in this narrative to determine who was indirectly engaged in the text development 

process. This knowledge provides a greater picture of the text through understanding 

the authors’ intentions, aims, and rationale. Addressing all of these concerns is key to 

understand the evaluation logic. Although gaining more insight regarding the authors 

of the text would be a great achievement toward better understanding of the evaluation 

logic, it would not be enough to fully capture the big picture. Considering this factor, 
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the WB was also involved with the authorship of the PPAR, as this organization set up 

and approved the evaluation process and procedure for the IEG. Although the 

evaluators may have enjoyed some level of flexibility and freedom in developing and 

executing the evaluation practice, they had to follow a particular process and steps to 

accomplish their tasks. 

From the ANT perspective, the author of the text is not only the entity who has 

been officially assigned to this role, but also a network of key stakeholders who share 

interests and concerns regarding the report or are affected by its result. Those human 

and non-human actants (i.e., the IEG, WB, GoB, evaluation procedures, etc.) interact 

with each other and establish some ground rules to protect their interests and minimize 

the risks of being convicted by the text (PPAR) by meddling in the evaluation process. 

Thus, the nature of the text cannot be explored with the traditional lens of an author-

text relationship. To address this concern, the authorship of the text has been expanded 

to include an emerging network of all of the key actants involved with the development 

process of the project evaluation. This approach, thanks to Latour (2005) and his ANT 

contributions, can provide a conceptual lens to better understand the mechanism and 

behavior of different actants who shared ideas and interests around the establishment 

of the evaluation process. 

To achieve the big picture of the evaluation logic, interpretation of the text is 

also inevitable. However, the question then becomes ‘Who is able to interpret the 

evaluation report’? In addition to myself as the interpreter of the PPAR as part of this 

research project, the audience of the report were the World Bank, GoB and its 

affiliates, such as the Godfather and Toddler, Brazilian politicians, and journalists and 

environmental NGOs. As can be seen, there is a significant overlap between the 

indirect authors of the text and its audience in this narrative. The following section 

examines the third component of the evaluation, the audience. 

4.4.1.3 Audience  

As mentioned earlier, a text such as the PPAR can be comprehended while 

considering its direct and indirect authors and their background, language, etc. In order 

to understand how the evaluation text is read, the purpose of reading should also be 

investigated. What are the motivations of the text audience when reading a text? How 

does the audience construct their understanding of the text? How do the text’s readers 

explore between the lines to extract the indirect messages of the text? These are just a 
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few serious questions that are worth investigating in order to gain a better 

understanding of the reader’s intentions. 

The PPAR was not only developed for the private use, since the document has 

been released publicly, the Brazilian politicians from the opposition parties as well as 

journalists, members of the parliament and civil society representatives such as NGOs 

and community members have access to the details of the evaluation results. Thus, this 

document can be interpreted in favor of entities that aimed to push the GoB into a 

corner. In addition, the parties or groups who are actively involved against the 

globalization trend and its symbols, such as the World Bank, IMF, etc., could use the 

results to push their own agenda. This justifies the necessity of exploring the audience 

of the text other than its authors. It can be argued that the evaluation outcome affected 

the whole Brazilian environmental management system at the time of the evaluation. 

In addition, most of the Latin American countries that share a border with Brazil and 

its unique ecosystem, especially the Amazon rainforest, have also been affected. The 

domain of the report’s audience could also expand to the international level due to 

Brazil’s significant role in environmental agendas, such as global warming, 

deforestation, etc. 

However, one approach that the audience takes in to account while reading and 

interpreting a text is to focus on the author’s intentions rather than the actual text. In 

this approach, the focus is on who said what instead of what was said. I do not believe 

that only looking at what has been said is enough to unfold the evaluation text, 

especially considering information that is written between the lines, and this is why I 

support to idea of exploring the author’s intentions to complement the textual analysis. 

Thus, it can be argued that the reader’s intentions complement the author’s intentions 

in the analysis of the evaluation text. However, according to Czarniawska 

(forthcoming), the reader is not just a passive guesser of author’s intentions, but is 

actively involved with the text while reading and interpreting it. The reader can agree 

with or oppose the text or negotiate with it. Furthermore, the reader’s interest effect 

what he or she wants to do with the text. The application of the text plays a critical role 

in unfolding the reader’s intentions Czarniawska (forthcoming), whether it supposed 

to be used as a political tool to manipulate competitors or as an approval seal to validate 

the performance. 



 

162 Chapter 4: Analysis and Findings 

Considering the diverse audience of the PPAR in both Brazil and the WB 

community, the text can be interpreted and understood in many diverse ways, such as 

a compromised text. For instance, the Godfather (Ministry of Finance) may read it and 

conclude that the World Bank authorized its subsidiary evaluation group (IEG) to 

generate and represent the results to put some pressures on the GoB. One of those 

possible pressures could be convicting the GoB due to the cancellation of the BR 

Project’s phases two and three and Twin’s phase two. The WB officials may seek to 

interpret the text in a way to prove their performance in the project. This could be why 

they reacted furiously to the part of the PPAR that blamed the WB’s performance in 

the project: 

“Given the on-going dialogue, discussion and oversight in the area, 

Management strongly disagree that supervision of the ENV PRL was 

Unsatisfactory.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. xvi) 

As can be seen, the perception of the text can differ depending on who reads and 

interprets it. This also shifts the blame from people who have responsibility to others. 

Furthermore, another aspect of the text’s interpretation—from the audience’s point of 

view—is the efforts made to read the author’s mind instead of his or her tangible 

contribution (the text). In this approach, the reader tries to unfold what the writer 

intended to say or what is between the lines. As a result, the focus of the audience is 

on what has not been said instead of what has already been said. This approach is 

incorporated with a considerable rate of speculation, guess work, and hypothesizing, 

which should be tested by facts and evidence: 

“When IEG highlights the existence of a ‘backloading’ of key reform 

actions in the design of the program, which created a risk of not 

completing the reform agenda if the series was not completed, it seems to 

disregard that World Bank’s team certainly takes into consideration its 

historical relationship with clients. Brazil has behaved as a responsible 

partner during its long and lasting relation with World Bank which 

substantially minimize the risks of the government not to continue with the 

reforms even with the cancellation of the subsequent loans of the Env PRL 

series.” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 68; The GOB’s comments on the report) 
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The audience’s overall interpretation of the text is critical to determine his or her 

approach regarding how to deal with it. For instance, the reader’s response strategy 

would vary depending on whether the text is only for information or a hint, is to 

provoke, or is simply to legitimize a decision or action. Nevertheless, the possibilities 

for the author’s intentions can change across time and place. The initial reason that 

triggered the IEG evaluators to develop the PPAR could differ at the time the report is 

publicly released. Another key point with regards to the PPAR is the involvement of 

the audience (the Godfather, the Toddler, or parent organizations, such as WB and 

GoB, etc.) with the development of the text from the beginning. Thus, the interaction 

of the authors and audience in regards to the text is a critical point, which is discussed 

further in the ‘mapping the evaluation network’ section. 

Nonetheless, the key question is whether the evaluation logic can be understood 

by only generalizing the author’s intentions or not. This could be complicated when 

considering that that audience of the text is already involved with the development 

process. Thus, to stay on the safe side, it would possibly be more reasonable to engage 

the reader’s intentions to capture comprehensive evaluation logic. As a result, it can 

be argued that the evaluation is the product of interactions between the author and 

reader within the text context. The next section further elaborates the concept of text 

context. Three complementary elements (text, reader, and context) interact with the 

author and within this interaction an actor-network evolves.  

4.4.1.4 Context 

Another aspect of the evaluation explored in this analysis is the context of the 

text. Similar to what has already been discussed regarding authors and audience, a text 

cannot be comprehensively understood without considering its context. However, 

what does the context mean for a text like PPAR—an evaluation report of the World 

Bank project? In a very simple explanation, everything related to the text other than 

its authors and audience can be considered the context. This includes the environment, 

situation, background, and field or the overall set of circumstances or facts that 

surround the text. Therefore, it can be argued that everything already known or that 

will be known about the text forms its context. The context justifies why the same text 

read by the same reader ten years later can be interpreted differently. This is because 

the context has changed, which means the person who reads it has changed by gaining 

more insight, knowledge, and experience. He or she has been surrounded by other texts 
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and is no longer the same person. Given this simple definition, understanding the 

context of the PPAR can assist in enriching this understanding of the evaluation logic. 

To gain more insight regarding the context of the evaluation report, it is crucial 

to undertake a network analysis to capture the complex relationships between different 

human and non-human actants. The greater the understanding of the relationships of 

the evaluation actants, the more chance there is to comprehend the context. Context 

only provides a platform that facilitates the interactions and collaborations between 

the actants.  

To investigate the context of the BR Project, two distinct periods should be 

considered. First, when the World Bank approved the funding of a 2 billion dollar 

project in Brazil (2004); and second, when the PPAR was developed (2014). In the 

early 2000s, Brazil’s economy was booming and the country was enjoying a high and 

steady growth, which led to Brazil joining the BRICS4 club. At that time, Brazil was 

in a good and growing economic standing with a bright future, which motivated the 

World Bank to invest in its environmental reform projects with confidence. However, 

like many other predictions, Brazil’s economy left the World Bank in shock due to its 

economic crash in the mid and late 2000s. A few years later, and while the BR Project 

was underway, the economy broke and the growth turned to recession. There are many 

possible internal and external reasons to justify this dramatic conversion in Brazil’s 

economy. For instance, the global financial crisis is considered one the external factors 

that negatively impacted Brazil’s fragile economy, though with a few years delay and 

through falling demands of commodities by China, India, and Brazil’s other major  

strategic partners (The Economist, 2013). However, it is believed that the economy 

collapsed predominantly due to internal factors, such as political turbulence and 

corruption. Thus, it can be argued that as a consequence of those economic issues, the 

GoB decided to terminate the BR Project after the completion of phase one and cease 

borrowing more money from external funders, such as the World Bank and IMF. This 

decision helped the government to avoid further financial crises by avoiding putting 

the government into more debt, which could ignite the inflation rate and cause multiple 

economic disasters.  

                                                 

 
4 A group of five major emerging national economies consist of Brazil, Russia, India, China and South 

Africa 
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To better capture the context of the report, it is also crucial to examine the 

different international funding options that the GoB had in its portfolio. In addition to 

the WB, IMF is another funding entity that has benefitted the GoB in the recent years. 

As part of the BRICS club, Brazil and its club mates are considering the establishment 

a development bank to support each other during economic turbulence. Additionally, 

the GoB received financial support from some European funders, such as GIZ 

(Deutsche Gesellschaft Für Internationale Zusammenarbeit, GmbH) the German 

government financer. Thus, it can be argued that the WB had to play with its cards in 

a competitive financing market. 

Since the mid-20th century, Brazil’s economy has shifted from agricultural to 

industrialization and focused on manufacturing and exploiting its natural resources, 

such as land, hydroelectrics, and mineral potential (BR Project, PPAR, 2014). The 

Brazilian economy has enjoyed several booms throughout history, mostly thanks to 

agriculture products such as sugar and coffee, as well as minerals. The context of the 

project evaluation cannot be determined without considering the political, economic, 

and social prospects of Brazil at the time of the loan disbursed by the WB. As a matter 

of fact, the Brazilian economy was enjoying constant growth due to commodity boom 

and the reforms—Plano Real—established by the former president Fernando Henrique 

Cardoso in the late 20th century. The aim of Plano Real was to combat the 

hyperinflation that Brazil’s economy had suffered for a decade, which was successful 

and bought the economy back on track (BR Project, PPAR, 2014). The economy 

continued to soar under his successor—former president Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva—

who took office in 2003. Due to Lula’s socioeconomic plan—Bolsa Familia—which 

was based on Plano Real, around 25 million Brazilians climbed to the middle class and 

escaped poverty (The Economist, 2013). Brazil’s economy enjoyed fruitful global 

demands for commodities heavily exported to the China and Asian Tigers (Hong 

Kong, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan). However, corruption, crime, poverty, 

inequality, and political instability are still five major threats for the sustainable 

development of the Brazil’s economy and this country still suffers from lack of 

political stability and anti-corruption practices (The Economist, 2009). 

The main reason to address Brazil’s recent economic stagnation could be 

attributed to the GoB’s complacency. The government focused on more easygoing 

economic reforms than deep and critical ones, which would have required huge effort 
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and initiatives. The government has avoided tackling the country’s burdensome tax 

system, improving the terrible infrastructures, such as rotten roads, airports, and rail 

systems accumulated over generations. These burdens have now been overloaded onto 

Brazil’s weakened economy (The Economist, 2013). Thus, it seems that Brazil’s 

economy, which was stabilized by former president Cardoso in the mid-1990s and 

accelerated under Lula in the early 2000s, has grounded under Dilma Rousseff and her 

reckless economic policies. This is why, Brazil called the booming economy nothing 

more than a ‘voo de galinha’ (chicken flight), which is a brief and rapid but 

unsustainable growth followed by a quick return to the ground (The Economist, 2013). 

The above-mentioned political transitions consequently influenced the 

relationship between the GoB and the WB. These political and economic fluctuations 

can also help to provide a better understanding of the circumstances that led the WB 

to fund the GoB’s environmental policies reforms and why the GoB refused to receive 

the loans for phases two and three of the BR Project. Another reason that can be used 

to justify the GoB’s decision to cancel phases two and three is the country’s historically 

high rate of public debt (60-70% of GDP according to The Economist, 2013) and its 

domino effect on the macroeconomic indexes, such as inflation, interest rates, etc. This 

economic challenge could be the potential trigger that encouraged the GoB to pay off 

its debt to international funders, such as the WB and IMF. In this sense, Brazil made 

an unusual decision to pay off its 15.5 billion dollar debts to IMF early in 2005 (exactly 

at the time of cancellation of BR Project’s phases two and three) from its massive 

reserves, which was 66.7 billion dollars according to the BBC News website (2005). 

The aim of this section was to provide a better understanding of the quadratic 

components (text, author, audience, context) of the project evaluation based on the 

TAAC model. The following section pulls all of the explanations made thus far 

together to illustrate the evaluation network through the application of the ANT. 

4.4.2 Evaluation as a compromised actor-network 

There are different ways to conceptualize project evaluation. Evaluation could 

be considered an event, process, text, or all of these together. However, there is one 

other way to look at this phenomenon, as a network. This research elaborates on the 

evaluation practice via a network-oriented approach called actor-network theory 

(ANT). The ANT assisted me to examine the interactions of the different actants 

(human and non-human) and how the logic of evaluation was constructed through the 
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establishment of an emerging actor-network. Thus far, the different actants of the 

evaluation narrative in the BR Project have been explored and the quadratic 

interactions between text, author, audience, and context were introduced. These whole 

concepts are now mapped into a network. 

The development of the BR Project’s PPAR was achieved through the 

collaboration of a group of human and non-human actants interacting with each other. 

These actants shared information, communicated, influenced each other, and changed 

the meanings, which consequently led to the development of the PPAR. Inspired by 

the ANT, these interactions and collaboration could be conceptualized as the 

establishment of a network, where the actions (evaluating the project) could be 

attributed to its actants and their connections. From the ANT standpoint, there should 

not be any discrimination or prioritization regarding how to deal with human and non-

human actants and they should all be treated equally, no matter what their entity is. 

The initiator of the evaluation network was the World Bank with its own specific 

interests, such as stamping the ‘approved’ seal on their performance, satisfying their 

shareholders, etc.: 

“Although the Bank respected the borrower’s decision of not pursuing at 

that time the second loan of the Env PRL, the Bank continued its dialogue 

with the GoB. Through the Env TAL and other projects the Bank 

maintained dialogue with Brazil’s environmental management agencies, 

such as MMA and IBAMA…” (BR Project, PPAR, P. xvi) 

 In particular, the World Bank sought to tick the box for an organizational 

regulation that reinforces an independent evaluation for a minimum 20% of the Bank’s 

initiatives and selected projects. As also discussed earlier, the World Bank was 

interested in face washing in the BR Project and sending a satisfactory message to the 

Bank’s shareholders and other interested parties. 

The PPAR could also be used as a leveraging tool for future collaborations, 

negotiations, and communications between the Bank and the GoB. However, when the 

evaluation network formed through the interactions and collaborations between the 

major actants, it could conclude in a result that differed from what was expected and 

planned by the WB. That is why the outcome of the network is unpredictable and can 

get out of the control of its principal founder. 
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The unpredictability trait of the network could also be attributed to the evaluation 

logic, where the primary logic of the WB that ordered the evaluation has been 

transformed as a consequence of interactions between authors, audience and other 

major actants of the evaluation network. For instance, the primary logic of the 

evaluation constituted by the World Bank was a formal approval of its performance in 

this project to satisfy the shareholders’ expectations. However, the interactions of 

major actants of the evaluation network dramatically changed the evaluation logic and 

the text (the PPAR) was finally presented with a diplomatic criticism around the 

performance of both the World Bank and the GoB in the project. To better understand 

this kind of conceptual transformation in the evaluation logic, wearing the 

conventional analysis lens is not helpful. Thus, it can be argued that a network-oriented 

approach could be a sophisticated tool to explore the logic of evaluation in this 

narrative.  

Nevertheless, there could be a huge gap between how evaluations are used (or 

written) and how their outcomes (text) are read (or interpreted). Some readers may 

seek to find the critiques and prepare a response to address them. Others may only be 

interested in the part of the text that could be used as representation materials (for 

marketing, branding, and promotion). Furthermore, some readers may search for the 

confirmation of a hypothesis they have already made through the facts and evidence 

provided in the text. Thus, it can be argued that readers seek their own utilization of 

the text, regardless of what was the primary and/or final intention of running the 

evaluation practice. In addition, there is an increasing possibility that most educated 

and well-trained evaluators are aware of these typical reading strategies. As a result, 

authors can elaborate their writing skills to enhance the chance of achieving the desired 

response from their readers. All of these complexities are incorporated with the 

evaluation environment, which can be unfolded through the application of a network-

oriented approach. 

Building upon the above arguments, the PPAR can be seen as either a political 

statement or an educational guide, depending on what the authors and/or audience 

seek. However, understanding the logic of evaluation in the network-oriented context 

is not possible unless the assumptions of each actant involved in the evaluation practice 

are unfolded. As mentioned earlier, the assumptions of the authors can differ greatly 

from those of the readers. Nonetheless, these two groups of actants interact with each 
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other during the development of the text and there is a possibility that those 

assumptions could converge at the end of this process or the other way around. Thus, 

it can be argued that the interactions of the text, author, and audience in the context of 

project evaluation complemented by the ANT analysis are key to understanding 

evaluation logic. The conventional approach may also not assist with elaborating 

evaluation logic in these situations and it would therefore be better to take a network-

oriented approach. In the network-oriented perspective, evaluation logic is the 

outcome of interactions and collaboration between major actants of the evaluation 

network, which is dependable, adaptive, and context-oriented. Consequently, the 

evaluation logic of the constructed actor-network is completely different to that of the 

individual actant involved with the initiating and authorship of the report (i.e., the 

World Bank, IEG, the Godfather, and the Toddler). 

Nevertheless, how is it possible to unfold the evaluation logic in such a complex 

and interwoven environment like the BR Project? To address this concern, the 

concepts of the ANT introduced by Latour (2005) and Callon (1986) were adopted to 

further this exploration and gain a better understanding of what is occurring in the 

evaluation network. Earlier in the narrative, I mentioned that characters are not black 

or white in near miss types of stories. In other words, the actants are not distinguished 

in the evaluation network as heroes or devils. They all hold a grey stance, which 

sometimes can become a hero and other times a devil. This characteristic could also 

be attributed to the ever-changing roles of the actants from mediator to intermediary, 

immutable mobile or obligatory passage point (OPP). Each of these roles is discussed 

further in the next section. 

 The changing and variable characteristic of the actants in this narrative led to 

the exploration of the trajectory of the characteristics from the beginning of the 

evaluation process until the end. In fact, by explaining the changes in their roles and 

investigating the reason for these changes, further insights regarding the evaluation 

network will be gained. Thus, it is hoped that the evaluation logic will unfold 

consequently. An exploratory investigation therefore follows that narrates the 

transformation of each major actant in the evaluation network of the BR Project. 
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4.4.3  Construction of a compromised actor-network in the BR Project’s 

evaluation  

As discussed earlier, the PPAR (evaluation report or the text) is the focal actant 

of this narrative and was ordered by the World Bank—the parent organization of the 

IEG. The PPAR was supposed to be developed following the evaluation practice 

developed by the IEG (as the author of the text) and approved by the World Bank (with 

its dual role as co-author and audience of the report). However, as has been shown, 

there is always a gap between what is planned and what is implemented, given the 

complexity of tasks and unexpected events and dramas. In this sense, it can be argued 

that the final version of the PPAR that was released to the public is not exactly what it 

was supposed to be. This transformation justifies why the PPAR is a ‘token’ that 

changes over time through the interactions of key actants and their influence on the 

report. To support this argument, I refer to the World Bank’s committee who stated 

that the PPAR should “be disclosed with the Management Comments, Borrower 

Comments and Green Sheet Summary, and that the disclosure should reference these 

documents and flag that there were different views” (BR Project, PPAR, P. xviii). 

Thus, it can be said that the PPAR cannot be the spokesperson of the World Bank, as 

the Bank’s Committee on Development Effectiveness (CODE)—the committee that is 

in charge of reviewing and approving the IEG evaluation reports—refused to officially 

approve the PPAR. 

As discussed previously, the IEG had to compromise with the WB, who were 

the initiators of actor-network. However, the IEG diverged from the WB’s voice and 

view in the final version of the PPAR and the report was publicly released containing 

the Bank and the GoB’s comments. The question is then why did this divergence 

occur? Was it due to difficulties in implementing the evaluation procedures? In a 

traditional approach that considers the evaluation practice as a process, the answer 

could be yes. However, how these discrepancies could be viewed through the lens of 

the ANT approach needs to be considered. Earlier I labeled the PPAR as a ‘token’, an 

entity that changes overtime through interactions of different actants who have 

influence on it. In this sense, I would suggest you imagine the PPAR as play dough - 

a nice, soft material that can be shaped as you and your other playmates want. When 

you are playing alone with your play dough, you may form it exactly as you want. 

However, when you are playing with your friends, everybody seeks to push his or her 

plan, idea, etc., which is why the final shape could be totally unexpected. This 
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metaphor explains why an evaluation is not always the same as expected by major 

actants. This implication can assist with understanding why and how the evaluation 

logic may alter during the evaluation process. However, in the context of project 

evaluation there are more challenges than friendly competitions. The role of political, 

organizational, cultural, and social aspects should not be undermined while analyzing 

the evaluation network. 

To better understand the changes that occurred to the PPAR, the behavior of the 

major actants must be investigated. As discussed earlier, the authors and audience are 

the two main groups of actants who have a significant impact on and interest in the 

text. All of these actants, such as the IEG evaluators, the World Bank, the GoB and its 

two main affiliates—the Godfather and the Toddler—as well as NGOs interviewed 

tried to impose their agenda. Moreover, non-human actants such as the evaluation 

procedures, Program Document, Policy Matrix, and CAS also influenced the PPAR 

through their spokespersons. As can be seen, the PPAR played the role of the token in 

this narrative, with all of the other major actants distorting, modifying the message 

initially embedded in the text. The token of this narrative could tolerate all of those 

pressures imposed from different directions due to its flexibility and adaptability, 

similar to the play dough. The pivotal role that this token played in the evaluation 

process and how other major actants influenced it through different negotiation 

strategies is discussed further later in the narrative. 

Following the concept of the TAAC model, the complex interactions between 

actants cannot be constructed without considering the principal author of the text—the 

IEG evaluators. The authors received a job order from their bosses at the World Bank, 

the executive directors, who asked them to take a trip to Brazil and interview the key 

stakeholders of the BR Project for the sake of a so-called independent evaluation. 

Given their professional attitude, they intended to follow the evaluation practice to 

gather data, information, and evidence and then triangulate it through semi-structured 

interviews and finally analyze the result. However, in reality the process did not work 

as planned; thus, many intentional and unintentional challenges distorted the authors 

from these procedures. They sometimes had to compromise and obey the power and 

politics involved with the job.  

One way to better grasp the construction of an emerging actor-network for the 

evaluation process is to narrate it in chronological terms. To address this, the four 
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stages of translation proposed by Callon (1986) are applied in this narrative: 

problematization, interessement, enrolment, and mobilization. It is worth mentioning 

here that these four moments or stages can happen sequentially or overlap in reality, 

depending on the nature and the context of the field in which the translation occurs. 

The concepts of the ANT are also combined with the TAAC model to better examine 

the construction of a compromised actor-network in this narrative. 

4.4.3.1 Problematization: Crossing the obligatory passage point (OPP) 

The first stage to establish the actor-network is to bring all of the relevant actants 

onto the same page. To achieve this, the IEG lead evaluator was responsible for 

communicating with other major actants or audience, such as the World Bank’s 

regional office in Brasilia, the Godfather (Ministry of Finance), the Toddler (Ministry 

of Environment), and the Bank’s officials in Washington D.C. to clarify the evaluation 

approach and procedures. Callon (1986) called this stage the moment of 

problematization, in which the focal actant or the author (the IEG evaluators) tries to 

become indispensable to the other actants. However, the evaluators had to first identify 

the relevant actants that needed to be involved prior to consolidating themselves. This 

stage also can be considered the moment that the author(s) tries to identify the potential 

audience of the text (PPAR). This task was undertaken during the preparation process, 

where they reviewed the related BR Project’s documents and identified the human and 

non-human actants, which were introduced in the previous sections. 

In the next stage, the identified actants were encouraged by the IEG lead 

evaluator to redefine themselves and prepare to join the emerging actor-network. To 

address this concern, the focal actant (the IEG team), which was also the principal 

author of the text, introduced the World Bank’s evaluation procedure. This procedure 

was also one of the main non-human actants of the evaluation process, which helped 

the focal actant to ensure that all of the other actants were on the same page. The 

evaluation procedure, which was called obligatory passage point (OPP) by Callon 

(1986), works as a gateway that all actants have to cross. Thus, it can be argued that 

successfully traversing the OPP is the first condition to entering the emerging actor-

network of project evaluation. Furthermore, crossing the OPP helps the actants to 

realize their goals and clarify things as part of the ever-changing nature of being 

involved in an emergent actor-network. This demonstrates that the characteristics of 
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actants who successfully traverse the OPP have changed and are therefore not the same 

actant they used to be. 

What happens in the problematization stage is not just limited to the 

identification of actants and crossing the OPP. The preliminary contacts, 

communication, and negotiations between actants also occur during this process—

traversing the OPP. Thus, it is expected that all of the relevant actants have been 

informed of the evaluation goals, approach, process, timetable, and other required 

details through correspondence with the IEG lead evaluator. Furthermore, it can be 

argued that OPP assists the actants to achieve a common understanding of their own 

goals. At this stage they can review their strategies and decide how to approach the 

evaluation when they encounter the IEG evaluators in the future. 

Getting back to the play dough metaphor, it can be argued that the foundation of 

the PPAR (the text) is underpinned at this stage, where all players agree on what is 

going to happen for that unshaped play dough. This agreement can reduce the risk of 

conflict and disagreements between actants in future stages. Thus, it is fair to claim 

that passing the OPP can reduce the risk of network failures due to increasing insight 

and decreasing ambiguity and uncertainty regarding the evaluation goals and 

objectives. One of the major outcomes of traversing the OPP is that actants have to 

draw boundaries around themselves to clarify their interests, goals, and approaches. 

These clarifications are achieved by narrowing down the goals and interests, as well 

as choosing the ones that are aligned with the obligations reinforced in the OPP. 

Otherwise the actor-network would never be formed (Porsander, 2005, P. 24). 

Thus far, the text (PPAR), the authors, and part of the audience have been 

involved in the problematization stage. It is worth mentioning that some of the project 

evaluation’s actants, such as the WB, have mixed roles of co-author as well as audience 

in the emerging actor-network. The WB is the co-author of the text (PPAR), through 

establishing the evaluation procedures and regulations for the IEG. On the other hand, 

they are also a key audience of the evaluation outcome (PPAR) who wish to present it 

to the Bank’s shareholders, media, and other entities as an approval seal. This dual role 

can cause some challenges to the emerging actor-network and can be one of the causes 

that destabilize it.  

At this stage, all of the human actants involved with the evaluation that 

successfully traversed the OPP are considered mediators. Mediators, as articulated by 
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Latour (2005), “transform, translate, distort, and modify the meaning or the elements 

they are supposed to carry” (p. 39). The reason I believe the human actants should be 

considered ‘mediators’ is due to their characteristics that constantly change during the 

evaluation process. At the beginning of the evaluation they may pretend to be 

supportive and promise full support to the IEG evaluators; however, in the 

implementation and representation stage they may be converted to a major opponent 

with a lot of resistance. This feature also demonstrates that the specificity of each 

mediator has to be taken into account every time (Latour, 2005). However, the 

dynamic nature of the emerging actor-network implies that each actant can potentially 

change from one type to another throughout the evaluation process. 

Similar to human actants, the behavior of non-human actants needs to be 

investigated in the problematisation stage. First, whether they also have to cross the 

OPP or not should be clarified. As mentioned earlier, the evaluators review the project 

documents and information as part of preparation process. One of their tasks at this 

stage is identification of what is required to be referenced, explored, or studied in the 

implementation process. Thus, it can be argued that all of the relevant documents, 

projects, and information had to be examined and then selected by the IEG prior to 

further actions. This examination is conducted by passing the OPP (evaluation 

procedure), which is facilitated by the spokespersons. The spokesperson of the non-

human actants in this emerging actor-network is varied and depends on their sources. 

For instance, the World Bank regional office in Brasilia played the role of 

spokesperson for the Program Document (or the bible), simplified ICR, and 

development Policy Matrix (the mini bible). The Bank’s headquarters in Washington 

D.C. represented the strategic documents such as CAS (or the vision statement). The 

Godfather (Ministry of Finance) was also the spokesperson of the Toddler (Ministry 

of Environment), and the Twin and AID projects. 

As previously discussed for the human actants, the non-human actants also can 

be labeled to better perceive their roles. ‘Intermediary’ is the best label to categorize 

the non-human actants at this stage due to their natures. As Latour (2005) elaborated, 

an intermediary “is what transports meaning or force without transformation: defining 

its inputs is enough to define its outputs” (p. 39). He also labeled them the ‘black box’, 

where knowing only the inputs and outputs is enough to guess its behavior. As 

discussed earlier, all of the non-human actants introduced in this narrative only 
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conveyed messages without any distortion, which pretty much characterizes the role 

of an intermediary. 

Following the quadratic elements of the TAAC model, the text (the PPAR) is 

still a raw idea in the authors’ mind. The IEG senior executives also selected the 

authors—the IEG evaluators in this narrative. There is a possibility that the World 

Bank executives had approval for the members of the evaluation team prior to their 

commencement. The audience of the report was specified based on general guides 

provided in the evaluation procedure (OPP). The report context was initially conceived 

as part of an ongoing process. Thus, it can be argued that the principal interactions of 

the major actants at the problematization stage are limited to the authors and audience.  

The actants tackle the first major step toward creating an actor-network by 

traversing the OPP. However, crossing the OPP is not enough to construct an actor-

network, it is the beginning, and the actants also need to establish an alliance, which 

is called ‘interessement’. 

4.4.3.2 Interessement: Forming the fragile alliance 

As discussed earlier, the IEG is the sole agency that accounts for the evaluation 

of the World Bank initiatives. This monopoly allows them to reinforce their own 

interests and lock other actants into the roles they define. The evaluators—who 

introduced themselves as the focal actant of the emerging actor-network—use different 

tools and approaches to stabilize their stance in the network. The main focus of focal 

actant at this stage is to identify the other actants interests to ensure that they are 

aligned with their own interests. Callon (1986) used the term ‘holy alliance’ to explain 

what happens at this stage. The evaluation plan, which is articulated by the IEG 

evaluators, is considered the basis of a fragile alliance in the emerging actor-network. 

The major components of the evaluation plan are the scope, timetable, budget, required 

documents, interview list, and the sites that need to be visited. Although the IEG 

evaluators play a critical role in drafting the evaluation plan, other actants are involved 

to share their comments and increase the chance of buy in. At this stage the adjustment 

in interests, goals, approaches, and details occur and each actant modifies its position 

against that fragile alliance. However, the relationship between actants has not yet been 

tested. 
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The evaluation plan is the main part of the preparation process in which the 

evaluators review the relevant documents to perceive the project context, size, scope, 

goals, and objectives. Reviewing the documents and communication with the major 

actants, such as the World Bank representatives in Brasilia, the members of the 

Brazilian governments involved with the BR Project, and other related agencies, helps 

the evaluators to draft a plan with more accurate estimations. As part of developing 

the evaluation plan, the initial contacts and communications between diverse actants 

occur, which finally forms the ‘fragile alliance’. The fragile alliance works like a pact 

that brings all of the major actants together to agree to collaborate and participate in a 

temporary and emerging actor-network. At this stage, the IEG lead evaluator interacts 

with other major actants in the World Bank and GoB to allocate their roles. Following 

the concept of snowball sampling, a preliminary list of interviewees is drafted and the 

lead evaluator begins communications to arrange times and places to meet. Some other 

allocated roles, include providing reports, documents, and other required information 

for the evaluation team.  

At this stage, major human actants including the World Bank team at 

headquarters and Brasilia, the Godfather, and the Toddler remain as ‘mediators’ and 

maintain their capabilities to change, distort, and modify the meanings or things they 

convey. As part of joining the fragile alliance, they review their stance and update their 

strategies about how to deal with the emerging actor-network. They also communicate 

with the IEG evaluation team that are already assigned, to get to know them and realize 

their interests, approaches, and working styles. Thus, it can be argued that the character 

and personality of the human actants in the emerging actor-network is constantly 

changing. These changes are not only a result of one-way communication between the 

focal and other actants, but also other actants responding to the roles allocated by the 

focal actant and redefining their position to be accepted into the network. 

What happens to the non-human actants at this stage is also enlightening. It was 

discussed earlier that major non-human actants, such as the BR Project’s documents 

(Program Document, Policy Matrix, simplified ICR, and CAS), as well as associated 

projects (Twin and AID) took an ‘intermediary’ role during the problematization stage. 

As discussed in the previous stage, they could be seen as a ‘black box’ in which 

knowing their identity was enough to understand their functions, roles, and 

characteristics. However, these actants change their roles and transform into 
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‘mediators’ in the interessement stage of emerging actor-network due to more insights 

and knowledge being gained by the evaluators and other major actants during the 

evaluation planning. The evaluators can then adjust their initial perceptions of each 

non-human actant by reviewing the related documents and analyzing them, in addition 

to the preliminary contacts and communication with the human actants involved in the 

project. For instance, the Program Document that is supposed to provide a 

comprehensive view toward the project goals, objectives, and scope, has some 

shortcomings and is not just a black box. Thus, the evaluators have to adjust and 

reorganize their evaluation plan considering the increasing insight and knowledge 

regarding the project and its performance. This increasing insight can also be called 

‘progressive elaboration’ in the temporary and emerging actor-network of project 

evaluation. 

Following the TAAC model concepts, the ‘text’ is still like a ‘baby’ in the 

‘womb’ and not born yet. The outcome of the evaluation plan can illustrate the 

structure and format of the PPAR (the evaluation report), which is similar to knowing 

the baby’s sexuality, the overall health, well-being, and the due date. As we already 

know, the principal author would be the IEG’s lead evaluator with the support of the 

evaluation team. However, as discussed earlier, there would be some indirect or co-

authors involved with the text development. At this stage, there is a clearer idea of who 

would join the co-authorship. In this study, the co-authors are the World Bank officials 

in Washington D.C. and the Godfather (the Ministry of Finance). An accurate 

estimation of the text’s audience is also available at this stage due to the engagement 

and collaboration of major actants into the ‘fragile alliance’ process. The Bank’s 

executive directors, the CODE committee (as previously identified), the peer reviewers 

and panel reviewers of the PPAR in the IEG, the Godfather, the Toddler, media, and 

journalists are just a short list of principal audiences of the text.  

The IEG evaluators identified the report’s audience at the interessment stage to 

capture their interest, expectations, and requirements to implement a responsive 

evaluation approach. A responsive evaluation approach is an interactive and dynamic 

type of evaluation that considers and addresses the stakeholders’ concerns in the 

evaluation process in order to maintain their commitment to a professional, 

independent, and ethical practice (House, 2001). This investigation helped me to 

understand that the IEG had no other choice than to select and implement the 
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responsive evaluation approach due to its formal and organizational relationship with 

the World Bank—the client who ordered the evaluation task. The responsive 

evaluation approach could help them to establish a constructive evaluation 

environment with the primary stakeholders such as the World Bank and the borrowers 

and avoid unexpected risks and issues emerging during the evaluation process. 

However, this approach is not just like a ‘magic wand’ that could remove unpleasant 

issues and make up everything as expected. This demonstrates how politics and other 

inter-organizational elements pushed the evaluators beyond their comfort zone.  

At the end of interessment stage, the focal actant can be confident that its 

legitimacy has been acknowledged by other major actants through their spokespersons. 

However, allocating the roles and entering into a ‘fragile alliance’ is not enough to 

form an actor-network. The next step would be using variety of negotiation strategies 

encouraging other actants to accept and enroll in their roles. 

4.4.3.3 Enrolment: Performing diverse negotiation strategies 

This is the halfway point of creating an actor-network and at this stage some of 

the most political interactions have been undertaken between diverse actants. Although 

the focal actant of this narrative (the IEG evaluators) played a critical role at this stage 

to establish the pact that every actant pledged to earlier, other major actants and their 

spokespersons also engaged in a series of complex negotiations to stabilize their stance 

in the emerging actor-network. The IEG lead evaluator used a variety of 

communication channels in Brazil and the USA to coordinate the evaluation activities 

in the implementation process. There were also some political negotiations underway 

behind the scene between the major actants to be enrolled. Thus, it can be argued that 

the negotiations were conducted in two different pathways: formal and informal. The 

formal part is usually reflected in the official documents, such as emails, 

correspondence, and so forth. However, the informal negotiations are pretty much 

hidden. The aim of each actant at the enrolment stage was to maximize their benefits 

and minimize their losses. In particular, the actants that had roles and responsibility in 

the BR Project and were now under scrutiny sought a way to influence the evaluators 

to protect themselves against unexpected accusations.  

Considering the pivotal role of the focal actant in the enrolment stage, the 

evaluators had to undertake various negotiations strategies to settle the actants into 

their roles. These strategies included seduction, intimidation, and give and take. It can 
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be surmised that they could not apply the intimidation approach to the World Bank 

officials, who were their client and boss at the same time. Thus, they had to approach 

them through the seduction or give and take strategies. As part of this negotiation 

process, the IEG promised to address the WB’s areas of concerns in their evaluation 

practice and in the meantime, the World Bank members in Brasilia and Washington 

were committed to cooperating with the IEG team by providing information and 

connections. However, the nature of the relationship between the IEG team and the 

GoB, particularly the Godfather, was totally different. The IEG was equipped with the 

formal support of its client (the World Bank executives) to push its agenda with the 

Brazilian counterparts during the negotiation process.  

With regards to the transformation of human and non-human actants, it can be 

argued that enrolment could be considered a turbulent stage where all human and non-

human actants are confronted by dramatic changes from mediator to intermediary and 

vice versa. The four types of political pressures previously elaborated are a good basis 

to justify the nature of these changes. However, the basic reason that can justify all 

transformation that occurred at this stage is ‘survival’. Each actant sought to survive 

under this scrutiny, as any drama could have negative consequences, such as a bad 

reputation or organizational punishment. The political consequences of the evaluation 

result on the government of Brazil must not be overlooked, as it could be in the 

headlines for months. However, this ever-changing nature of enrolled actants could 

destabilize the emerging actor-network and damage the focal actant’s efforts as a result 

of its discourse across the network. 

To explore what happened to the PPAR, the evaluation policies and procedures 

should be reviewed. Since the baby is still in the incubator, the audience struggles to 

influence its growth by manipulating the principal authors. The IEG evaluators were 

under pressure from different angles to reflect the audience viewpoints in the text. This 

is very critical in the enrolment stage, as all major actants have their voice in the 

emerging actor-network. Thus, it can be understood that the authors had to comply 

with some of those requests and address them in the PPAR as part of the give and take 

negotiation strategy. However, it is still too early to conclude that the actor-network’s 

failure in the mobilization stage—which is discussed further in the following section—

was rooted in the poor enrolment process. 



 

180 Chapter 4: Analysis and Findings 

In summary, actants accept the role allocated by the focal actant, such as 

collecting and distributing the project’s lessons learned by the PPAR. The enrolment 

may or may not occur in a narrative, as it is a complex process requiring diverse 

negotiation strategies between the actants. The actants that disagree with the role they 

are assigned could form a counter-network. The final stage of the translation process, 

which is called mobilization, occurs when the actants of the emerging actor-network 

successfully enroll in their roles.  

4.4.3.4 Mobilization: Appointing the spokesperson 

Thus far, the roles of these actants have been allocated and accepted via diverse 

political negotiations enforced by the IEG evaluators as the focal actant. In this sense, 

the emerging actor-network needs a spokesperson to represent it as a whole. In the 

final and mature actor-network, the whole network operates as one actor and the 

identities of each actant and its connections are not recognizable (Porsander, 2005). In 

this narrative, the IEG evaluators tried to play the role of spokesperson and speak for 

all of the other actants, which was supposed to be reflected in their outcome (the 

PPAR). However, both the World Bank executive directors and the government of 

Brazil, represented by the Godfather and the Toddler, refused to delegate the role of 

spokesperson to the IEG. Given the role of the Godfather in the correspondence with 

the World Bank, it can be argued that this entity represented the GoB as a spokesperson 

of the counter-network that emerged due to increasing conflicts between the evaluators 

and the borrower. The World Bank’s CODE, which was responsible for reviewing and 

approving the IEG’s work refused to recognize the IEG as its spokesperson. Therefore, 

the IEG failed to mobilize the actor-network and represent it as a spokesperson. 

Whilst the role of spokesperson has been described as representing the whole 

actor-network, which entails both human and non-human actants, how the 

spokesperson can speak on behalf of an artifact, such as through software, report, 

document, data, event, system, decisions, etc. remains to be determined. In this 

narrative, all of the non-human actants involved in the emerging actor-network, such 

as the Program Document, CAS, Policy Matrix, and the associated projects delivered 

their message to the evaluators through the intense document analysis conducted in the 

preparation process. The voice of non-human actants was amplified during the 

implementation process, whereas the evaluators gained more insights regarding the 

actual performance of the project through interviews and complementary document 
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reviews. These interactions helped the IEG evaluators to unfold the interests and 

meanings of the silent actants and represent them as their spokesperson.  

However, the IEG was not successful in the battle against two powerful actants 

of the emerging actor-network: the Godfather and CODE. As discussed earlier, the key 

point to enter into the mobilization stage is successfully allocating roles to the actants 

and enrolling them into their roles. To this end, knowing the rules of the political games 

occurring at this stage is crucial. The necessity of building trust with other major 

actants to gain their support was also discussed. Given the refusal of the GoB and 

CODE to authorize IEG as the spokesperson of the emerging actor-network, it can be 

argued that the evaluators failed to gain the trust of these two key actants. 

The need to have a spokesperson is not only limited to the silent actants such as 

artefacts and objects. Sometimes a vocal actant—who also can speak for themselves—

seeks another actant to represent them. This legitimate need arises when an actant 

looks for a stronger voice in an emerging actor-network to protect their interests and 

enhance their position in such a political environment. It can be suggested that an 

actant with a higher level of power and better political skillset can maximize the 

benefits of the other actants who are not mature enough to protect themselves. This 

argument reminds us of the relationship between the Godfather (the Ministry of 

Finance) and the Toddler (the Ministry of Environment) in the Government of Brazil. 

Thus, we have more insight to understand why the Godfather represented the GoB in 

the evaluation process, not the Toddler who actually owned the project. 

In a premature mobilization stage, such as what occurred in the evaluation of the 

BR Project, the uncertainty is high and key actants constantly change their roles to find 

the optimum position to keep them on the safe side. Consequently, the actants with 

higher political skills can only survive and resist against the hegemony reinforced by 

the focal actant. In this narrative, the World Bank CODE and the Godfather succeeded 

in raising their voice in the token (the PPAR) while opposing the conclusions made by 

the IEG evaluators. They were successful in sending the message that different voices 

should be heard. These different voices remind the audience of the text that there could 

be multiple approaches to telling the story of the project other than what has been 

narrated by the IEG evaluators. This argument is connected to what was discussed 

earlier regarding the TAAC model, which is based on the interaction of the text, author, 

and audience to construct the reality or an interpretation of the text. In this narrative, 
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the CODE and the Godfather assumed that the audience of the text would be actively 

involved in constructing their own judgment, not only a passive reader that would 

agree with the author’s conclusions. Thus, the platform of the TAAC model can assist 

to better map the construction of an emerging counter-network in this narrative. 

4.4.4 Construction of the counter-network:  The narrative of an alternative 

voice 

Counter-networks emerge as a result of some actants’ intentional or 

unintentional counter-actions that could not be embedded in the emerging actor-

network. These counter-actions usually occur when the focal actant is unable to 

establish trust and represent the emerging actor-network as its spokesperson. In this 

narrative, the IEG evaluators were partially successful in enrolling the major actants 

into their allocated roles. In these situations, the potential authors who failed to deliver 

their voice in the text (PPAR or token) begin to communicate and interact with other 

dissatisfied actants to find another spokesperson. These interactions ignited the 

emergence of the counter-network in this narrative. In this sense, the unhappy actants 

first tried to influence the attitude and approach of the focal actant to reflect their voice 

in the token. This interaction occurred on the platform of combined political and 

organizational games. However, the IEG evaluators’ resisted distorting the evaluation 

process from its professional and ethical directions and adhered to the World Bank 

evaluation policies and practices. 

The major consequence of these series of counter-actions was undermining the 

efforts undertaken by the IEG evaluators and its allies in the emerging actor-network. 

It can be argued that the ‘fragile alliance’ that was already formed in the interessment 

stage was impaired by those counter-actions. In the absence of an alliance, the gap 

filled with an emerging and unintentional pact between the actants who broke the 

‘fragile alliance’ or in the other words, betrayed the focal actant. These contradictions 

between the focal actant and other major actants undermined the construction of the 

actor-network, leaving the translation process incomplete and premature. 

The early signs of counter-network emergence usually appear at the 

interessement stage due to the contradictory goals, objectives, and interests between 

the focal actant and other major actants that have successfully traversed the OPP. The 

counter-network is the result of resistance against the fragile alliance that is reinforced 

by the focal actant. Thus, any of those human or non-human actants that have already 
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crossed the OPP and entered the emerging actor-network could potentially join the 

counter-network to oppose the official discourse represented by the focal actants. 

Counter-networks are considered one of the main reasons that lead actor-networks to 

fail.  

Some of the contradictions can be found in different parts of the evaluation 

report, particularly the management response, the CODE’s Chairperson Summary, and 

Borrower’s Comments. However, it cannot be inferred that the actor-network failed in 

the enrolment stage, as there is no factual evidence to support this controversial 

argument. However, how this emerging counter-network impeded the construction of 

an actor-network that represented all of the major actants as a spokesperson is 

discussed later in the mobilization stage. 

As discussed earlier, the first signs of an emerging counter-network appeared 

during the enrolment stage, when the major actant with political figures began to resist 

acceptance of the roles allocated by the IEG evaluators. This counter-action, which is 

also called betrayal, is a sign that promises the formation of a counter-network. The 

betrayal occurs when the actants refuse to act as they have already promised in the 

interessment or enrolment stages. The betrayal of the Godfather and the Toddler can 

be inferred from the Borrower’s Comments in the PPAR; however, their comments 

are only the tip of the iceberg. The footprints of an intense conflict can be seen in every 

page of the report. The IEG’s failure to mobilize the actor-network could be connected 

to the conflicts that occurred with the World Bank officials and the GoB 

representatives (the Godfather and the Toddler) during the evaluation process. 

The first conspicuous sign of the emerging counter-network appeared when the 

draft version of the PPAR was sent for the World Bank and Borrower’s review and 

feedback. The contradictions began when the IEG blamed the World Bank or the GoB 

for their lack of insight or poor performance in the BR Project. In this sense, each 

actant was trying to exonerate themselves from the accusations made by the IEG. 

Hence, these reactions could be considered a normal process for the development of 

the PPAR, the sympathy of the blamed actants brought them together to counter-act 

against the political game played by the IEG. They now had one common target to aim 

at, the IEG evaluators. Their first response strategy was to accuse the evaluators of 

being biased toward some of the non-human actants, such as the Program Document 

and CAS. They also blamed the IEG for neglecting the reality of the project and 
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judging it out of context. This accusation entailed overlooking the changes in Brazil’s 

political, social, and economic environments, as well as the influence of multiple 

associated projects, such as the Twin and AID projects. 

The emergence of the counter-network was unintended and due to collective 

counter-actions that boosted each other at the right time and place. However, the 

diverged actants leveraged this to push the IEG evaluators into the corner. As discussed 

earlier, the IEG evaluators were concerned about their independence, the credibility of 

their work, and the morality of the evaluation process. The diverged actants targeted 

all of these three evaluation requirements through their counter-actions. For instance, 

the Godfather claimed that the IEG evaluators merely focused on the effectiveness of 

the project and overlooked the cost-effectiveness aspect, which was the basis of some 

decisions made by the GoB, that is, cancellation of phases two and three. They tried to 

undermine the credibility of the IEG’s work by emphasizing these technical issues. 

Furthermore, they also asserted that the IEG’s view on the project’s achievements and 

results was biased on an adopted disapproving tone. It can be understood that these 

types of accusations were aimed at undermining the independence and morality of the 

evaluators. 

Unlike the Godfather’s harsh stand against the IEG evaluators, the World Bank’s 

management team took a modest position and only tried to exonerate themselves from 

the evaluators accusations regarding the Bank’s performance. It can be argued that the 

World Bank team put some effort into demonstrating some level of politics to deal 

with the independency concerns raised by the other major actants. In this sense, they 

could deliver a clear message to the audience that a constructive dialogue was 

undergoing between the parent organization (the World Bank) that ordered the 

evaluation task and the evaluators (the IEG team). Thus, the World Bank’s efforts 

concentrated on setting the stage to convince the audience regarding the credibility, 

independence, and morale of the evaluation process. 

In comparison to the Godfather, the World Bank CODE’s attitude was more 

conservative and passive. They tried to play the role of a fair and impartial jury who 

was eligible to judge the disputes between the IEG team and the GoB. Thus, it can be 

argued that CODE was the mediator in the emerging counter-network and its role 

changed from reviewer and approver of the IEG work to a jury to resolve the disputes 

between divergent actants and the focal actants. As can be seen, the major actants of 
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the actor-network took different roles in the emerging counter-network while keeping 

their official roles, that is, divergent actants and jury. These ever-changing roles 

between the actor-network and counter-network by the same actants demonstrates how 

the emergence of the counter-network is capable of destabilizing an emerging actor-

network.  

Following the concept of the TAAC model, it can be argued that the emerging 

counter-network aimed to influence not only the text, but also the authors and 

audience. First, the divergent actants of the counter-network put their efforts into 

changing the text in their favor. To this end, they sought to push the focal actant (IEG 

evaluators) into the corner and isolate them politically and organizationally. To 

legitimize their counter-actions, they focused on a fair and reasonable argument in the 

emerging actor-network, which emphasized the role of spokesperson that speaks on 

behalf of all major actants. In this sense, they tried to convince the evaluators to accept 

their co-authorship role in the development process of the text. However, the IEG’s 

resistance against those allegations forced them to concentrate on the text’s audience. 

To this end, they were successful in delivering a message to the audience that the 

project had more than one narrative. As a result of their efforts, the CODE, as an 

official agency to review and approve the evaluation outcome (the text), refused to 

approve it, which could be considered an achievement for the divergent actants of the 

emerging counter-network. 

In summary, the counter-network did not fully materialize, but was successful  

in influencing the final outcome of the actor-network by announcing to the report’s 

audience that there was another narrative of the project performance that must be 

heard. The World Bank executive’s decision to publish the PPAR together with the 

Bank and GoB’s comments can be considered one of the major achievements of the 

counter-network. 

4.4.5 The politics of evaluation  

Despite the fact that PPAR took a fairly strong position against the lack of an 

analytical approach to differentiate between different ongoing projects in Brazil’s 

environmental agenda. However, surprisingly, it admired the World Bank for 

developing a comprehensive Program Document with a strong analytical base: 
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“The Program Document was comprehensive and provided ample detail, 

and was based on a strong analytical base” (BR Project, PPAR, P. 34) 

As can be seen, the IEG evaluators had to play the political game with their 

colleagues in the World Bank regional office in Brazil, as well as headquarters in 

Washington D.C. It can be suggested that they did not want to bother their co-workers, 

who may have been working together on other projects currently or in the near future. 

This approach makes more sense considering that the IEG is actually a department of 

the World Bank that works directly with the Bank’s executive directors. In addition, 

the IEG had to pay respect to the efforts of their colleagues, especially when they were 

aware that the outcome of their job would be publicly available and the Bank’s 

shareholders, the media, and the public would have access to the content of the report. 

This challenging situation demonstrates why organizational politics needs to be 

incorporated to better capture the big picture of the evaluation practice. However, it 

can be argued that this compliment was just rhetoric, political language to compromise 

the case. That is why the PPAR praised the Program Document by using strong words 

such as ‘comprehensive’, ‘ample detail’, and ‘strong analytical base’; while also 

criticizing it due to a lack of a very basic detail such as the accurate definition of the 

term ‘sustainability’: 

“Several of the indicators for actions related to the Amazon include 

“sustainable” management or use, but sustainability can be interpreted in 

different ways, and it is never defined in the Program Document.” (BR 

Project, PPAR, P. 39) 

These comments in the PPAR, which demonstrate the political side of the project 

evaluation process, unfold the political role of the other key actants of the evaluation 

networks. There is also the possibility that unlike the claims made by the IEG, their 

evaluators could not be totally independent and unbiased, as they were hired by the 

World Bank executives and paid as contractors or suppliers. As mentioned previously, 

this investigation revealed that the task team leader for the evaluation practice was also 

a World Bank employee and this employment relationship definitely influenced the 

evaluators’ independency. Furthermore, the GoB authorities or the World Bank 

regional office in Brasilia were also able to manipulate the evaluators via misleading 

information and false facts to cover up some issues and defects. These speculations 
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beyond what is written in the reports or mentioned in the interviews helped to better 

explore the interactions of key actants, such as the Program Document, evaluators, and 

PPAR in the evaluation network. Although the IEG claimed that they conducted an 

evidence-based evaluation practice (an evaluation based on established criteria where 

the effectiveness and impact of the project is assessed), the outcome was still affected 

by evaluators’ judgment, perceptions, selective attention, and bias. Thus, it can be said 

that the subjective aspect of evaluation could easily be targeted by political agendas 

and individuals, organizations, and other entities that wished to influence the results. 

The examination of the BR Project evaluation practice shows that evaluation is not 

necessarily an evidence-based, judgment-free exercise. Conversely, the provided 

evidence demonstrates that the political, social, and cultural aspects of the 

organizations involved influenced the outcomes of the evaluation process. 

The sources of the political pressures that influenced the negotiations of the 

enrolment stage in this case can be categorized into four different levels, including: 

democratic, bureaucratic, cultural, and professional (Chelimsky, 2009). The outer 

layer entails those political pressures that arise from the external agencies, such as 

politicians, congress members, whistle blowers, NGOs, environmentalists, climate 

change activists, media, social networks, journalists, and academics, and is called 

democratic politics. The seduction or give and take strategies could also cause serious 

concerns for both parties. Thus, the best approach taken by IEG was to delegate the 

political interactions with these agencies to the World Bank senior executives and 

board. IEG evaluators had to manage those external political pressures indirectly and 

through the World Bank communication channels. Consequently, any refusal to 

address those political concerns could cause serious conflicts between the IEG and its 

boss and client (the World Bank).  

The second layer of political pressure that encompasses the politics represented 

by the bureaucrats in both the World Bank and GoB is called bureaucratic politics. 

They worship organizational rules, regulations, and procedures and proactively oppose 

any damage or insult to the organizational ‘sacred cows’. The most significant factor 

for the World Bank and GoB bureaucrats is their agencies’ rituals and traditions. The 

IEG evaluators had to manage the political pressures reinforced by the bureaucrats 

who shared interests with the BR Project with the give and take negotiation strategy. 

The bureaucrats also had the power and capability to either distort or augment the 
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political pressures stemming from the democratic layer to put forward their own 

agenda. This investigation helped me to understand that the evaluators also became 

mired in their bureaucratic essence in some circumstances when they tried to bring up 

the World Bank and IEG evaluation policies and procedures in the political arguments 

with other actants. 

The third layer of political pressures stems from the cultural differences between 

different actants involved in the emerging actor-network. On one side, there were some 

major actants, such as the Godfather and the Toddler, with Brazilian backgrounds. On 

the other side,  there was a multicultural environment, such as the World Bank. The 

IEG team was also comprised of individuals from different backgrounds but with 

extensive international experience. These cultural differences could potentially be a 

source of conflict between different actants and required a multicultural environment 

facilitated by the IEG lead evaluator. The footprint of this type of politics can be found 

in the Godfather’s comments about the PPAR. For instance, they undermined the 

IEG’s report for not acknowledging the so-called significant progress the GoB gained 

in tackling environmental challenges, such as deforestation and improving 

infrastructures and institutional capabilities. Similar to what was discussed earlier 

about the mixture of first and second political layers, cultural politics is also subject to 

influence by its outer layers in the emerging actor-network.  

The last type of political pressure in this narrative entails professional politics, 

which stems from the profession of evaluation and its merit. In this layer, professionals 

struggle to sustain their stands and positions through different kinds of skillsets. The 

IEG evaluators used this type of political pressure to manipulate other actants and force 

them to accept the roles allocated to them. As part of this political game, evaluators 

had to prove their competency and eligibility to hold an investigator position in the 

emerging actor-network. However, demonstrating this merit can be challenging for the 

evaluators, as most practitioners see them as academics that have turned to this 

profession without substantial practical experience. As can be seen, it was a long 

journey for the evaluators to sustain their critical role in the emerging actor-network 

due these interwoven political pressures squeezing them from different angles. 

The IEG evaluators had to build trust to tackle all of these political pressures and 

enroll the major actants in the emerging evaluation actor-network. Trust can be 

achieved through efficiency, legitimacy, and respect (Guzman & Freitas, 
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Forthcoming). The efficiency of the evaluation process depends on professional 

attitude, knowledge, experience, and interpersonal skills. Thus, the evaluators had to 

demonstrate a high level of competency to the other actants, particularly the World 

Bank team in Brasilia, the Godfather, and the Toddler. This legitimacy stemmed from 

the support and acknowledgment of the World Bank executive members in 

Washington D.C. that was officially announced to the actants of the emerging network. 

The respect was gained through professional and ethical behavior with the key actants 

and following the evaluation practice and code of ethics devised by the IEG and the 

World Bank. 

4.5 SUMMARY 

4.5.1 Evaluation practice as sense-giving and sense-making processes 

The narrative of the BR Project has provided an in-depth understanding of the 

evaluation logic and process, which can enhance insight into the evaluation practice in 

a complex and emerging project environment. The empirical material showed that 

project evaluation involves sense-giving and sense-making processes. This duality 

helps to explain ‘why’ and ‘how’ different human and non-human actants become 

involved with an emerging actor-network to pursue their own interests through 

interacting with each other. As illustrated in the evaluation of the BR Project, each 

actant attempted to approach the project from his or her perspective and provide sense 

to the evaluators in a way to keep them safe and unharmed. This apparently 

collaborative sense-giving process was performed by all human and non-human 

actants involved in the evaluation practice. Those non-human actants, such as the 

bible, mini-bible, and AID and twin projects, which required interpretation, were 

represented by their spokesperson (the Godfather). However, the IEG evaluators 

encountered different sense-giving processes from different human and non-human 

actants, and as such, made their own sense of the project through their own perspective. 

Despite the fact that IEG claims to be independent from the World Bank and other key 

actants in the BR Project (e.g., the preface of the PPAR, IEG website, and evaluation 

procedures), the influence of sense-giving processes on how they made sense of the 

project was inevitable. Thus, it can be argued that the evaluation practice is the result 

of emerging and recurring sense-giving and sense-making processes between different 

human and non-human actants. 
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4.5.2 The emergence of the actor-network and counter-network in the BR 

Project 

The application of the ANT and TAAC models also assisted with better 

capturing how the actor-networks and counter-network emerged through time. The 

narrative of the BR Project illustrates that actants tended to join together through 

associations, which provided better positioning to achieve their interests. The need to 

be stronger and have higher influence forced the actants to interact with each other. 

For example, the Godfather and Toddler joined together to represent the GoB in its 

conversation with the World Bank and IEG. These collaborations between actants 

constituted a network, which was formed due to their actions, reactions, or even non-

actions. A network of actants—legitimized by their actions—that can represent itself 

as one actor, or as Latour (2005) referred to it: a macro-actor, constructs an actor-

network. The narrative of the BR Project illustrates how the task of evaluating the BR 

Project assigned to the IEG led to a series of actions that firstly constituted the action-

net (Czarniawska, 2004). In this sense, the IEG mobilized a team of evaluators to 

design and plan the evaluation task, which engaged a group of stakeholders in Brazil 

and the USA, that is, the World Bank regional office in Brasilia; the GoB’s 

representatives, such as the Godfather and the Toddler; NGOs; environmental 

activists; academics; etc. The emergence of an actor-network for the evaluation of the 

BR Project can be observed by considering those non-human actants involved with the 

process, such as the reports, data, software, information systems, evaluation guides 

and practice. 

The narrative of the BR Project illustrates how those actors, such as the 

Godfather, Toddler, and the Bank’s executive managers who were dissatisfied with 

the narrative represented by the focal actor (IEG evaluators), constructed a counter-

network to destabilize the emerging actor-network, intentionally or unintentionally. It 

can be argued that some of the major actors of the evaluation practice sought to use 

their power and legitimize positions to counteract against evaluators and the potential 

and organizational consequences of the published report. The BR Project narrative 

illustrated that sometimes, some actants, in some circumstances, could intentionally or 

unintentionally join a counter-network due to the synergies of their counter-actions 

against the dominant conversations in the emerging actor-network. 
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4.5.3 The processes of project evaluation – Callon’s (1986) four moments of 

translation  

The four moments of translation proposed by Callon (1986) were reviewed in 

order to understand the formation of the actor-network in the narrative of the BR 

Project. The focal actant (the IEG evaluators) subsequently played a pivotal role 

throughout the translation process, such as the development of the obligatory passage 

point (OPP) and reinforcing other actants to traverse it. They also entered into a 

reciprocal conversation with other actants to establish a pact, or what Callon (1986) 

called the ‘holy alliance’. The focal actant used this pact to examine other actant’s 

loyalty and commitment to the emerging actor-network. They then tried to enrol other 

actants into their allocated roles, such as interviewee, developer, provider, supporter, 

approver, funder, client, etc. Hence, it can be observed that this holy alliance was not 

strong enough to assist the focal actor to mobilize the emerging actor-network.  

4.5.4 The fate of emerging actor-network in the evaluation of the BR Project 

The narrative of BR Project illustrates that the focal actant (IEG evaluators) 

failed to mobilize its emerging actor-network due to the counter-actions of the 

divergent actants. Consequently, the mobilization moment did not occur in the 

narrative of the BR Project and the IEG evaluators could not represent the role of 

spokesperson for the emerging and incomplete actor-network. Thus, a minimum of 

two voices were heard by the report’s audience: first, the voice of the evaluators, which 

was louder and bolder, and second, the voice of divergent actants represented by the 

Godfather, with considerable echoes in the actor-network. As a consequence of these 

contradictions, the jury (CODE) refused to approve the text—the outcome of the 

evaluation process developed by the focal actants, which could be considered a failure 

for the IEG team and a success for the other opponent actors, such as the Godfather, 

the Toddler, and the Bank’s regional office in Brazil. 

4.5.5 Competing evaluation logics  

The application of the ANT concept complemented by the TAAC model 

illustrates the competing logics associated with the dynamics of the evaluation process. 

Exploring evaluation logics is not possible without considering the emergence of both 

actor networks and counter networks. These two concepts assist with understanding 

why some actants demonstrated contradictory behaviors in the same context and in 

similar situations. These discrepancies could be justified by their ever-changing roles 
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in two parallel emerging networks. Whilst the IEG evaluators, as the focal actant of 

the emerging actor-network, sought to establish a constructive relationship with other 

major actants to deliver a professional, ethical, and credible outcome, the divergent 

actants tried to influence on it with actions suffered from lack of integrity. The IEG 

evaluators aimed to be an honest, reliable, and fair observer that reflected the beauty 

and inelegance of the project’s overall performance. However, as illustrated in the BR 

Project’s narrative, not all of the key actants of the evaluation emerging actor-network 

were happy with the role that the IEG team had mapped out for the PPAR. Thus, those 

actants, such as the Godfather, Toddler, and the World Bank’s regional managers in 

Brasilia tried to distort the message the IEG sought to deliver to the audience by raising 

their voice in the management comments and feedback section.  

4.5.6 The transformative character of evaluation logics 

Another lesson of the BR Project’s evaluation is understating the transformative 

nature of evaluation logic, which changes in every stage of the emerging actor-network 

construction. For instance, at the beginning of the evaluation process and during the 

problematization moment, professional logic outweighs political logic in the BR 

Project narrative, as major actors test the approaches, characteristics, and power of 

each other. The narrative of the BR Project illustrates how the application of a sense-

giving and sense-making platform combined with the ANT and TAAC models can 

assist with better understanding of this transformation. In essence, the concept of 

evaluation logic is a volatile and fragile construct that is shaped through interactions 

between the human and non-human actants involved with the evaluation practice. In 

this network-oriented environment, every actant can influence the evaluation process 

and the outcome depends on its power, motivation, and purpose, regardless of its entity 

and type. However, each actant has to first join the emerging actor-network to be 

influential and the main condition to join the network is passing the obligatory passage 

point, the evaluation procedure. 

4.5.7 Competing evaluation logics and the rhetoric of independency 

The World Bank used the rhetoric of independency of the IEG to legitimize its 

decisions, actions, and performance in the BR Project. Additionally, the report’s tone 

was not harsh enough to make the GoB furious and upset, which could have potentially 

damaged the geopolitical relationship between Brazil and the USA (as the major 

contributor of the WB). Hence, the evaluation report took a critical position with some 
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soft criticisms to avoid being blamed for whitewashing the major stakeholders of the 

project. Thus, it can be argued that the evaluation logic was swinging between 

legitimization and a collusion text. This narrative demonstrates that the term 

‘independent evaluation’ is rhetoric in the very political environment of a large 

complex project, as there is no such thing as an independent evaluator or independent 

evaluation process in reality. This is because each evaluation practice is ordered and 

requested by an entity who seeks to gain some benefits, which could be learning, 

accountability, legitimization, or enlightenment. Thus, evaluators must maintain the 

continuity of their financial relationship with their recruiters. The narrative of the BR 

Project illustrates a more complex relationship between the recruiter (the World Bank 

executives) and the evaluators (the IEG team), which is one of the World Bank 

departments and directly reports to the executive directors (see Figure 4.2). 

4.5.8 The transformation of professional and political logics in project 

evaluation 

The narrative of the BR Project accompanied by the application of the ANT and 

TAAC models and the duality of collaborative sense-giving and sense-making 

concepts provided me with a deep understanding of evaluation logic in a complex, 

emerging, and dynamic environment. What I drew from the analysis of the field data 

is that the term ‘evaluation logic’ should be considered a multifaceted and subjective 

construct. To unpack the complexity of this construct, I explored different types of 

logics and the elements that shaped them. Overall, the conceptual mindset that led the 

IEG evaluators in the BR Project can be categorized into professional and political 

logics. It can be argued that the evaluators managed the constant battle between these 

two logics throughout the evaluation practice. While in some circumstances 

professional logics overcame the political logics and the evaluators’ decisions, 

behaviors, and actions can be interpreted through the professional lens, politics 

dominated professionalism in some cases. This duality of professionalism and politics 

is an appropriate lens to better understand the transformative logic of project 

evaluation in the BR Project. 

4.5.9 The elements that trigger formation and transformation of evaluation 

logics 

Another lesson from the BR Project’s narrative was understanding which 

elements influenced the formation and transformation of those political and 
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professional logics. I have categorized these triggers into two mega constructs called 

the ‘evaluation mission’ and ‘evaluation approach’. The evaluation mission represents 

the soft elements of evaluative attributes, such as motivation, purpose or reason, value, 

and politics. The evaluation approach entails those hard elements that reflect the 

technical aspect of evaluation logic, such as process, temporality, criteria, and actants. 

These two mega constructs worked hand in hand to constitute the evaluation logics in 

the BR Project. It can be argued that the evaluation mission that represents those soft 

elements played a critical role in the formation and transformation of the political 

logics, while the hard elements of evaluation, represented by the approach, had a 

significant impact on the professional logics. 

4.5.10 How can evaluation logic transform the evaluation product into an 

evaluation outcome? 

Inspired by the TAAC model proposed by Czarniawska (forthcoming), I argue 

that the evaluation product is not just a text or report developed and published by 

evaluators. There are three components other than text that contribute to the evaluation 

product, including: the author(s), audience, and context. As discussed earlier, these 

four components can be integrated with the ANT to conceptualize how the interactions 

between human and non-human actants, which also include the author, audience, text, 

or context, develop an emerging actor-network to create the ‘evaluation product’. 

However, what an evaluation product tries to say could be different from how it is 

interpreted or used by others, which can be referred to as the ‘evaluation outcome’.  

The analysis of the field data in the BR Project revealed that the evaluation 

product could be interpreted and used (or misused) by key stakeholders involved with 

this project in three major ways: enlightenment, legitimization, and collusion. 

Enlightenment is an honest, unbiased, and professional assessment of the project by 

providing constructive feedback to its key stakeholders to improve performance in 

future initiatives. From, an objectivist point of view, enlightenment is like holding a 

‘mirror’ in front of the project and showing the actual results and performance without 

any bias or prejudice. However, a social constructivist researcher looks at the 

evaluation practice more complicated than just undermining it to the role of a mirror. 

Legitimization is taking advantage of the evaluation as a professional practice to white-

wash political decisions, behaviors, or actions that have already been made. It can be 

argued that politicians somehow manipulate evaluators to follow their rhetoric. 
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Collusion is the worst-case scenario, which aims to advance political games in favor 

of those actants who seek to hide major shortcomings and exaggerate small 

achievements.  

Evaluation logic is the platform that can be utilized to understand how an 

evaluation product (e.g., a report or text) transforms to an evaluation outcome (e.g., 

enlightenment, legitimization, or collusion). The BR Project narrative illustrated that 

the evaluation outcome shifts toward enlightenment if professional logic ultimately 

defeats political logic. There is little evidence to support that professional logic was 

the winner against political logic in the BR Project. Legitimization is the outcome of 

compromise between professional and political logics. There was some strong 

evidence in the emerging actor-network of the BR Project’s evaluation that supported 

the legitimization outcome. Finally, the evaluation outcome swings in favor of 

collusion when political logic ultimately overcomes professional logic. There was no 

evidence to support the argument that the PPAR was the result of collusion between 

the evaluators and other key actants. 

4.5.11 Who won the battle between political and professional logics? 

Reading between the lines in the PPAR and other related documents and reports 

of the BR Project revealed that the constant battle between professional and political 

logics continued even after the evaluation process. The IEG evaluators tried to 

demonstrate their independent and professional approach; however, other powerful 

players in the evaluation game, such as the Godfather and the World Bank executives, 

influenced the evaluation outcome. These influences can be observed in the 

management response provided by the GoB (represented by the Godfather) and the 

WB executives. Thus, it can be argued that this constant battle had no winner, as both 

the evaluators and other key actants, such as the World Bank leaders and GoB 

representatives, had to compromise on an evaluation outcome that kept all of them 

(including IEG evaluators themselves) safe and unharmed.  

The following chapter draws together the key findings of the current chapter and 

presents a concept map constructed from the emerging data analysis. Links between 

the research questions, evaluation literature, and this research findings are also 

provided, with a reflective approach that elaborates the theoretical and practical 

research contributions. 



 

196 Chapter 5: Discussion 

 

Chapter 5: Discussion 

Evaluation: An Epic Battle between Professionals and Politicians 

 

5.1 FOREWORD 

5.1.1 Chapter aim 

The aim of this discussion chapter is to integrate the research findings with the 

current literature and link them to the research problems and questions. This chapter 

provides a reflection upon the research findings and connects them to the research 

objectives, problems, and questions. The evaluation literature is also discussed, along 

with an explanation of how the research findings were built based on the extant 

literature. Furthermore, this chapter seeks to articulate how the gap in the evaluation 

literature is addressed by the findings of this research, as well as to what extent the 

application of a narrative inquiry approach assisted with addressing the research 

questions. Moreover, the chapter contains a discussion regarding how the actor-

network theory (ANT) and text, author, audience, context (TAAC) models helped to 

unfold the complex relationship between different actants to construct the narrative. 

5.1.2 Chapter discussion 

A narrative approach complemented with reflective questions was used to 

construct this chapter to provide an alignment between the structure of this chapter and 

the dominant research methodology used in this study. Thus, a conversational Q&A 

format embedded in a narrative approach is used, with an emphasis on the research 

findings and their connection to the extant literature, as well as the research questions 

used to address the aims sought in this chapter. Given the provided structure, this 

chapter entails three integrated components including: reflection on the research 

questions, building upon extant evaluation literature, and articulation of the research 

findings. 

The following section discusses some reflective questions and answers to 

provide an overview of the research background (context, problems, objectives, and 
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questions) in preparation for an in-depth exploration of the research findings and their 

connections to the current literature. 

5.2 STUDY OVERVIEW 

5.2.1 How was narrative inquiry complemented with ANT to unfold the 

complex world of project evaluation? 

As discussed by Patton (2018), in many circumstances, the evaluation water is 

a lot muddier than might appear to be implied from what is disseminated or reported. 

As a result, the information presented in the analysis and results chapter as a narrative 

of the BR Project is based on an effort to make sense of the ‘hows’ and ‘whys’ in the 

process of project evaluation. I have tried to understand how evaluators and other key 

actants interacted with each other to construct the evaluation product. I have also 

investigated the reasons behind their decisions, actions, and behaviors using the 

application of the ANT and TAAC models, which assisted me to unfold the political 

aspect of evaluation practice in this project. However, these efforts to demonstrate 

those relationships and reveal what took place behind the scenes were affected by the 

high level of complexity that the evaluation practice dealt with. The application of a 

narrative inquiry complemented by the ANT and TAAC models helped me to represent 

this complex and emergent phenomenon in a simplified version. 

5.2.2 Who is the potential research audience?  

Although the potential audience for this study was discussed extensively in the 

introduction chapter, it is worthwhile to briefly review the targets of this this research. 

I hope this research will open up a new avenue toward the study of the complex, 

subjective, and controversial phenomenon of evaluation logic in the context of 

international development. Diverse groups were targeted through the outcomes of this 

study, including, but not limited to: 

 project and program evaluators, 

 program and project stakeholders, 

 evaluation sponsors or clients (such as the World Bank, AusAID, USAid, 

DFAT, ADB, etc.), 

 project management, and in particular, project evaluation scholars and 

researchers, 
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 project management practitioners (project managers, project planners, 

schedulers, etc.) 

5.2.3 Which audiences does this research not apply to?  

Social construction was the philosophical paradigm adopted to conduct this 

study. As a result, this research is not appropriate for positivist evaluation scholars 

who seek single and true reality outside the researcher’s mind that only needs to be 

discovered and harnessed by scientific methods. This non-audience is referred to as 

true believers by Guba and Lincoln (1989). 

5.2.4 Does this research provide the ultimate answer to the logic of complex 

projects evaluation? 

This research outcome and findings are not the ultimate or final answer to the 

questions that arose from and are addressed in this study. What I claim is only that it 

can be considered simply another construction within many constructions that could 

be and will be available in this topic. There is no universal truth from the social 

constructivist viewpoint. We always participate in a socially constructive process that 

enhances the understanding of the phenomenon in which we are involved. Thus, 

constructivist research should ultimately be well informed and sophisticated, rather 

than providing an ultimate answer or solutions to the studied phenomenon (See Guba 

& Lincoln, 1989; House, 2007 & 1993 & 1980; Hirschman, 1967). 

5.2.5 What does this research offer to the evaluation community? 

Practitioners have primarily focused on the evaluation process and criteria in 

their practice; however, motivation, politics, and not only considering the evaluation 

outcome as a text (or report) are usually missed. The overarching above mentioned 

themes were analyzed in Chapter Four (data analysis and results). This chapter 

analyses what can be learnt from the story of project evaluation in the BR Project and 

how these findings can assist policymakers in international development agencies such 

as the World Bank to improve their project evaluation practices. To address this, I have 

explored the project evaluation literature and propose the research findings based on 

the analysis results of the empirical components of this dissertation. 

5.2.6 Which works are abolished by this research? 

This research is not intended to be a replacement for the other in-depth 

theoretical and practical contributions already made by evaluation protagonists, such 
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as House, Hirschman, Guba and Lincoln, Patton, or any of the others whose work I 

have drawn on. This study was developed to shed some light on the evaluation logics 

of large and complex projects in the context of international development. This 

research contributes by examining this phenomenon through a different approach, 

which goes beyond conventional scientific and objective research paradigms. This 

study proposes to consider ‘evaluation practice’ through the lens of the social 

construction paradigm with the application of a narrative inquiry approach 

complemented by the ANT and TAAC models. 

The following section provides some reflective questions and answers to explain 

the context of this study. 

5.3 RESEARCH CONTEXT 

5.3.1 What are the characteristics of a development project? 

Hirschman (1967) defined a development project as a special kind of investment, 

which implies purposefulness, a minimum size, a specific location, the introduction of 

something qualitatively new, and the expectation that a sequence of further 

development moves will be set in motion. Furthermore, he argued that if development 

projects are conducted in the public sector, they may additionally be defined as those 

units or aggregates of public investment that, however small, still evoke the direct 

involvement of high, usually the highest, political authorities (Hirschman, 1967, p.1). 

As can be seen, development projects are highly politicalized, as they attract 

significant attention from politicians, partisans, the general public, media, and other 

community members affected by the projects and/or its results. These characteristics 

assist in concluding how development projects, especially international projects, could 

be categorized as complex, political, and somehow controversial initiatives. 

5.3.2 Why was an international development project financed by the World 

Bank5 chosen to construct the narrative? 

The World Bank has more than 70 years’ experience in appraising, financing, 

and following up large and complex development projects, which constitutes the most 

ample, varied, and detailed source of information, insights, knowledge, and 

documentation for this study (see Hirschman, 1967). Furthermore, the objective of this 

                                                 

 
5 International Bank for Reconstruction and Development 
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research was to enhance the understanding of evaluation logic in large complex 

projects, and the World Bank has developed highly sophisticated evaluation practices 

with high standards of performance performed by its evaluation unit, called the 

Independent Evaluation Group or IEG. Another benefit of choosing an international 

development project funded by the World Bank is the ease of having access to publicly 

available data related to the project, its design, and implementation, and most 

importantly, its evaluation documents. 

5.3.3 Why was the BR Project chosen, and why was this project considered 

complex? 

The main reason for choosing the BR Project as the source of the field data for 

this research was its controversial evaluation results, which are reflected in the PPAR 

and its supplementary documents. A brief scan of the project’s documents, as well as 

its highly socio-political subject, which is related to environmental management in one 

of the world’s most significant eco systems, proves the complexity of the project and 

its viability for an in-depth qualitative inquiry. According to Pollack and Remington’s 

(2007) framework to map complexity in a project, the BR Project can be considered 

structurally, temporally, technically, and directionally complex. The BR Project is 

considered structurally complex simply because it is an international development 

project with many stakeholders (or actants) dispersed across the globe (in Latin 

America, North America, Europe, etc.). The project was temporally complex as it was 

affected by the quick changes in the socio-political environment of the project. 

Furthermore, there is no argument that the project was technically complex, as it was 

the first time a project of this size, scope, and goals was developed in the World Bank. 

This included great uncertainty, novelty, and uniqueness. Finally, the project is 

considered directionally complex, as it entails many diverse key stakeholders (actants), 

with diverse, conflicting, and even contradictory technical, political, social, financial, 

and environmental goals and objectives. 

5.3.4 Why was the BR Project the only project chosen, was it due to bias?  

Within this thesis, I refer to the nature of qualitative research in general and 

narrative inquiry in particular, which seek to provide an in-depth understanding of a 

phenomenon rather than generalizing a theory, concept, or framework that requires 

significant numbers of samples from diverse field data (Czarniawska, 2004). In 

general, what is important in qualitative research is the richness of data and in-depth 

https://librarycatalogue.griffith.edu.au/search~S1?/aCzarniawska-Joerges%2C+Barbara./aczarniawska+joerges+barbara/-3,-1,0,B/browse
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involvement of the researcher with the studied phenomenon, not a vast and diverse 

data set (Denzin & Lincoln, 2001). What I particularly sought in this research was to 

achieve a deeper understanding of the evaluation logic, which was achieved through 

an in-depth study, research, and investigation of a case through the application of 

narrative inquiry complemented by the ANT as the sensitizing concept tool (see 

Latour, 2005; Callon, 1986; Guzman & De Souza, 2018). Although these research 

findings and results may not be generalizable to projects with different characteristics, 

natures, environments, and in different contexts, they can shed some light on this 

phenomenon and assist project evaluation scholars and practitioners to enhance their 

knowledge and understanding of the complexity of evaluation in a large international 

development project. 

The following section discusses some of the most significant evaluation 

terminologies used throughout this chapter through the use of the extant literature.  

5.4 EVALUATION TERMINOLOGIES 

5.4.1 What is evaluation? 

Davidson (2005) argued that evaluation is possibly the most important activity 

that has allowed human beings to evolve, develop, improve things, and survive in an 

ever-changing environment. As stated by House (1993), “evaluation is a powerful 

social force that has emerged only recently in advanced capitalist societies, a new 

institution that promises to be a major [good or bad] influence over the long term”. 

House (1993) defined evaluation as the “determination of the worth or value of 

something such as educational and social programs, policies and personnel, judged 

according to appropriate criteria” (see also Scriven, 1991). Guba and Lincoln (1989) 

pointed out that evaluation is a socio-political continuous, recursive, and divergent 

process. According to Patton (2018) evaluation is a dynamic, multidimensional 

endeavor. Patton defined evaluation as a “systematic process, which involves making 

judgments to determine merit, worth, value, significance, credibility, and utility of 

whatever is being evaluated”. This could be program, a project, a policy, a product, or 

the performance of a person, team, or organization, which is called an ‘evaluand’ in 

the literature. From the social construction perspective, evaluation is a collaborative 

sense-giving and sense-making process in which evaluators and other key actants 
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interact with each other to construct their understanding of the project being evaluated 

and share it with each other (e.g., Guba & Lincoln, 1989; Lincoln, 2003) 

5.4.2 What is an ‘evaluand’? 

Things that we might and should evaluate systematically, which include but are 

not limited to projects, programs, or organizations, personnel or performance, policies 

or strategies, products or services, process or systems, proposals, contract bids, or job 

applications (Davidson, 2005). In this study, the term evaluand is attributed to the BR 

Project. 

5.4.3 What is an ‘evaluee’? 

The evaluee is the person who is evaluated by evaluators (Davidson, 2005), 

which is a common terminology that is often used in personnel evaluation. In this 

study, evaluees are the individuals from the World Bank and GoB who evaluators 

approached in the evaluation process. Thus, as can be seen, there is a difference 

between the evaluand and evaluee in the evaluation literature. 

5.4.4 How is evaluation practice categorized in the literature? 

From one perspective, evaluation can be categorized into two various forms: 

internal and external evaluations, which depend on the independence of the evaluators 

from the organization they practice. However, from another perspective, evaluation 

practice can be grouped into two different clusters: collaborative or participatory and 

non-interactive evaluations. Davidson (2005) claimed that only an internal evaluation 

could be considered as collaborative and external evaluation as noninteractive. This 

could be true in some circumstances; however, overall the evaluation practice could 

be interactive and collaborative irrespective of being internally or externally 

conducted, and vice versa. 

5.4.5 What does independent evaluation mean? 

Independent evaluation means that nobody on the evaluation team should have 

a significant vested interest in whether the results are good or bad (Davidson, 2005). I 

am skeptical that this view that Davidson and other evaluation scholars and 

practitioners represent is able to clearly explain the level of evaluators’ independence. 

For instance, the evaluators of the BR Project had no direct interest in the good or bad 

results of the project itself, they were recruited by the World Bank and were officially 

the Bank’s employees. As discussed in the analysis and results chapter, IEG is actually 
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one of the WB’s departments. Thus, just choosing the term ‘independent’ does not 

change the truth that they are actually dependent on the Bank, as their members are 

already in the payroll system. Therefore, it can be argued that a more accurate 

definition for the evaluators’ independence is nested within two kinds of relationships: 

the relationship between the evaluators and evaluand, and between the evaluators and 

their client or sponsor. However, this elaboration is also subject to controversy, as 

someone may claim that even being independent from the client or sponsor is not still 

enough to call evaluators ‘independent’, because politicians, partisans, and other 

agencies who share high stakes in the evaluand may also have relationships with the 

evaluators, which can potentially harm their stance of independence. 

5.4.6 Does independence really matter in evaluation practice? 

Davidson (2005) argued that when building organizational learning capacity is 

the primary purpose of evaluation, independence is no longer the case, as the major 

goal is to improve organizational learning through its successes and failures. Thus, in 

such a case, even an independent evaluator could not be as helpful and effective as a 

dependent one. This argument can lead to the conclusion that having a 100% 

independent evaluator may not be a good strategy for the World Bank’s evaluation 

practices. The reason is nested within the justification that the WB seeks diverse 

purposes additional to accountability, such as organizational learning, as well as 

legitimization in their practices. As a result, this makes evaluation logic a complex, 

multifaceted, and political construct. 

The following section elaborates on the research findings summarized at the end 

of the analysis and results chapter by connecting them to the research questions and 

extant evaluation literature. 

5.5 LINKAGE OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS TO THE RESEARCH 

QUESTIONS AND CURRENT LITERATURE 

This section reviews the initial research questions and their evolution throughout 

this study. This is followed by a discussion of the research findings in detail and 

connections are then made between what I sought to address, what I found in this 

research, and finally, how these findings can be related to and built upon based on the 

extant evaluation literature. 
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5.5.1 What are the issue and challenges that evaluation practices face? 

As indicated by Patton (2008), high stake decision making that goes beyond the 

evidence, politicization, and distortion of evaluation findings, misuse of evaluations, 

bloated rhetoric about accountability, expecting more than evaluation can deliver, huge 

expenditures on poorly done and useless studies, and a likely decline in quality as 

demand has outstripped the capacity for high quality evaluations (see Shaw et al., 

2006; Azzam & Levine, 2014; Chelimsky, 2012 & 2009; Rossi & Wright, 1977). The 

aim of this study was to deal with some of these challenges by gaining a greater 

understanding of the competing evaluation logics in the context of international 

development projects. 

5.5.2 What does evaluation contribute to communities? 

Evaluation can contribute greatly to increased effectiveness in meeting the needs 

of people in poverty, the homeless, the sick and afflicted, children in need of quality 

education, and wiser use of resources for the full range of hopeful human endeavors 

aimed at improving the human condition (e.g., O'Brien, Payne, Nolan, & Ingleton, 

2010; Patton, 2008; Mohan & Sullivan, 2006; De Lay & Manda, 2004; House, 2001). 

However, like any other tool (such as a knife or double-edged sword), evaluation can 

be used for harm as well as good. It can be argued that evaluation practice experienced 

the hard side in the last decade as a result of unprecedented examples of data 

corruption, suppression of findings to serve narrow political and partisan agendas, and 

distorting data to justify decisions already made in the interests of those with power 

and wealth (see Datta, 2011; Patton, 2008; House, 2004; Stufflebeam, 2001; 

Chelimsky, 1995; Agopian, 1979). As a result, the evaluation profession is 

increasingly called upon to contribute to general public welfare, speak truth to the 

power, and support critical thinking in this global age of widespread disinformation 

and misinformation (e.g., Bjørnholt & Larsen, 2014; Abma, 2006; Chelimsky, 1987). 

Patton (2008) also argued that politicians have adopted the language of evaluation 

worldwide, which is rhetoric about accountability, outcomes, benchmarks, evidence, 

impact, sustainability, lessons learned, and knowledge sharing. Patton (2008)  claimed 

that evaluators have an additional role to ensure that that rhetoric matches reality, and 

that means working to ensure the appropriate uses of evaluation (see also House, 2001; 

Weiss, 1993).  
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5.5.3 What were the initial research questions for this study? 

The principal research question triggered by this study was ‘Understanding the 

logics behind the evaluation of large and complex projects’. This main research 

question evolved through a systematic review of the evaluation literature and identified 

as a research gap that was deemed viable to address in this PhD dissertation. To 

provide a more specific direction to guide this research, I composed three sub-research 

questions that oversaw the evaluation logic through different angles, inspired by extant 

literature: 

 How can a framework/model for the comprehensive evaluation of complex 

projects be constructed from the knowledge of existing successful 

approaches? 

 How can the key criteria, perspectives, and methods underlying the 

successful evaluation of complex projects be modelled? 

 How do the different dimensions of project complexity influence the 

evaluation process and criteria for large complex projects? 

However, qualitative research is considered an exploratory journey in which the 

research directions, goals, questions, and as a result, methods, may change throughout 

the study due to its unique, unexpected, and resilient nature.  

5.5.4 How did the research questions evolve and change throughout this 

research journey? 

This study was not an exception in this case, and I experienced an overhaul in 

the details of this research, including the research questions and methods to better 

capture and reflect the changes imposed by the external and internal factors that 

influenced this work. One of the main reasons for the changes to the research questions 

was gaining more insight and knowledge of the phenomenon through the analysis of 

the field data. Thus, the research questions that were preliminarily developed based on 

insight and knowledge gained through the evaluation literature were polished and 

refined due to additional insights and knowledge gained throughout the data analysis 

stage. As a result, the research questions ultimately transformed to the following: 

 Main research question: What are the competing logics behind the 

evaluation of large and complex projects? 
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o Sub research question 1: What are the major components of the 

evaluation practice that contribute to the construction of evaluation 

logics in large and complex projects? 

o Sub research question 2: How can evaluation logics enhance this 

understanding of different interpretations of evaluation product (text or 

report)? 

o Sub research question 3: How can those competing evaluation logics 

transform the evaluation product into evaluation outcomes? 

o Sub research question 4: How can evaluation logics augment this 

understanding of different interpretations of evaluation outcome? 

 Complementary research question: How can evaluation practice be 

interpreted through the lens of sense-giving and sense-making processes? 

As can be seen, the final research questions differed from the initial questions. It 

was almost impossible to reach these research questions without an in-depth 

engagement with the field data, which enhanced my insights toward the complex and 

emergent nature of evaluation practice and its highly subjective component: 

‘evaluation logics’. 

5.6 RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS 

5.6.1 What were the results of the field data analysis? What are the research 

contributions? 

The BR Project documents provided an enriched and detailed account of the 

years the project was undertaken and evaluated. While each report shared some varied 

elements of project evaluation wearing a specific lens, several common themes could 

be examined through their narratives. The narrative of the BR Project illustrates that 

the complexity of evaluation logics cannot be unfolded through the application of 

conventional objective lenses. Thus, a social constructivist perspective was adopted to 

explore and construct the evaluation logics by reading between the lines in the BR 

project’s evaluation narrative. Employing a mix of content and thematic analysis 

enriched with the narrative and discourse analysis assisted me to determine two mega 

themes and eight sub-themes from the field data. The two mega themes that 

constructed the evaluation logics were evaluation mission and evaluation approach. 

The four themes that constructed the evaluation mission were motivation, purpose 
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(reason), value, and politics. These four themes were discussed in the summary section 

of the analysis and results chapter and it was determined that they formed the soft 

components of evaluation logics. On the other hand, process, temporality, criteria, and 

actants (actors) constructed the hard components of evaluation logics, which is the 

evaluation approach. Figure 5.1 depicts these two mega themes, as well as the eight 

sub-themes incorporated into the construction of evaluation logics.  
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Figure 5.4. The concept map of research findings 



 

 

Chapter 5: Discussion 209 

The following section provides a detailed explanation of each theme and their 

related components to better understand the how evaluation logics is socially 

constructed through interaction evaluators and other key stakeholders involved in the 

evaluation practice. 

5.7 EVALUATION MISSION 

5.7.1 How is an evaluation practice triggered? 

Each evaluation practice begins with a simple question: ‘How did we perform in 

this project and why?’ This is a simple question to ask, but it is challenging to find the 

main trigger to establish evaluation activities regardless of its context. From a 

scientific or objective perspective, the answer to such this question would be finding 

the single truth or measuring the project results and outcomes against some pre-set 

criteria. On the other hand, with a social construction paradigm, making sense of the 

project and gaining an in-depth understanding of its issues, challenges, and 

achievements to create the big picture is the answer to trigger questions. However, the 

evaluation mission construct represents the soft components of evaluation logics, 

including: motivation, purpose (reason), value, and politics, which are articulated in 

the following sections. 

5.8 EVALUATION MOTIVATION 

Evaluation motivation can be categorized into individual and collective groups, 

while individual motivation includes intrinsic and extrinsic motivations, collective 

motivation entails technical, organizational, and political triggers. 

5.8.1 How do individual motivations transform into collective motivation in the 

emerging evaluation actor-network? 

Evaluation practice can be triggered by both individual and collective 

motivations, which influence it in different ways. While individual motivation usually 

reflects how evaluators and other key actants approach the evaluation practice, 

collective motivation represents the overall trigger constructed through the interaction 

between the different actants involved in the evaluation process. According to the ANT 

concepts, collective motivation is the ultimate trigger that is formed as a result of 

enrolment in the emerging evaluation actor-network. It can be argued that individual 

motivations will be replaced by collective motivation, if the focal actant (IEG 

evaluators in this study) successfully mobilizes the emerging actor-network. However, 
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as discussed in the analysis and results chapter, the BR Project evaluation actor-

network never mobilized due to focal actant’s inability to align all of the major actants 

around their interpretation of the project’s outcome. 

5.8.2 What are the evaluation motivations from the government’s perspective? 

It can be implied from the BR Project narrative that the Government of Brazil, 

which was represented by the Godfather and the Toddler, sought to legitimize its 

decisions, actions, and behavior in the project, such as cancelling phases two and three 

of the project and mismanagement to achieve some of the prospected goals and 

objectives illustrated in the Program Document (the project’s bible). However, 

legitimization was not the only trigger to get the GoB’s representatives involved in the 

emerging evaluation actor-network. It can be argued that some of the actants, such as 

the Godfather, were interested in using the evaluation process and its product as a 

guiding and controlling tool over the toddler and other major players in the 

environmental sector of the Brazilian Government. In this sense, by playing the role 

of spokesperson, the Godfather presented the opportunity to establish its dominance 

over other Brazilian actants to reach their voice to other key players of the game, such 

as World Bank executives and IEG evaluators.  

The GoB’s behavior in the narrative of the BR Project is aligned with the extant 

literature on the motivations and role of government agencies during and after the 

evaluation process (see Stern, 2009; Bovens, Hart, & Kuipers, 2006; Chelimsky, 2013 

& 2009 & 2007; Weiss, 1997; Rossi & Wright, 1977). For instance, House (1993) 

argued that governments’ motivation to run an evaluation can be categorized into three 

groups, including: legitimate, inform or guide, and control. He also contended that 

legitimization is a mutual relationship that is beneficial for both parties, while 

evaluation legitimizes government and government legitimizes evaluations. 

Furthermore, House (1993) stated that the legitimizing the functions of evaluation 

should not mislead us to mistakenly think that it is not used for guiding decisions or 

that its use is insincere (p.52). He noted that evaluation may legitimize, inform, guide, 

and control simultaneously. However, governments and other authorities may misuse 

evaluation practices to legitimize their unpopular decisions and actions, such as budget 

cutting, as it is easier to slash jobs and curtail popular programs with the support of 

science and professional practice (House, 1993). It can be argued that governments 

and other key actants involved in the evaluation practice may influence either the 
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extrinsic aspects of individual motivations or the political aspects of collective 

motivation.  

5.8.3 What should the community expect from evaluators? 

Evaluation protagonists call for increasing demands for greater contextual 

sensitivity and adapting evaluation to local conditions and constraints (see Bjurulf, 

Vedung & Larsson, 2013; Hertting & Vedung, 2012; Vedung, 2010; Hansen & 

Vedung, 2010; Patton, 2008; Guba & Lincoln, 2001). This call for adaptability and 

contextualization of the evaluation practice was addressed in the evaluation of the BR 

Project, as both human and non-human actants were involved with the adaptation 

process of the evaluation process, which was initially developed and offered by the 

World Bank and implemented by its evaluation unit (IEG). However, Patton (2008) 

contended that the central challenge to professional evaluation practice remains in 

performing evaluations that are both useful and actually used. As can be seen, there 

would be a conflict between political and professional expectations from evaluators. 

From the political logic, evaluators are expected to legitimize or approve political 

decisions, actions, and results. This logic could also be involved with intentional or 

unintentional collusion between evaluators and politicians, including the evaluation 

client or sponsor. However, from the professional logic point of view, evaluators are 

expected to deliver a credible, professional, and useful product (report, etc.), which 

could actually be used by various stakeholders involved with the project or program. 

This professional logic could be attributed to the enlightenment motivation of 

evaluation practice, an enlightenment that leads to some actions.  

As can be seen, collective motivation as an outcome of interaction with different 

actants with different individual motivations complemented with the pivotal role of 

focal actant (IEG evaluators) is a critical component to the construction of evaluation 

logic. 

5.8.4 What was the collective motivation in the BR Project? 

It can be determined from the field data and by reading between the lines that 

each of the actants sought their individual motivations from this practice; however, the 

IEG evaluators tried to align these by passing the obligatory passage point (OPP), 

which is the evaluation procedure. Evidence shows the evaluators unsuccessful 

attempts to unite key actants around one collective motivation, which was running a 
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professional investigation of ‘How did the World Bank and GoB perform in the BR 

Project and why?’. As discussed in the analysis and results chapter, each major actant, 

such as the Godfather (Ministry of Finance) and CODE (the World Bank Board’s 

Committee on Development Effectiveness) pursued their own interests during and 

after the evaluation practice. Thus, it can be argued that their individual motivations 

dominated the collective motivation in the BR Project. These confronting motivations 

could be considered one of the major gaps triggered in the contradictory evaluation 

logics, and consequently, the conflicting interpretation of the project’s outcome in this 

case.  

5.9 EVALUATION PURPOSE (REASON) 

At first glance, it is difficult to distinguish between evaluation motivation and 

purpose (or reason). In fact, the evaluation purpose (whether it is actual or superficial) 

emerges from either individual or collective motivations. It can be argued that 

evaluation purpose or reason is the translation of the evaluation motivation into 

assessable and somehow measurable targets. The following sections articulate the 

0evaluation purpose considering the findings from the BR Project. 

5.9.1 What is the evaluation purpose? 

Patton (2008) contended that evaluation purpose can be categorized into five 

groups: overall summative judgment, formative improvement and learning, 

accountability, monitoring, and developmental and knowledge generating. The 

evaluation purpose can be similar to the motivation construct discussed in the analysis 

and findings chapter. However, Patton’s (2008) proposed framework obviously 

overlooked the hidden motivations of evaluation practice, such as those stemming 

from politics, power, and rhetoric. Thus, it can be argued that Patton’s (2008) five 

purposes only address the professional logic model of evaluation and ignore the 

political logic that is sometimes more important than professional logic. 

From another perspective, Davidson (2005) argued that evaluations are generally 

conducted for one or two main reasons: to find areas for improvement and/or to 

generate an assessment of overall quality or value, usually for reporting or decision-

making purposes. Selecting either of these reasons as the focal purpose of evaluation 

depends on the question(s) that the evaluation practice is set to address. In short, these 

reasons shape the foundation of the evaluation process, temporality, and criteria, which 
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form some of the primary basis of the evaluation approaches discussed later. 

Furthermore, Davidson (2005) added accountability as another purpose of evaluation, 

which makes independent evaluation indispensable. Thus, it can be argued that there 

is a direct relationship between the evaluation purpose and the evaluation level of 

independence (external, internal, or mixed). Vedung (2000) also proposed a pyramid 

of uses for evaluation. His results showed that evaluations are used as a tool for 

improvement (least), for education, for legitimating purposes, as a basis for an 

interaction, for tactical purposes, and as a ritual (most). As can be seen, Vedung (2000) 

argued that evaluations are often used least for the reasons they were initially intended 

to be used and are primarily used to satisfy organizational rituals – having said that, 

rituals play a critical role in modern organizations nowadays (Czarniawska, 2014). 

5.9.2 What was the evaluation purpose in the BR Project? 

From this analysis of the BR Project’s evaluation documents, the main purpose 

of the evaluation practice in this case was to legitimize the decisions already made in 

this project and that will be made in the future. These decisions included, but are not 

limited to, granting the loan to the Brazilian government at the time of approval, 

justifying the cancelation of phases two and three, and shifting direction towards other 

new projects and programs funded by the World Bank in Brazil in the same area. It is 

difficult to conclude that the World Bank pursued learning and improvement by 

conducting this evaluation, as there is little evidence in the reports to support this 

approach. Furthermore, some evidence from the Twin project and other similar 

projects sponsored by the World Bank in Brazil showed that they made the same 

mistakes in the new projects, which is proof of the lack of a systematic learning 

approach toward evaluation practice in their organization. 

5.9.3 What were the actual and nominal (superficial) reasons or purposes for 

the evaluation of the BR Project? 

As discussed earlier, the actual purpose of evaluation in the BR Project narrative 

was to legitimize the decisions already made in the project and that will be made in 

the future by different major players, such as the GoB representatives in the project 

and the World Bank managers in the regional office and headquarters. However, the 

nominal or superficial purpose was what was claimed in the evaluation report or 

procedures, such as the following: 
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“The Independent Evaluation Group assesses the programs and activities 

of the World Bank for two purposes: first, to ensure the integrity of the 

Bank’s self-evaluation process and to verify that the Bank’s work is 

producing the expected results, and second, to help develop improved 

directions, policies, and procedures through the dissemination of lessons 

drawn from experience. As part of this work, IEG annually assesses 20-25 

percent of the Bank’s lending operations through field work. In selecting 

operations for assessment, preference is given to those that are innovative, 

large, or complex; those that are relevant to upcoming studies or country 

evaluations; those for which Executive Directors or Bank management 

have requested assessments; and those that are likely to generate 

important lessons.” (BR Project PPAR, p.vi) 

Thus, it is clear that what should be sought is what evaluators and other key 

actants actually intend to do, rather than what they may claim or pretend to do. 

5.10 EVALUATION VALUES 

5.10.1 Why is evaluation not a value-free practice? 

“Philosophically, evaluators ceased believing that their discipline was value-

free. Politically, they saw that evaluation had political effect”. House (1993) defined 

evaluation as the process of determining the merit, worth, or value of things, where its 

work consists of collecting and analyzing data, including relevant values and 

standards; resolving inconsistencies in the values; clarifying misunderstandings and 

misrepresentations; rectifying false facts and factual assumptions; distinguishing 

between wants and needs; identifying all relevant dimensions of merit; finding 

appropriate measure for these dimensions; weighing the dimensions; validating the 

standards; and arriving at then evaluative conclusion, which requires a synthesis of all 

these  considerations. He stated that evaluation requires value judgments, and this is 

against of doctrine of some philosophers who contend that evaluation should be a 

values-free science (for exceptions see House, 2001a; Guba & Lincoln, 1989). Thus, 

as can be seen, it is almost impossible to differentiate between values and evaluation, 

as they are intertwined with each other throughout the evaluation process. 
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5.10.2 What is the role of value in the construction of evaluation logic? 

Value is the root of the term evaluation, which makes it more subjective than 

objective. The value in evaluation can be attributed to both evaluator and evaluand 

(e.g., the project being evaluated). As stated by Guba and Lincoln (1989), the 

construction process of evaluation findings through which evaluators and other key 

stakeholders make sense of their situations is in a very major way shaped by the 

‘values’ of the constructors. Guba and Lincoln (1989) also argued that value is the 

foundation of judgement, which is exercised by evaluators during the evaluation 

practice. They called judgement-based evaluation the third generation, in which the 

core duty of evaluators is to judge the evaluand based on their value system. As can 

be seen, value is another soft component, which plays a critical role in the construction 

of evaluation logic. The narrative of the BR Project demonstrates how different value 

systems represented by different actants emerged in the problematization and 

interessement stages of the translation process to constitute a fragile alliance. For 

instance, while the IEG evaluators conceived their job to be a stressful but professional 

practice that required rigorous data collection, analysis, and representation processes, 

other major players of the BR Project narrative, such as Godfather, Toddler, and 

CODE examined evaluation as a formal practice or even an organizational ritual in the 

World Bank. Considering these different value systems to approach evaluation 

practice can help to better understand why and how the different actants behaved 

differently in the evaluation process. For instance, collaborations occur when both 

evaluators and evaluees share a common value system and have a not entirely but 

almost identical perception of why evaluation practice is designed, developed, and 

implemented in an organization such as the World Bank.  

5.10.3 How is professional value influenced by politics? 

House (1993) discussed that evaluators are always concerned with the utilization 

of their findings while being challenged with two competing elements: values and 

politics. This means that evaluation values such as independence, professionalism, 

ethical behaviors, and morale can contradict the political considerations reinforced by 

different political actors, such as governments, antagonistic parties, and parliament. 

Thus, it can be argued that politics, which is another soft component of evaluation 

logic and is discussed in the next section, can be a threat to the professional values of 

evaluators. 
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5.10.4 How do values underpin the interpretation of the evaluation outcome? 

House (1993) argued that there are two schools of thought concerned with the 

interpretation of the evaluation findings. While one group of evaluators contend that 

they should make the judgments and deliver the evaluation results based on their 

interpretations, the second group believe that the evaluators should only present the 

findings and judgment should be left to the audience, arguing that evaluators should 

have various audiences to make their own judgments and interpretations of the 

evaluation results. However, the BR Project narrative illustrates that both schools of 

thought have their own shortcomings and a mixed solution may be more appropriate 

to avoid the collapse of the emerging actor-network. It can be argued that neither 

evaluators nor the audience may devise a genuine interpretation by themselves and the 

best course of action is to both interact and engage with each other to construct an 

agreed interpretation and judgment of the evaluation outcome. This approach can help 

to construct a ‘shared value system’ in which the confrontation is minimized and the 

chance to mobilize the emerging actor-network increases. The idea of a shared value 

system is also aligned with the fourth generation evaluation proposed by Guba and 

Lincoln (1989), which is based on the responsive-constructive approach (see also 

House, 2001). In this sense, extending the collaboration with key actants not only 

during the evaluation process (initiation, planning and implementation), but also in the 

presentation and dissemination of the evaluation results would be evidence of a 

mobilized evaluation actor-network. This could also be called a ‘joint-evaluation’ 

where both authors (evaluators) and the audience (other key actants of the project) 

collaborate with each other in every stage of the evaluation process, from preparation 

to dissemination. However, the evaluation practice of the BR Project lacked a joint-

evaluation approach, resulting in an immobilized actor-network and the emergence of 

a counter-network. 

5.10.5 What happens when all of the actants ideally share a common value 

system? 

According to Guba and Lincoln (1989) there would be fewer problems in 

planning, implementing, and concluding the evaluation practice if the key players of 

the evaluation process shared a common value system. This also includes how 

constructors interpret the project and the evaluation outcome, which minimizes 

delusion and conflicts. Sharing a common value system could help to form a stabilized 
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actor-network that sustains a mobilized network and its establishment. However, the 

BR Project narrative illustrates the necessity to be more realistic than optimistic, as 

every society turns out to be value-pluralistic rather than value-homogenous. The BR 

Project narrative illustrates that pluralism is a serious case in international 

development projects in which different parties from different value systems join 

together to fund, develop, and implement a project that is finally evaluated by an  

(apparently) independent party. Consideration should also be given to the fact that in 

an evaluation network with multiple stakeholders with diverse political, cultural, 

organizational, and institutional perspectives, each actant has the equal chance to share 

their own values. The focal actant (IEG evaluators in this narrative) can play a critical 

role in approximating those diverse values through communication, negotiation, and 

interactions with stakeholders in the enrolment stage of the translation process. 

Nonetheless, there is no guarantee that the result would be desirable, and as observed 

in the BR Project’s narrative, they were unable to reach agreement regarding the 

evaluation product (report or text). As a result, each major stakeholder or actor, such 

as the Godfather, Toddler, WB, and IEG, constructed their own narrative of the project, 

which is evident from their responses and feedback about the final report. 

5.10.6 Whose values should be taken into account in a value-pluralistic 

evaluation network? 

It is difficult to answer this question, as different value positions need to be 

accommodated well. However, the initial thought is the values of the agency who 

recruited the evaluators should be taken into account, which in the BR Project narrative 

would be the World Bank. However, this could be against the professional ethics or 

professional accountability of the evaluators discussed by House (2001). In such a 

complex and unstable environment, evaluators may have to compromise at some 

stages to protect the overall validity, credibility, and legitimacy of their results, as well 

as their professionalism. This critical point illustrates the significant role of politics in 

the evaluation practice, which can affect any value system. Referring to the narrative 

of the BR Project, it can be argued that the IEG evaluators compromised with their 

bosses at the World Bank headquarters to satisfy part of the expectations and interests 

indirectly communicated during data collection and representation processes. 

However, they backed some of their arguments and positions, which were in contrast 

to what both World Bank executives and GoB representatives expected from the 
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project. Those insistences regarding the professional and ethical evaluation were 

exposed in the management comments on the PPAR report by other key players of the 

actor-network. 

5.11 EVALUATION POLITICS 

5.11.1 What is the relationship between power, politics, and ethics in the 

context of evaluation practice? 

What can be learned from the narrative of the BR Project is an understanding of 

how different actants recruit their institutional powers to play politics and influence 

the evaluation outcome. For instance, the World Bank executives who hired the IEG 

evaluators to conduct this practice required them to follow some specific guidelines 

and procedures to collect, analyze, and represent data in the BR Project. Their 

influence on the evaluation process was not only limited to the IEG team, but also 

affected their relationship with the Government of Brazil as one of the key 

stakeholders and borrowers of the World Bank at the time of the evaluation. It can be 

argued that the World Bank executives, such as CODE, played politics to sustain their 

relationship with the Godfather (the major representative of the GoB in the BR Project) 

to guarantee future collaborations. Thus, the IEG evaluators were stuck in the middle 

of a political game between CODE and the Godfather, as well as the Toddler that 

threatened the evaluation ethics and morale.  

Evaluation politics has been extensively addressed in the literature and different 

scholars have explored its influence on evaluation ethics with a diverse lens and 

perspective (i.e., Chelimsky, 2013 & 2009 & 1995 & 1987; House, 1993 & 2001b & 

2004; Weiss, 1993; Azzam & Levine, 2014; Bjørnholt & Larsen, 2014; Datta, 2011; 

O'Brien et al., 2010; Abma, 2006; Mohan & Sullivan, 2006; De Lay & Manda, 2004; 

Stufflebeam, Madaus & Kellaghan, 2000; Edelman, 1998; Agopian, 1979; Rossi & 

Wright, 1977). Power, politics, and ethics are linked together. Power leads to politics 

and politics can influence ethics. Money also plays a critical role in politicalizing 

evaluation practice, as financial gains or benefits could trigger politicians to intervene 

in the evaluation process to direct or change the findings in their favor. For instance, 

House (1993) argued that evaluation has been seen as a political initiative over the 

years, as it has been influenced by political forces such as politicians, governments, 

parliaments, and other political figures, as well as its political impacts on decision 

makers and other stakeholders affected by the evaluation results. He contended that 
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the critical political question of ‘Whose interests does the evaluation serve?’ remains 

enigmatic despite the efforts and initiatives made to engage various stakeholders with 

various but legitimate and somehow conflicting interests in the evaluation process.  

5.11.2 Are evaluators the guardians of social justice in the political system? 

Considering evaluation as an approach to achieve social justice (House, 1993) is 

also an obsolete philosophy, as it is absolutely the duty of the government in each 

country, not a professional practice such as evaluation. In the BR Project narrative, it 

was observed that the evaluators never considered themselves to be the guardians of 

social justice or to be able to bring prosperity to the community. They try to make 

sense of the decisions and actions made by policy makers, project management team, 

and other project stakeholders to clearly examine the results of their decisions, actions, 

and behaviors. That is why some politicians may dislike evaluation, as well as the 

evaluators, as they can show the consequences of their poor decisions, actions, and 

behaviors. I stress the term ‘behavior’, as I believe that despite a good decision 

supported by an appropriate course of actions, inappropriate behavior can destroy 

results, and vice versa. 

5.11.3 What political pressures evaluators have to manage? 

In agreement with the fourth-generation evaluation proposed by Guba and 

Lincoln (1989), House (1993) also argued that evaluation practice has shifted from 

‘monolithic’ to ‘pluralist’ conceptions to reflect increasing pluralism emerging in the 

larger society and due to increasing pressure from various stakeholders who sought 

various and somehow conflicting interests. This political pressure pushed evaluators 

to recognize multiple methods (qualitative, quantitative, and mixed), measurements, 

criteria, perspectives, audiences, and interests. However, House (1993) left the 

question of ‘How to synthesize, resolve, and adjudicate all of these multiple 

multiples?’ open for future researchers. I have addressed this question in this research 

by exploring the complex world of evaluation entangled with various interests, 

motivations, politics, power, and players as a network of human and non-human actors. 

The ANT is a very sophisticated lens through which to view this complex interwoven 

world of messy, disordered, and somehow chaotic relationships. That is why 

conventional frameworks, models, theories, and approaches are inefficient to address 

House’s (1993) unanswered question. I argue that the modern world’s issues are more 

complex, and even chaotic rather than complicated or simple (Snowden, 2007), thus 
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requiring modern lenses and models to examine them. A combination of the ANT and 

TAAC models provides a sophisticated lens through which to interpret the complex 

relationship of human and non-human actors in the project evaluation process. 

5.11.4 What is the relationship between accountability and evaluation in a 

political context? 

House (1993) discussed three models of accountability related to evaluation 

emerging from educational evaluation: state or public control, professional control, 

and consumer control. He also categorized accountability into two groups: 

professional and political. Furthermore, he argued that different evaluation approaches 

provide credibility and legitimacy in different ways to different groups. In this sense, 

House (1993) stated that different evaluation strategies are effective, depending on 

whether the power imbalance among participants is high or low (p.52). He concluded 

that this characteristic of evaluation practice makes it a political strategy. He also 

argued that evaluators are always under constant pressure to perceive to what extent 

they must follow the government policies and political agendas under which they work 

(and get paid for), or embrace the standards of their own profession. This complex 

dilemma is a matter of professional ethics and social justice. This political dilemma is 

also applicable to the BR Project narrative, in which the IEG evaluators had to consider 

the direct and indirect political pressures reinforced by the World Bank executives and 

GoB representatives to follow their interests and plot in the evaluation product (text or 

report). For instance, while CODE was interested in directing the evaluation outcome 

as a neutral and harmless report to keep them safe and maintain relationships with the 

GoB, the Godfather sought to influence the IEG evaluators to avoid being blamed for 

not achieving some of the projected goals and objectives and the cancellation of phases 

two and three. 

5.11.5 How does politics influence ethical considerations in evaluation practice? 

House (1993) stated that ethics is a key issue in evaluation and he labelled it as 

‘ethical fallacies’, which includes clientism (taking the client’s interests as the ultimate 

consideration), contractualism (adhering inflexibly to the contract), managerialism 

(placing the interest of the managers above all else), methodologicalism (believing that 

proper methodology solves all ethical problems), pluralism/elitism (including only the 

powerful stakeholders’ interests in the evaluation), and relativism (taking all 

viewpoints as having equal merit). Ethical considerations, conflict of interests, and 
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lack of genuine independence also affected the evaluation of the BR Project. The 

narrative of this project illustrates that how evaluators struggled with the clientism was 

one of the major ethical fallacies in their practice. Thus, it can be argued that there is 

no sheer independent evaluation in the real world, as evaluators always have to address 

the needs and interests of the clients who have recruited them and who may discontinue 

the relationship with them as a result of a harmful and controversial evaluation 

outcome. 

5.11.6 What is a ‘cozy relationship’ and what are its ethical consequences? 

The selective involvement of the stakeholders in the design and implementation 

of evaluation in which only evaluators and some specific actors are privileged to 

decide on the questions to be asked, the instrumentations to be employed, the mode of 

data collection, analysis, interpretation, and representation (or dissemination) to be 

used, and the like, means that other actors will be denied the opportunity to pursue 

their own legitimate interests (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). The first issue of a ‘cozy 

relationship’ is the bias of the evaluation product in favor of those who were involved, 

and not surprisingly, against those who were ignored. Furthermore, the validity of the 

evaluation outcome will drop in these situations, and there will be little impact and 

achievement due to the lack of consensus in regards to the evaluation results. These 

are some of the symptoms that the BR Project suffered from, and it can be considered 

that evaluators were involved in a cozy relationship with the World Bank executives 

due to clientism ethical fallacy, as well as other political and technical issues. One of 

those technical issues could be having relatively easy access to the authorities from the 

World Bank headquarters and regional office in Brazil in comparison with individuals 

in the GoB who had already left their jobs, were retired, or had passed away a decade 

after the project’s completion. This could also be a challenge of the data collection 

process, in which evaluators unconsciously tend to find more accessible resources to 

accelerate the evaluation process. Given this possible reason, one of the issues of 

longitudinal evaluation would be losing the chance for access to the required resources 

for interview and data collection due to lack of access to individuals who have already 

left those organizations.  

5.11.7 What are the political implications of a cozy relationship? 

As pointed out by Guba and Lincoln (1989), the cozy relationship, which is 

rooted in managerialism or clientism issues, could be a serious reason for entering into 
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collusion with the managers who sponsored or funded the evaluation. There are some 

absolute advantages to both manager and evaluator to engage in such collusion. 

According to Guba and Lincoln (1989), on the manager’s side, an evaluation is 

conducted in harmless and safe ways that save the manager while disempowering and 

disenfranchising possible rivals. This is clearly preferable to one that holds the 

manager accountable and makes it possible for rivals to assume some modicum of 

power. On the evaluator’s side, an evaluation performed in ways that gain the 

manager’s approval is likely to lead to other contracts and ensure a steady source of 

income. This issue is totally relevant to this narrative, as the IEG evaluators were 

officially the World Bank’s employees and in their payroll system. Thus, releasing a 

satisfactory report could guarantee the continuity of their contractual relationship with 

their employer. However, as can be inferred from the BR Project’s evaluation report, 

the IEG team made efforts to insert some soft criticisms against the World Bank team 

very diplomatically. Nonetheless, the WB’s senior executives did not tolerate this soft 

criticism and expressed their dissatisfaction in the management response, which was 

published as an appendix of the evaluation report. 

5.11.8 How did the BR Project avoid the collusion issue? 

As cited by Guba and Lincoln (1989). Henry M. Brickell once noted that an 

evaluator perforce engages in a delicate balancing act: “Biting the hand that feeds you 

while appearing only to be licking it”. As pointed out by Guba and Lincoln (1989), 

that balance is maintained more easily if the evaluator decides not to bite at all. While 

the vast majority of evaluators would probably hesitate to consciously engage in 

collusion, it was nevertheless all too easy to slip into such a state of affairs due to the 

increasingly political aspects of the evaluation process. However, the narrative of the 

BR Project shows that in a network-oriented evaluation with distributed powers 

between major human and non-human actants there was little chance of collusion 

between the evaluators (IEG) and their client (WB). As can be seen in the PPAR, three 

major actors could reach out to the potential audience of this report: the IEG, CODE, 

and the Godfather. In fact, none of these three actors were able to dominate their power 

over others, which is why different voices could be heard from the report. In this sense, 

it can be argued that in an evaluation outcome that is produced as a result of collusion, 

only one positive voice that admires the performance of the key actors with significant 

power can be heard. 
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5.12 EVALUATION APPROACH 

5.12.1 How does the evaluation approach influence the construction of 

evaluation logics? 

From another perspective, the narrative of the BR Project unfolded another mega 

theme that goes hand in hand with the evaluation mission to construct the evaluation 

logics. This mega theme entailed how the evaluation practice was conducted in the BR 

Project. Furthermore, it also determined in which timeframe and by which criteria the 

evaluation practice was performed. Moreover, the key actants or actors who were 

involved in and influenced the evaluation outcome were also considered in this mega 

theme, termed the ‘evaluation approach’. The evaluation approach can be considered 

the hard component of evaluation logic, which is constructed by four evaluative 

elements, including: process, temporality, criteria, and actants/actors. It can be argued 

that the combination of these four elements shape the approach in each evaluation 

practice. It is noteworthy to mention that the evaluation approach subordinates the 

evaluation mission, which means different missions require relevant and aligned 

approaches to facilitate achieving designated goals and objectives. This characteristic 

also illustrates the necessity of resilience in evaluation practice, which can be achieved 

through a flexible and adaptive mission and approach. 

5.12.2 What is resilient evaluation? 

As declared by Patton (2008), there is no best way to conduct an evaluation. 

Thus, a situational or resilient evaluation approach, which promotes a more flexible 

and adaptive strategy toward evaluation practice, can be appropriate to address the 

increasing complexity and emergent nature of project environments. Evaluators may 

take different evaluation approaches, such as active, reactive, interactive, adaptive, and 

proactive (Patton, 2008), depending on the situation they are dealing with. From 

another perspective, the evaluation approach can be participatory, democratic, 

responsive, constructive, scientific/objective, or collaborative. The BR Project 

narrative illustrates how evaluators can fall into the trap of a scientific or objective 

evaluation approach by ignoring the significant role of key actants involvement in the 

emerging actor-network. The IEG evaluators tried to represent other human and non-

human actants and play the role of spokesperson; however, their fragile alliance 

couldn’t resist the emerging counter-network supported by the Godfather and Toddler, 

and finally, the actor-network collapsed. Thus, it can be argued that a lack of resilience 
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was one of the reasons leading to immobilization in the emerging evaluation actor-

network in the BR Project narrative and its ultimate collapse.   

5.12.3 How is the role of evaluator affected by the evaluation approach? 

Referring to the BR Project narrative, IEG evaluators needed to interact with 

other key actants to establish an evaluation setting. In an ideal scenario, the evaluators 

would succeed in establishing a win-win relationship with other major players and 

convince them to enter into a collaborative evaluation environment. However, the 

chance to construct a collaborative evaluation approach is less than that of a non-

collaborative approach due to conflicts of interest and lack of common value systems, 

as well as contradictory goals and objectives sought by key actants. This complex and 

risky situation was detected in the narrative of the BR Project and one of the 

consequences was CODE’s refusal to approve the PPAR. To manage this issue, IEG’s 

role could change from evaluator to facilitator, problem solver, networker, or even 

politician. This new role is developed to encourage full participation, promote mutual 

understanding, and cultivate shared responsibilities (Patton, 2018). According to the 

BR Project narrative, it was difficult to find any evidence to support the transitioning 

role of the evaluators in this case. 

5.12.4 How do different approaches influence the evaluation audience? 

House (1980) proposed eight approaches toward evaluation, including: systems 

analysis, behavioral objectives, decision-making, goal-free, art criticism, professional 

review, quasi-legal, and case study. He also introduced different major audiences or 

reference groups for each approach, such as economists, managers, psychologists, 

decision-makers, consumers, jury, professionals, clients, and practitioners. It could be 

argued that the BR Project evaluators had to deal with a diverse audience group, such 

as policy makers, decision makers, and professionals such as environmentalists and 

economists due to the nature and scope of the project. Thus, one of the consequences 

of dealing with such a diverse audience is maintaining the balance of professionalism 

and politics to address the expectations of each stakeholder in the evaluation outcome. 

For instance, the professional communities, such as environmentalist, NGOs, and 

consultants, expected to have their voices heard and reflected in the PPAR, which was 

controversial and against the interests and desire of the game’s major players, such as 

CODE, the Godfather, and the Toddler. On the other hand, having the politicians, such 

as the GoB representatives, parliamentarians, the media, and other political figures as 
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the audience of the evaluation outcome placed indirect pressure on the IEG to 

compromise on some aspects of the report that could raise political tensions between 

the major actants of the project. In this sense, a diverse audience can influence the 

approaches that evaluators consider in their practices. 

5.13 EVALUATION PROCESS 

5.13.1 How does the evaluation process influence evaluation logics? 

The evaluation process could be categorized in many diverse ways. One 

approach is categorizing the evaluation process into two formative and summative 

groups. While formative evaluation is used to conceptualize the ongoing evaluation 

practices that mostly focus on the processes, summative evaluation is another type of 

evaluation conducted at the end of project, program, or initiative, and its focus is on 

the outcome. However, Patton (2008) argued that the evaluation process could be its 

outcome as well. Thus, it is not as easy to distinguish the evaluation process from its 

outcome. In this sense, the BR Project narrative illustrates that the project experienced 

both evaluation processes. While the summative evaluation was conducted by an 

external evaluation group (IEG), apparently independent from the project, the 

formative evaluations were predominantly conducted by internal evaluators. It can be 

argued that each evaluation process supports different evaluation logic. For instance, 

while the summative evaluation, which is handled by the external parties, is an 

appropriate process to support a legitimization outcome, the formative evaluation is 

the proper process for the enlightenment mission.  

5.14 EVALUATION TEMPORALITY 

5.14.1 What is temporality and how can it influence evaluation logics? 

Temporality refers to the timeframe in which the evaluation practice is 

conducted. According to the BR Project narrative, this project was evaluated in three 

distinct timeframes: before beginning the project, during project implementation, and 

following project completion. Firstly, the early assessment of the project, also called 

project appraisal, is reflected in the Program Document. The Program Document plays 

the role of the business case, in which the feasibility study of the project, its viability, 

overall scope, schedule, budget, and technical requirements are discussed. This type 

of evaluation, which is heavily reliant on forecasted data, especially the performance 

of similar projects, is called ex-ante evaluation. Secondly, the interim evaluation is 
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based on monitoring and controlling the project’s performance and meeting key 

performance indicators. Interim evaluation is heavily reliant on a mix of actual and 

forecasted data, in which the actual performance data is collected from the field and 

compared with the plan, and finally, some predictions are made based on current 

performance. The monthly progress reports developed by the project management 

team in the BR Project can be considered an output of interim evaluation in this 

narrative. Thirdly, ex-post evaluation in the BR Project is what was conducted by the 

IEG team around 10 years after project completion. The aim of this evaluation is a 

long-term assessment of the project’s impact and evaluation of those criteria that 

cannot be assessed in a short period of time. However, running the evaluation practice 

over a long-term timeframe is a challenging decision that can have both positive and 

negative influences on the quality of the project evaluation outcome. For instance, it 

can help to evaluate criteria, such as impact and sustainability that require more time 

to collect appropriate data and evidence, which is a positive aspect. On the other hand, 

people who were in charge during the project development and implementation may 

no longer be available to share their thoughts, comments, and feedback with the 

evaluators. This negative aspect is applicable to the BR Project, as evaluators 

complained about a lack of access to key players in the project due to their retirement 

or having left their job during the past decade. 

5.15 EVALUATION CRITERIA  

5.15.1 What are the characteristics of an evaluation criterion? 

According to Patton (2008), SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant 

and timebound) is a widely used mnemonic used to help people to remember the 

characteristics of a good criterion. SMART is also used to explore the characteristics 

of a good objective or goal. From another perspective, a good set of evaluation criteria 

should consider both objective and subjective criteria, in which the objective criteria 

are used to measure and subjective criteria are used for judgment and valuation. One 

of the most subjective criteria used in the evaluation of the BR Project was the term 

‘sustainability’. Sustainability, a term that can be interpreted in many different ways, 

was used a great deal in the project’s documents as indicator, action, etc., but was 

never clearly articulated. Another challenge of evaluating a subjective criterion such 

as sustainability is the different interpretations and understandings that different 

stakeholders may have: 
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“It is very important to monitor and evaluate the results of the loan and 

the program. In this context, it is crucial to define clear and reasonable 

indicators that are accessible to the client. In the case of Brazil, at the 

time of preparation, there were no good quality indicators and 

therefore, the program included the development these indicators as a 

trigger to the follow-up loans. This type of activity could also be 

supported through technical assistance developed during the 

accompanying TAL implementation.” (BR Project, Simplified ICR, P. 

6) 

Another aspect of the evaluation criteria where the duality of subjectivity and 

objectivity can be controversial and requires clarification is regarding the language and 

terms used by the evaluators to describe the project’s results, that is, satisfactory, 

substantial, inaccurate, not achieved, etc. These are subjective terms where different 

people can have their own interpretation. Thus, people with different backgrounds and 

understandings could have different impressions regarding the project’s performance. 

Considering this critical factor, the need to use less subjective vocabularies that 

minimize diverse interpretations and enhance convergent interpretations in the 

narrative of the BR Project could be perceived. 

5.16 EVALUATION ACTORS/ACTANTS 

5.16.1 How do actants/actors construct evaluation logics? 

Negotiation is core to evaluation practice, which refers to the interactions 

between different stakeholders or actors to construct the evaluation outcome as a result 

of sense-making and sense-giving processes. The significant role of negotiation 

illustrates why relational theory was applied in this study (see Boholm & Corvellec, 

2015; Missonier & Loufrani-Fedida, 2014; Boholm & Corvellec, 2011; Haried & 

Ramamurthy, 2009; Koivisto, Vataja, & Seppänen-Järvelä, 2008; Koivisto, 2007; 

Emirbayer, 1997) to better understand the complexity of the evaluation practice in the 

BR Project. Guba and Lincoln (1989) contended that the evaluation findings are not 

‘facts’ in some ultimate sense, instead they are literally created through an interactive 

process that includes the evaluators, as well as many stakeholders (human and non-

human actors) that are put at risk by the evaluation (p.8). Furthermore, they argued 

that what emerges from this process is one or more constructions that are the realities 

of the case. Thus, it can be argued that those are the actants who are actively involved 
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in the sense-giving and sense-making processes to construct the evaluation logics (see 

Weick, 1995 & 2012; Weick, Sutcliffe & Obstfeld, 2005; Christianson, Farkas, 

Sutcliffe & Weick, 2009; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Maitlis, 2005). The narrative of 

the BR Project illustrates that the IEG evaluators established the evaluation process by 

reviewing the project’s available documents, reports, and data collected from multiple 

sources. This was the initial stage of sense-making in this narrative, which created an 

opportunity to identify reliable sources of additional insights towards the project and 

its performance. From another perspective, those non-human actants (reports, data, 

documents, etc.) were also involved in a sense-giving process that reflects the 

viewpoints of their authors, such as the World Bank project management team, the 

GoB’s representatives in the BR Project, and other co-authors. These intertwined 

sense-giving and sense-making interactions continued throughout the data collection 

process and reached a climax in 58 interviews with different stakeholders in the GoB 

and World Bank, which were conducted by the IEG evaluators (see the BR Project’s 

PPAR, 2014). Although the evaluators were the principal entity who sought to make 

sense of the project during these interviews, other key actants who gave their sense 

were also involved in the sense-making process. Thus, there is a vague and unclear 

boundary between sense-giving and sense-making in the narrative. As a result, it is 

difficult to distinguish the established evaluation logics in the BR Project narrative 

from its actors such as the IEG team, the Godfather, the Toddler, CODE, and the World 

Bank executives. 

5.16.2 What is the key role of evaluators in the evaluation process? 

The narrative of the BR Project illustrates that the whole evaluation process was 

shaped around the actions, decisions, and behavior of the IEG evaluation team, and 

particularly the lead evaluator. The lead evaluator was responsible for communicating 

with key actants of the project and addressing the needs and expectations of the World 

Bank who recruited the evaluation team and set the goals and objectives through 

procedures, guidelines, and informal communications. According to the evaluation 

literature, evaluators as the focal actant of the evaluation network, play the role of 

orchestrator to facilitate the negotiation process between different actors, which in the 

final analysis is considered the guts of the evaluation (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). 

Evaluators should also treat and interact with their key stakeholders in a manner that 

respects their dignity, integrity, and privacy as part of their professional and ethical 
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behavior, which goes beyond such standard ethical protocols. The main aim of all of 

these efforts is to reach a level of full participative involvement of stakeholders in the 

evaluation practice. 

5.16.3 What are the evaluators’ soft and hard skills? 

The narrative of the BR Project also illustrates the skillset evaluators acquired to 

address the increasing and complex demands expressed by different stakeholders in 

the evaluation process. It can be argued that the PPAR could not be developed and 

published with only technical and professional evaluation competencies such as data 

collection techniques, analysis tools, research methods, and writing skills. The IEG 

evaluators demonstrated interpersonal skills such as leadership, conflict resolutions, 

negotiation, time management, and team work in interacting with the major actants of 

the project and establishing trust and relationships. The evaluation literature supports 

this argument by categorizing the evaluators’ skills into soft and hard. For instance, 

Patton (2018) argued that the credibility of the evaluation practice is determined by 

both the technical and professional proficiencies of the evaluator, in which the 

technical proficiencies are called hard skills and professional proficiencies are called 

‘soft skills’. Some of the soft skills that evaluators need to acquire are developing 

stakeholder relationships, understanding context, timeliness, and responsive behavior.  

5.16.4 Why do non-human actors matter in the emerging evaluation actor-

network? 

One of the main lessons learned from the BR Project’s narrative was the 

significant role of non-human actants in the emerging evaluation actor-network. The 

actants such as the PPAR, Program Document, simplified ICR, bible, mini-bible, Twin 

project and AID project were all non-humans, and were involved in the construction 

of a network by interacting with themselves and other human actants, such as 

evaluators, the Godfather, and the Toddler to produce the evaluation product. Thus, it 

can be argued that ignorance of the non-human actants led to the inaccurate and 

unrealistic assessment of the evaluation practice resulting in an incorrect conclusion. 

The ANT and TAAC models were useful sensitizing concept tools to concentrate on 

the role of non-human actants with equal values, weight, and credibility to those of 

human actants in the emerging actor-network. For instance, the evaluators referred to 

an Excel spreadsheet that was developed to monitor and control the actions for the 
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implementation of the BR Project as much as their reference to the human actants, 

which shows how a simple file could help them to make sense of a project. 

Thus far, I have explored the two mega constructs of evaluation logics: mission 

and approach and their respective four components. In the following section, I 

elaborate on the construction evaluation logics and discuss how two competing 

logics—professional and political—emerged from the already explored soft and hard 

components. 

5.17 EVALUATION LOGIC 

5.17.1 How are evaluation logics linked to sense-giving and sense-making 

processes? 

According to Patton (2008), two popular evaluation logics in organizations are 

using evaluations for learning and accountability. He argued that generating tensions 

between these distinct and often-conflicting functions can assist organizations to 

become learning organizations. According to Davidson (2005), evaluation-specific 

logic and methodology is a set of principles (logic) and procedures (methodology) that 

guide the evaluation team in the task of blending descriptive data with relevant values 

to draw explicitly evaluative conclusions. In other words, what Davison was trying to 

imply is that evaluation is the process of sense-making of the data and information 

collected during the evaluation practice to reach some findings to represent them to 

the evaluation funder, sponsor, or client. Evaluators underpin this process through two 

core constructs: logic and methodology. On the other hand, sense-giving is also part 

of the evaluation process, in which other actants involved with the project share their 

thoughts, ideas, perceptions, and explanations regarding the project’s performance and 

its achievements to the evaluators. Thus, it can be argued that both the evaluation logic 

and methodology are affected by the duality of the sense-making and sense-giving 

processes. 

5.17.2 How does complexity influence evaluation logics? 

The BR Project can be considered complex from different perspectives. To 

address complexity in this project, Remington and Pollack’s (2007) project complexity 

mapping framework was adopted, which includes structural, technical, directional, and 

temporal complexity. The PPAR emphasizes the conflict of interests from different 

points of view, including economy and the environment, meaning that the Brazilian 



 

 

Chapter 5: Discussion 231 

Government struggled to balance economic growth and environmental sustainability. 

From the economic perspective, society requires jobs, infrastructure, opportunities, 

and growth, while the governments need to collect taxes and acquire other sources of 

income, such as land releasing, royalties, etc. On the other hand, most of the initiatives 

that contribute toward economic growth and benefits for the community are considered 

non-sustainable, which means they damage the environment. Thus, it can be said that 

the project is categorized as a complex project, with some dimensions of project 

complexity involved. The directional complexity is one aspect that can be applied to 

this project, as the conflict of economic development and environmental sustainability 

could influence the project's outcome and results. This dimension of project 

complexity can be discussed from two perspectives.  

Achieving environmental sustainability can have negative consequences on the 

economic growth in the short-term, as the government has to relinquish part of the 

revenue that could be earned by exploiting the environment. This exploitation includes 

inappropriate operation of the forests, rivers, soils, and other natural resources, which 

could lead to deforestation, drought, erosion, climate change, etc., in the mid- and 

long-run. Furthermore, the application of sustainable development may negatively 

influence society by decreasing and losing some jobs, missing out on some businesses 

and opportunities, as well as social and political consequences. However, each policy 

and strategy in a high level of society, such as the government, may have proponents 

and opponents, which can cause conflicts and turn to controversy in practice. As a 

result, it would be fair to assert that implementing a project such as the BR Project 

leads to directional complexity. The following quote from the PPAR illustrates the 

directional complexity of the BR Project. 

“This operation was the first experience with a DPL in the environment 

sector in Brazil and as part of early project preparation, the team 

scheduled several meetings with potential beneficiary partners to 

explain the process, the instrument and the benefits of being a part of 

the project. It is important that this type of consultation occurs early in 

the process so that doubts and possible conflict situations can be 

resolved and all potential reforms identified.” (BR Project – Simplified 

ICR, P. 7) 
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Thus, it can be argued that the level of directional complexity in this project 

(Brazil) can be rated as high due to the large number  of conflicts of interests between 

the different stakeholders and the historical dilemma between economic growth and 

sustainable development.  

Second, the project can be considered technically complex, as this type of project 

was the first to be developed by the World Bank to establish sustainable environmental 

management in one of the most important countries in the world in terms of 

environmental concerns. Furthermore, the World Bank had never funded such a 

project before and the novelty of the project was evaluated moderately high due to the 

uniqueness of the tasks, activities, and unknown consequences of the decisions made 

in the project. This is why both the World Bank and the Brazilian government 

considered the BR Project to be a pilot project to better identify the risks and challenges 

of improving environmental policies and approaching environmental sustainability. As 

illustrated in the BR Project narrative, one of the main reasons for running the 

independent evaluation was to collect and disseminate the project’s lessons learned for 

future initiatives and this reinforces what the World Bank can learn from projects that 

are technically complex. 

Third, this project can also be seen as structurally complex, as it involved a 

variety of public and private sectors. Furthermore, the project spanned the entire 

country, which included millions of square meters and encompassed a large number 

of city councils, state governments, and authorities, as well as the Federal Government, 

with different offices and departments involved. The two main federal departments in 

charge in this project were the Ministry of Finance and Ministry of the Environment. 

These diverse and scattered stakeholders only represented the borrower’s side and 

other key stakeholders from the lender’s side, including the World Bank, IEG, other 

funders, consultants, NGOs, advisors, and contractors should also be considered. Thus, 

it can be argued that this project is structurally complex. 

Finally, the BR Project can also be considered temporally complex, as it was 

influenced by the dynamic of the project environment, such as political changes in the 

federal and state level governments and changes in their policies and approaches 

toward international funding. One of the major consequences of the dynamics in the 

project environment was the cancellation of phases two and three due to changes in 

the GoB’s policies, approaches, and strategies regarding collaboration with the World 
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Bank and other international lenders. Thus, it can be argued that this project can also 

be considered temporally complex. 

The evaluation literature also reflects on the influence of complexity and 

evaluation practice. For instance, Patton (2008) argued that systems thinking and 

complexity science have altered how evaluators and their stakeholders conceptualize 

interventions, which challenges traditional evaluation logic models and make theories 

of change both more complex and more significant. Thus, it can be argued that 

increasing complexity in project environments can lead to shifts toward their 

evaluation logics, which would be more political than professional. What can be 

learned from the BR Project narrative is how different dimensions of complexity, such 

as structural and directional complexity, influence evaluation logic by shifting it 

towards political logic. 

5.17.3 Why is evaluation practice considered a double-edged sword? 

The terms ‘knife’ or ‘double-edge sword’ are good metaphors to demonstrate the 

duality of evaluation logics. For instance, a knife can either be used for good purposes, 

such as cutting fruits, vegetables, etc., or for bad purposes, such as stabbing someone 

in a fight or battle, which could end in death or injury. This dual functionality of the 

evaluation practice can also be found in the BR Project narrative, as the evaluation 

client (the World Bank) sought to use it as an external verification of their 

performance, decisions, and actions (legitimization), while the evaluators put their 

efforts into protecting their professionalism and releasing a report for enlightenment 

purposes.  

The following section explores the different components of the evaluation 

product, including the text, author, audience, and context. 

5.18 EVALUATION PRODUCT 

5.18.1 Why is an evaluation product more than just a text? 

One of the lessons learned from the BR Project narrative was understanding the 

different dimensions incorporated with the construction of the evaluation product other 

than just seeing it as a text or report. The text, author, and audience concept proposed 

by Czarniawska (forthcoming) was adopted for this study, with context added as the 

forth element to conceptualize the TAAC model to complement the ANT as the 

sensitizing concept tools in this study. The study found that lowering the evaluation 
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product to only a text or report is a naïve and simplistic view, which can cause major 

flaws in understanding evaluation logics and how to interpret the evaluation outcome. 

Knowledge of who the direct and indirect authors are is required to have a clear and 

realistic interpretation of the evaluation outcome. As discussed in the analysis and 

results chapter, the evaluation product may have only one direct or principal author, 

the evaluation team. However, it is naïve to overlook the role of other human and non-

human actants involved with the evaluation process, such as the World Bank 

executives, who dictated their agenda and interests by imposing evaluation procedures 

and guidelines. From a more general perspective, any actants who were involved in 

the sense-giving process should be considered an indirect author of the evaluation 

report, as they have already influenced how the evaluators made sense of the project’s 

performance and outcome. Thus, it can be argued that the IEG evaluators should not 

be considered the sole authors of the PPAR, as their co-authors, such as CODE, the 

Godfather, the Toddler, and other audiences of the report shared responsibility for the 

development of the evaluation product. 

5.18.2 What is the boundary of an evaluation product? 

Davidson (2005) argued that evaluation findings should go beyond descriptive 

‘What is it?’ or ‘What happened?’ questions and addresses ‘How good, valuable or 

important something is’. Further to ‘how’ questions, evaluators also provide more 

insightful understanding of the project by asking questions such as ‘Why did this 

happen or not happen’. The narrative of the BR Project illustrates the necessity of how 

and why questions to provide an in-depth understanding of the project through the lens 

of the social construction paradigm. 

5.18.3 How do contextual factors influence the evaluation product? 

As discussed in the TAAC model, context is one of the four dimensions that 

characterize the evaluation product, which is a text or report. The BR Project narrative 

illustrates how different contextual factors, such as geographical location, government 

and political systems, legislation and laws, environmental factors, relationships 

between different actants, and other elements that surround the project influence the 

project evaluation process. The evaluation literature also paid attention to the role and 

impact of context in the development of the evaluation product. For instance, Guba 

and Lincoln (1989) argued that the constructs made by different actors are inextricably 

linked to the particular physical, psychological, social, and cultural contexts within 
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which they are formed and to which they refer. They also argued that ‘context’ 

provides the ‘surround’ within which the actors forming the constructs live and of 

which they try to make sense of or give sense to. Thus, it can be argued that contextual 

factors play a significant role in the social construction paradigm and the evaluation 

result cannot be interpreted without considering the context in which both the project 

and evaluation practices are conducted. 

Thus far, I have provided a detailed explanation of all of the major components 

incorporated into the construction of the evaluation logics, as well as the evaluation 

product. The last element of the concept map presented in this chapter is the evaluation 

outcome. The evaluation outcome is the translation of the evaluation product, which 

is transformed through the collaborative sense-giving and sense-making processes on 

the evaluation logic platform. 

5.19 EVALUATION OUTCOME 

5.19.1 How can the evaluation outcome be used for legitimization purposes?  

The narrative of the BR Project illustrates how both CODE and the Godfather 

tried to demonstrate the evaluation product to legitimize their decisions and actions in 

the project. For instance, the Godfather took the management response to the PPAR as 

an opportunity to argue for why the decision to cancel phases two and three of BR 

Project was reasonable, convincing, and even inevitable due to contextual factors such 

as changes to the GoB’s strategic international funding policies. On the other hand, 

CODE also responded to the IEG’s criticism regarding the Bank’s lack of appropriate 

monitoring and control practices during project implementation by reminding them of 

the actions and decisions made in this project and referring to the Bank’s internal 

monitoring and control procedure to justify their decisions. The evaluation literature 

also discussed how and why an evaluation outcome could be used as a legitimization 

tool. For instance, House (1993) argued that the emergence of evaluation as a formal 

practice was the result of advanced capitalism, which governments sought to find new 

ways of legitimizing their decisions, actions, and performance such as budget cutting. 

Thus, it can be argued that formal evaluations are conducted for legitimization 

purposes. House (1993) defined ‘formal evaluation’ as “[a] scientific authority applied 

to practical decisions and actions, particularly public decisions and actions”. 

Furthermore, he noted that formal evaluation is a new form of ‘cultural authority’, 
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which has been manifested in the probability that description of reality and judgment 

of value will prevail as valid, an increasingly difficult accomplishment in societies 

with disparate value systems (House, 1993, p. viii). Governments can tackle the 

antagonistic parties’ objections by reminding them that their decisions and actions can 

be made through a systematic analysis of the situation and arriving at solutions 

objectively. Given this justification, they can easily ask them to ‘please be quiet!’. In 

this sense, it can be argued that there is a socio-political need for evaluation in 

societies. 

5.19.2 How to make sense of an evaluation outcome? 

The narrative of the BR Project illustrates how different stakeholders interpreted 

and made sense of the PPAR during and after the dissemination process. It can be 

argued that while the GoB representatives refused to affirm the evaluators’ viewpoint 

toward the project and its performance, the World Bank executives defended their 

contractor’s (IEG) work by emphasizing the fact that there were different views about 

the project. Acknowledging the existence of different views implicitly demonstrates 

that the World Bank recognized the legitimacy of different sense-making outcomes by 

each key actant. The evaluation literature also discussed how the audience makes sense 

of the evaluation outcome in diverse ways. For instance, Guba and Lincoln (1989) 

argued that the evaluation outcome, like reality, is not a unique and true state of affairs 

that could be described and reported by evaluators, Instead it is represented through 

meaningful constructions that individual actors or a group of actors (only humans) 

form to ‘make-sense’ of the situations in which they find themselves. Thus, it can be 

argued that the whole evaluation process is considered a collaborative ‘sense-making’ 

and ‘sense-giving’ process, in which different stakeholders, actants, and actors interact 

with each other to advance their agendas. This philosophical lens can also help to better 

perceive why different stakeholders have different perceptions of a project, while one 

could claim that the project was successful, the other may argue it was a failure. 

Making sense of the evaluation outcome is possible through the application of different 

evaluation logics, which also plays the role of a philosophical lens through which to 

interpret the evaluation results. An audience who wears the political logic lens usually 

seeks to interpret the evaluation outcome through either legitimization or collusion 

perspectives. On the other hand, an audience with a professional logic lens will mostly 

examine the evaluation outcome via an enlightenment viewpoint. 
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5.19.3 How does evaluation logics influence the interpretation of the evaluation 

outcome? 

As discussed earlier, professional and political logics are two dominant and 

competing logics that could be drawn from the narrative of the BR Project. Exploring 

the evaluation literature and evidence from the BR Project narrative revealed that 

enlightenment, legitimation (legitimization), and collusion are the three different 

evaluation outcomes of large and complex projects. Evaluators are always concerned 

with the misuse of their findings by politicians to legitimize their decisions (House, 

1993). However, in reality not only one of these three aspects, but also a combination 

could be sought by evaluators and their sponsors. According to the narrative of the BR 

Project, it can be argued that the World Bank executives sought to use the IEG 

evaluation practice to legitimize their decisions and actions, such as funding the project 

and its performance. On the other hand, the IEG team coped with a conflicting 

dilemma in which they had to protect their professionalism while meeting their client’s 

expectations. Thus, it can be inferred from the evidence that they compromised on 

some aspects of the project to keep their employer partially happy, while addressing 

some of the project’s issues related to the poor management and leadership of the 

World Bank. In this sense, the evaluation outcome of the BR Project was a mix of 

enlightenment and legitimization and there is no evidence to support collusion 

speculation in this project. Enlightenment as an outcome of project evaluation is 

evidence that professional logic finally wins the battle against political logic, which 

allows the evaluators to deliver their desired message without diplomatic language to 

their audience. The legitimization outcome of evaluation shows that evaluators and 

politicians or other key actants involved with the project, such as sponsors, the client, 

the government, etc., compromised on the evaluation product. Finally, the sacrifice of 

professional logic in favor of political logic leads to collusion as the third potential 

outcome of evaluation. 

5.19.4 How do politicians demonstrate the legitimacy of evaluation? 

One other lesson that can be learned from the narrative of the BR Project is the 

lack of a participatory approach, which led to a decrease in the legitimacy of the 

evaluation outcome that was not approved by major actants, such as the Godfather and 

CODE. It can be argued that the higher the number of key actants who affirm the 

quality of an evaluation outcome, the higher level of legitimacy an evaluation practice 
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can gain. The evaluation literature has extensively explored the politicians’ approaches 

toward evaluation practice (see Bjørnholt & Larsen, 2014; Azzam & Levine, 2014; 

Chelimsky, 2009 & 2007 & 1995; Buchanan & Badham, 2008; Abma, 2006; Bovens, 

Hart & Kuipers, 2006; Agopian, 1979). For instance, House (1993) contended that 

bureaucrats require evaluations to make their programs look good. He argued that 

having professional evaluators with a scientific and scholarly background validated by 

a community of peers is inevitable in order to legitimize decisions and actions. This 

helps governments to show their independence from the official authorities in the 

bureaucratic systems. He also extended his argument regarding the relationship 

between the government and evaluation to more than legitimization by adding 

informing, and sometimes controlling, government activities and decisions through 

settings between governments and professionals. As stated by House (1993), in the 

stakeholder model of evaluation (or participatory evaluation) the negotiated interests, 

perspectives, and criteria of stakeholder groups are included in the evaluation, which 

can increase the legitimacy of the evaluation outcome.  

Thus far, I have explored different components of the presented concept map 

drawn from the data analysis and results chapter and based on the BR Project narrative. 

I have explained how those two soft and hard constructs incorporated with each other 

to establish the evaluation logics. I have also specified how those competing 

professional and political logics transformed the evaluation product to the evaluation 

outcome, which could take the form of enlightenment, legitimization, collusion, or any 

combination of these. The following section compares and contrasts these research 

findings with the extant evaluation literature and demonstrates how these findings 

confirm, extend, or contradict the different views proposed by evaluation scholars. 

5.20 FIFTH GENERATION EVALUATION: AN AGILE NETWORK-

ORIENTED APPROACH 

5.20.1 Why fifth generation evaluation? 

Evaluation is an accelerated global practice, as over 60 evaluation associations 

have been established world-wide (Patton, 2008). The globalization of evaluation and 

its implications on both theory and practice encouraged me to choose an international 

evaluation practice conducted by the World Bank and its evaluation body (IEG) to 

understand the evaluation logics in large and complex projects by adopting the ‘how 

to’ and ‘why’ approaches in this inquiry. To address this concern, I narrated the story 
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of the BR Project’s evaluation to unpack the complexity of initiatives undertaken by 

different human and non-human actants to pursue their formal and informal goals. To 

achieve this, I examined the conduct of an evaluation practice in this project from 

conception to completion. This exploratory journey illustrated the necessity of a 

paradigm shift toward approaches in evaluation practice, which could be more aligned 

with globalization era of today’s evaluation. A new approach that considers the 

evaluation practice through the lens of an emerging network with multiple, not only 

human but also non-human actors interacting with each other to deliver the evaluation 

outcome (not just the product), can address the increasing complexity and emergent 

nature of today’s projects. 

Guba and Lincoln (1989) called evaluation an investment in people, which was 

their core argument for conceptualizing fourth generation evaluation. They criticized 

the first three evaluation generations (measurement, description, and judgement) and 

articulated their pervasive problems, which made the requirement to establish a new 

approach indispensable. Their proposed approach toward evaluation was based on two 

fundamental elements: stakeholder engagement and the social construction paradigm, 

which is elaborated as the ‘responsive-constructive evaluation’ approach (see Guba & 

Lincoln, 1989; House, 2001). However, the BR Project narrative illustrated what is 

missing in their approach, as well as the three previous approaches. Firstly, it can be 

argued that the lack of emphasis on the role and importance of non-human actants and 

how their interactions with human actants or stakeholders can influence on the 

evaluation results. Secondly, evaluation practice is not more than just a combination 

sense-giving and sense-making between those human and non-human actants, which 

are already enrolled in the emerging actor-network. Thus, all soft and hard components 

of evaluation logics, such as motivation, purpose, politics, and values can be embedded 

into the sense-giving and sense-making processes formed by the actor-network. By 

adopting the concepts of the ANT that facilitate the study of these kinds of 

relationships and assist to conceptualize them within a network-oriented approach, I 

have constructed a fifth generation evaluation, a paradigm shift in evaluation practice. 

In the following sections, I firstly examine the characteristics and drawbacks of 

the first four evaluation generations drawn from the evaluation literature. Secondly, I 

explore how construction of the fifth generation evaluation inspired by the BR Project 

narrative and extant evaluation literature can address the identified shortcomings. 
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5.21 WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS AND DRAWBACKS OF THE 

FIRST FOUR EVALUATION GENERATIONS? 

5.21.1 First Generation Evaluation: Measurement 

Guba and Lincoln (1989) exemplified school tests as one of the primary 

approaches toward first generation evaluation used in education science and practice 

for hundreds of years. Tests are used as a measurement of students’ performance about 

what they have learned by regurgitating information in what are essentially tests of 

memory. The role of the evaluator in this approach is a technician. Thus, it can be 

argued that in this approach, only measurable items can be evaluated, such as what is 

memorized by students instead of what is learned. To run a measurement evaluation, 

only objective criteria can be used to quantify performance against what was planned. 

However, mentioning all of these drawbacks is not to conclude that the measurement 

approach toward evaluation is extinct and should be avoided, as there are some areas 

and fields in which measurement is required. Nonetheless, the major shortcoming of 

this approach is the lack of the big picture in the phenomena due to a high level of 

subjectivity elements.   

5.21.2 Second Generation Evaluation: Description 

The second generation evaluation approach is concerned with descriptions of 

patterns of strengths and weaknesses with respect to certain stated objectives (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1989). This approach toward evaluation was spawned by a serious deficiency 

in first generation evaluation, in which a phenomenon is described if it is difficult to 

measure. The role of the evaluator in this approach is that of describer, although the 

earlier technical aspects of the role are also retained. Despite the fact that measurement 

is no longer treated as the equivalent of evaluation, but is redefined as one of the 

several tools that might be used in its service (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). However, this 

approach represented a major shift toward subjective elements of the evaluation 

practice, but still sought a single truth from the descriptive world. Thus, it can be 

illustrated that this approach toward evaluation is still concerned with the truth, which 

should be discovered by the evaluator. 

5.21.3 Third Generation Evaluation: Judgment 

The call to include judgment in the act of evaluation marked the emergence of 

third generation evaluation, a generation in which evaluation is characterized by efforts 

to reach judgments, and in which the evaluator assumes the role of the judge, while 
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retaining the earlier roles of technical and descriptive functions as well (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1989). It can be argued that third generation evaluation requires evaluators to 

judge both an evaluand’s merit and its worth. 

What is merit? 

Merit is the intrinsic value of something, which is used interchangeably with 

quality (Scriven, 1991). 

What is worth? 

As stated by Scriven (1991), worth is the extrinsic or contextual value of 

something to an individual, an organization, an institution, or a collective, which is 

used interchangeably with value.  

5.21.4 Fourth Generation Evaluation: Responsive-Constructive 

In the 1970s, Stake offered a rationale for representing the perspectives of 

stakeholders, which was liberating and highly influential, though his insistence that 

evaluative claims are subjective left responsive evaluators in an arbitrary posture 

(House, 2001). This emerging approach could be considered an evolution compared 

to the preceding approaches. 

Why fourth generation evaluation?  

First, the need for a paradigm shift from verification to discovery and exploration 

could be one reason. Evaluators need to explore the projects rather than having some 

indicators and measuring and verifying or not verifying them. Understanding the 

circumstance that led to the achieved results could provide the evaluators with more 

enriched insights. Second, the existing approaches do not acknowledge the necessity 

to interact with stakeholders in the evaluation process, which is called the responsive 

approach. Third, conventional evaluation methodologies do not take into account the 

contextual factors. Fourth, conventional approaches do not appreciate a situation-by-

situation basis for the evaluation platform, which is considered an ‘adaptive’ approach 

toward the evaluation process. Fifth, conventional approaches claim to be value free, 

while value is the root of the term ‘evaluation’.  

A responsive-constructive evaluation approach determines the parameters and 

boundaries of evaluation through an interactive, negotiated process, not only between 

the evaluator and client (who funded the evaluation), but also the involvement of other 

key stakeholders. This involvement consumes a considerable portion of time and 
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available resources, and for this reason, the design and planning of a responsive-

constructive evaluation is said to be emergent (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; House, 2001). 

The term ‘constructivist’ in this approach reflects the methodology employed to 

undertake an evaluation, which is an alternative to the scientific or positivist paradigm. 

Thus, it can be argued that this approach proposes a responsive mode of focusing and 

a constructivist mode of performing an evaluation. This evaluation approach 

ontologically denies the existence of an objective reality (unlike the first two 

generations), asserting instead that realities are social constructions of the mind, and 

that there exist as many such constructions as there are individuals (Guba & Lincoln, 

1989). From the epistemological viewpoint, this approach denies the possibility of 

subject-object dualism, suggesting instead that the findings of an evaluation exist 

precisely because there is an interaction between the evaluator and evaluand that 

literally creates what emerges from that evaluation practice (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; 

House, 2001). 

According to Guba and Lincoln (1989, 1981), three different categories of 

stakeholders should be involved with the process of responsive-constructive 

evaluation: agents, beneficiaries, and victims. Agents are those individuals who 

produce, use, and implement the evaluand (the program or project being evaluated). 

The beneficiaries are those individuals who profit in some way from the use of the 

evaluand. The victims are those individuals who are negatively affected by the use of 

the evaluand. From another perspective, stakeholders could be categorized into two 

categories: passive and active stakeholders. Passive stakeholders are those individuals 

who are affected by the evaluand and active stakeholders are those who have influence 

on the evaluand. In the BR Project narrative, the IEG, WB, the Godfather, and the 

Toddler were active stakeholders and other GoB authorities, politicians, antagonist 

parties, media, NGOs, consultants, etc., could be categorized as passive stakeholders. 

In responsive-constructive evaluation, evaluators face a loop of construction and 

reconstruction of reality regarding the project and its performance. Evaluators deepen 

their understanding of the project’s results and its achievements by enhancing their 

knowledge and insights regarding the project and construct it through an iterating and 

incremental approach. 

The responsive-constructive evaluation approach entails four phases (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1989) with reiteration and possible overlapping that share some similarities 



 

 

Chapter 5: Discussion 243 

with the four moments of translation proposed by Callon (1986). In the first phase, 

stakeholders are identified and solicited for those claims, concerns, and issues that they 

may wish to introduce (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). This phase can be mapped with the 

problematization moment of translation introduced by Callon (1986) in which all 

actants are involved in the process of determining what the problem is by passing the 

obligatory passage point (OPP) designated by the focal actant. In the second phase, the 

claims, concerns, and issues (serving as the organizational foci) raised by each 

stakeholder group are introduced to all other groups for comment, refutation, 

agreement, or other reactions. In this phase, many of the original claims, concerns, and 

issues will be resolved (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). This phase also shares some 

similarities with the moment of interessement in which focal actants seek to lock other 

actants into the roles that have been proposed to them (Callon, 1986). Thus, it can be 

argued that the role of the focal actant (IEG evaluators in this narrative) is facilitating 

the discussions and negotiations between different actants to accept their designated 

roles in the emerging evaluation actor-network. In the third phase, those claims, 

concerns, and issues that have not been resolved become the advance organizers for 

quantitative or qualitative information collection by the evaluator (Guba & Lincoln, 

1989). In the fourth phase, negotiation among stakeholders under the guidance of the 

evaluator and utilizing the evaluative information that has been collected takes place 

in an effort to reach consensus on each disputed item (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). These 

two phases can also be mapped with the moment of enrolment, in which the focal 

actant (evaluator) elaborates a set of strategies, such as negotiations, to define and 

interrelate the various roles allocated to each actant (Callon, 1986). As discussed in 

the analysis and results chapter, this moment is the main source of conflict between 

different actants with various value systems, motivations, and political concerns, 

which leads to the emergence of counter-networks. As can be seen, the moment of 

‘mobilization’ discussed by Callon (1986) is missing in the fourth generation 

evaluation approach proposed by Guba and Lincoln (1989). 

 

Pervasive problems of the first four evaluation generations 

The first four generations suffer from three major flaws or defects: a tendency 

toward managerialism, a failure to accommodate value-pluralism, and an 

overcommitment to the scientific paradigms of inquiry (Guba & Lincoln, 1989; House, 
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1993). Although, the fourth generation evaluation proposed by Guba and Lincoln 

(1993) made a significant contribution to addressing these above-mentions flaws, it 

still suffers from a lack of accommodating non-human actors as the major players of 

project evaluation. Furthermore, their proposed approach is heavily reliant on the 

evaluation of education practices and lacks a comprehensive and encompassing 

approach applicable in all evaluation practices. 

Why did the first four evaluation generation fail to accommodate value-

pluralism? 

The first three evaluation generations were founded based on the perception that 

evaluation, like other sciences, should be value-free and rooted in the positivism 

paradigm. However, they agree that the evaluation findings can be interpreted and used 

by the audiences based on their value system. This agreement was a major step to 

recognizing various instances of conflicting and paradoxical interpretations of the 

evaluation findings by different audiences. Nevertheless, scholars and practitioners in 

the positivist school of thought are still against the recognition of the influence of value 

systems on the evaluators’ work, which could lead them toward a social construction 

paradigm. Fourth generation evaluation supporters such as Guba and Lincoln (1989) 

and House (2001) argued that their approaches supported value-pluralism, not only for 

the interpretation of the evaluation findings, but also the evaluation process itself. This 

paradigmatic assertion recognizes the multiple realities that are constructed through 

the interaction of the evaluation facts and findings with the value system the evaluator 

brings to bear (probably unknowingly). As a result, every act of evaluation becomes a 

political act (Guba & Lincoln, 1989), in which the evaluator becomes involved with 

the political behaviors, decisions, and actions requiring political and diplomatic 

competencies. Hence, the fourth evaluation generation fails to sustain value-pluralism, 

as it does not provide a solution to guarantee how different value systems are to be 

acknowledged, recognized, and accommodated in the very political environment of 

evaluation.  

 

Why were the first four evaluation generations overcommitted to the 

scientific paradigms of inquiry? 

Context-stripping, in which research findings are removed from their local 

contexts (Jenkins, Slemon & Haines-Saah, 2017), is one of the flaws that stem from 

the excessive commitment of the evaluation practitioners toward scientific paradigms 
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of inquiry. Practitioners and scholars who emphasize a positivist approach toward 

evaluation seek to provide generalizable findings applicable to different contexts 

(Guba & Lincoln, 1989). However, generalization is not the concern of the fifth 

generation evaluation approach, as it provides an in-depth understanding of the 

specific phenomenon studied by the researcher or evaluator fully related to its context. 

5.22 WHY IS FIFTH GENERATION EVALUATION A SOUND 

EXTENSION OF FOURTH GENERATION EVALUATION? 

Guba and Lincoln (1989) argued that their proposed fourth generation evaluation 

approach was established based on two major elements: responsive focusing and 

constructivist methodology. Responsive focusing is used to determine what questions 

are to be asked and what information is to be collected on the basis of stakeholder 

input. The constructivist methodology is carried out during the inquiry process within 

the ontological and epistemological presupposition of the constructivist paradigm, 

which was explored extensively in the research methodology chapter. The posture of 

fourth generation evaluation is the assumption that realities are not objectively ‘out 

there’ but are socially constructed by people (not non-human actants), often under the 

influence of a variety of social and cultural factors that lead to shared constructions 

(Guba & Lincoln, 1989). However, what is missed in the philosophical foundation of 

fourth generation evaluation is overlooking the role and influence of non-human 

actors. In the proposed fifth generation evaluation approach, I address this issue, as the 

field data reveals that these non-human actants, such as data, events, software, tools, 

materials, etc., play a critical role. Thus, in addition to political and conceptual parities, 

network parity, which treats both human and non-human actants equally, becomes the 

third element of fifth generation evaluation. 

5.22.1 Network-oriented evaluation: An alternative approach 

Increasing complexity, uncertainty, and the emergent nature of the project’s 

environment necessitate the evolution of evaluation practice (Patton, 2018). Thus far, 

the major flaws and drawbacks of the first four evaluation generations have been 

illustrated, along with the fact that an alternative approach toward evaluation is 

desperately needed. This alternative approach was constructed based on the research 

findings of the BR Project narrative complemented by the extant evaluation literature, 

particularly fourth generation evaluation. In a network-oriented approach, key 

stakeholders other than evaluation sponsors are not only involved with the evaluation 
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process, but non-human actors, such as tools, materials, hardware and software, events, 

documents, procedures, etc., are also treated equally to human actors. This paradigm 

shift assists evaluators to tackle the issue of managerialism through a distributed power 

network formed by various actants. Network-oriented evaluation proposes a 

collaborative construction approach, in which different human and non-human actants 

work with each other directed and guided by the focal actant to make sense of the 

project and its performance. Thus, the outcome of the evaluation is more a 

collaborative rather than individual sense-making, which is aligned with the 

collaborative sense-giving and sense-making concepts already discussed in this 

chapter. 

5.22.1.1 Does the network-oriented approach propose a new paradigm toward 

evaluation, and what is a paradigm? 

As Michael Quinn Patton pointed out, “A paradigm is a world view, a general 

perspective, a way of breaking down the complexity of the real world. As such, 

paradigms are deeply embedded in the socialization of adherents and practitioners: 

paradigms tell them what is important, legitimate, and reasonable. Paradigms are also 

normative, telling the practitioner what to do without the necessity of long existential 

or epistemological considerations. But it is this aspect of paradigms that constitutes 

both their strength and their weakness – their strength in that is makes actions possible, 

their weakness in that they very reason for action is hidden in the unquestioned 

assumptions of the paradigm” (1978, p.203). Thus, it can be argued that a paradigm is 

somehow a generalized version of evaluation logic that is applicable to the approach 

selected by evaluators.  

5.22.1.2 How does fifth generation evaluation address the issue of 

managerialism? 

In a network-oriented evaluation approach, power is distributed among the 

actors and actants involved with the evaluation practice. Neither human nor non-

human actors are capable of concentrating the ultimate power and manipulating others 

due to the nature of the network. 

5.22.1.3 How does a network-oriented evaluation approach sustain value-

pluralism?   

House (1993) characterized evaluation as a professional practice with multiple 

criteria, multiple perspectives, multiple audiences, and multiple interests that form the 
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“pluralist conceptions, reflecting the change from consensus to pluralism that occurred 

in the larger society” (p.9). The concept of pluralism illustrates the necessity and 

acknowledgement of different value systems in societies. Unlike conventional 

evaluation approaches, a network-oriented approach is based on recognition of 

different value systems. It also considers the significant role of context as one of the 

four major components of an evaluation product (in addition to text, author, and 

audience). Thus, it can be argued that diverse and even conflicting value systems are 

acknowledged and accommodated in a sophisticated manner through a value-triangle 

of author, audience, and context. As discussed in the analysis and results chapter, the 

author of the evaluation product in this narrative was not only the IEG (evaluators 

recruited by the WB), as the WB itself, the Godfather, the Toddler, and other 

stakeholders whose positions were at risk due the findings of the evaluation were also 

involved directly and indirectly (see Czarniawska, forthcoming). Furthermore, the 

audiences of the evaluation product also shared their values and influenced the 

evaluation findings by reinforcing their interests, concerns, and agendas. Thus, it can 

be argued that the concept of the TAAC model discussed in the analysis and results 

chapter clearly addressed value-pluralism in the network-oriented approach, which 

was missing in the preceding evaluation generations. 

Project evaluation outcome is the product of evaluators and stakeholders’ 

engagement in a process of interpreting a mix of objective and subjective elements, 

including data, facts, criteria, results, and the outcome. Evaluators make judgments 

based on their value systems to understand and interpret phenomena incorporated with 

the project. Thus, it can be illustrated that evaluation practice is conducted using a 

group of judgmental acts, such as comparison, measurement, and application. Figure 

5.2 depicts how these elements interact with each other to deliver the evaluation 

product.  
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Figure 5.5. The relationship between value, judgment, and evaluation elements 

 

Evaluation is the process of attaching value to things. A network-oriented 

approach is helpful to determine how evaluators’ values will be attached to their 

judgment, comparison, and application activities in the project evaluation process. The 

stages of the project evaluation process that evaluators may attach their values to are: 

data collection (input), including document review; observation and interview; data 

analysis (comparison, measurement, and application), including qualitative and 

quantitative analysis; data representation (output); and transferring tacit knowledge 

into explicit knowledge. In each stage, evaluators’ value systems play a critical role in 

how to perform the evaluation tasks. 

5.22.1.4 Why is fifth generation evaluation also agile? 

A network-oriented evaluation approach is designated based on the iteration and 

reiteration of the evaluation process, including design, planning, implementation, 

analysis, representation, and finally dissemination. Another characteristic of network-

oriented evaluation is its focus on emerging results and findings that is a reflection of 

collaboration and interaction between different actants. Emergent behaviour and 

iteration are also two principal characteristics of an agile approach in project 

management (see Serrador & Pinto, 2015; Conforto et al., 2014; Sheffield & 

Lemétayer, 2013; Mishra & Mishra, 2011). Thus, it can be argued that the nature of a 

network-oriented approach is totally aligned with the concept of agile project 

management and it can be assumed that the application of fifth generation evaluation 
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will provide synergy in organizations in which agility is the basis of their project 

management practices. 

5.22.1.5 How has the evaluator’s role evolved in the five evaluation generations? 

House (1993) noted that evaluation could be considered an institution, which is 

a set of social practices, such as banking or schooling. He argued that the emergence 

of evaluation as an institution was linked to the evaluation of educational programs in 

the US during the 1960s. Furthermore, he contended that evaluation practice is used 

in an attempt to use the authority of science to legitimize and inform government 

actions in societies in which traditional institutions have lost much of their legitimating 

power. What House did not discuss in his study was exploring the reasons for 

delegitimization of other institutions that consequently shift their attentions toward 

evaluation as a substitute solution. Although extensive research is required to address 

this inquiry, the initial perceptions unconsciously lead toward corruption, bribery, 

politics, and other negative institutional behaviors. However, the same issues threaten 

the legitimacy of evaluation as an independent investigation of projects, programs, and 

initiatives run by governments and other agencies. This possibility can also concern 

communities, as evaluators are perceived to have the same position as judges in the 

judiciary system. As such, people perceive corrupt politicians as exhibiting their 

normal behavior, but cannot tolerate a corrupt judge, this same perception is applied 

to evaluation as a profession. In an agile network-oriented approach, evaluators, as the 

key author of the evaluation product (evaluation report), play the role of judge in the 

evaluation process and the audience can be seen as the jury. 

5.22.2 What is the role of the evaluator in the fifth generation evaluation 

approach? 

In fifth generation evaluation, the role of evaluator shifts from a technician, 

describer, and/or a judge to a networker, collaborator, and negotiator. Evaluators may 

also take some other soft roles, such as problem solver, coach, mentor, moderator, 

facilitator, and change champion to reflect the paradigm shift toward evaluation in fifth 

generation evaluation. 

5.22.3 What are the possible evaluation outcomes of fifth generation 

evaluation? 

I have already discussed the possible evaluation outcomes based on the findings 

of the BR Project narrative, which were enlightenment, legitimization, and collusion. 
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In the context of network-oriented evaluation, the evaluation outcome could be the 

combination of all of these, with different portions at stake and from different 

perspectives. For instance, from the author’s (IEG) perspective the evaluation outcome 

could be collecting, documenting, and sharing the lessons learned (enlightenment). 

Thus, the evaluation product would be used as a tool for improvement, training, and 

education. From the audience’s point of view (the WB in this example), the desired 

evaluation outcome is legitimating the decisions already made and actions undertaken 

during the project’s development and implementation. From the GoB’s point of view 

(another audience of the text), the PPAR was developed to intimidate the government 

due to the cancellation of phases two and three and as a suggestion for future projects. 

As discussed, in the network-oriented evaluation approach, most of the audiences are 

co-authors as well, which means they are actively involved with the development of 

the evaluation product. 

5.23 SUMMARY OF RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS 

5.23.1 What are the major contributions of this research? 

This study sheds some light on the complex and subjective phenomenon of 

competing evaluation logics in the context of international development projects. A 

narrative inquiry approach complemented by the ANT as a sensitizing concept tool 

was first adopted to unfold the different elements incorporated with political and 

professional logics in project evaluation practice. Second, another contribution of this 

study is the development of the concept map drawn from the data analysis of the BR 

Project narrative, which illustrates two major soft and hard elements (mission and 

approach) involved in the construction of evaluation logics. Third, a deeper 

understanding of how those soft and hard elements influence the construction of 

evaluation logics and how those two competing evaluation logics impact the 

transformation of the evaluation product (text or report) into an outcome 

(enlightenment, legitimization, and collusion) was provided. Fourth, an explanation 

was provided regarding how the evaluation practice can be better understood through 

the lens of collaborative sense-giving and sense-making. Fifth, this research underpins 

the foundation of fifth generation evaluation, in which the role and significance of non-

human actors is equally acknowledged and considered in an agile network-oriented 

approach. 
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5.23.2 What are the theoretical implications of this research? 

Guba and Lincoln (1989) argued that ‘evaluation’ should not be approached as 

a ‘scientific’ process, because this will mislead us from its fundamentally social, 

political, and value-oriented character. They conceptualized fourth generation 

evaluation as an approach that goes beyond mere science and includes human, 

political, cultural, and contextual elements that are involved with the evaluation 

practice. In this sense, they argued that fourth generation evaluation moves beyond 

conventional evaluation approaches that are characterized as measurement-oriented 

(first generation), description-oriented (second generation), and judgement-oriented 

(third generation), which were all dominated by the positivist paradigm. They called 

their proposed evaluation generation the responsive-constructive approach, which is 

constructed based on negotiation. Thus, it can be argued that Guba and Lincoln (1989) 

tried to depict an evaluation trajectory that began with quantitative approaches and was 

later joined with qualitative methods, aligned with House (1993), whose findings 

reviewed the history of evaluation in the North American context. This journey 

continued by involving other subjective elements such as politics, ethics, values, etc., 

which helped to form third generation evaluation. However, all three preceding 

generations lacked some fundamental requirements, such as stakeholder engagement, 

which is covered in the fourth generation. However, the theoretical implications of this 

study should be considered in line with the works of Guba and Lincoln (1989), 

Hirschman (1967), House (1993 & 2001), and Patton (2008 & 2018). 

The major theoretical implication of this study is exploring the concept of project 

evaluation with the social construction paradigm, which is dominated by positivist and 

objectivist researchers. This study sought to go beyond the conventional subjectivity-

objectivity dualism and shed some light on the competing logics behind the evaluation 

of large and complex projects. Second, the application of a narrative inquiry 

complemented by the ANT was another theoretical implication of this research, which 

facilitated an in-depth exploration of complex and emergent relationships between 

different human and non-human actors. Third, another theoretical contribution of this 

study is conceptualizing the agile network-oriented evaluation approach as fifth 

generation evaluation, which oversees the evaluation practice through the network lens 

with distributed power between different human and non-human actants.  



 

252 Chapter 5: Discussion 

5.23.3 What are the practical implications of this research? 

House (1993) also argued that society after evaluation cannot be the same as 

before, which indicates that the impact of evaluation can cause changes to society from 

different angles. He also noted that evaluation practice has been shaped and reshaped 

by powerful and complex social forces. This study can be considered meta-evaluation 

research, in which the evaluation practice has been examined by a researcher, which 

is expected to provide practical implications. The main practical implication of this 

study refers to a greater understanding of the evaluation practice in the context of 

international development projects. Thus, evaluation practitioners in this context can 

benefit from clarifications provided to unfold the complex and dynamic relationships 

between soft and hard components of evaluation practice such as values, politics, 

motivations, and processes. Second, the findings of the research can be helpful to 

evaluation industry practitioners and used as a roadmap to identify the potential 

sources of competing logics in evaluation practice. In this sense, evaluators can gain a 

better understanding of their allocated roles and responsibilities and how to modify 

their relationship with politicians, clients, sponsors, and other key actors.  

5.23.3.1 What is meta-evaluation? 

Meta-evaluation is the evaluation of evaluation practice (Davidson, 2008; 

Patton, 2018 & 2008; Scriven, 1991). In other words, it is a determination of the quality 

and/or value of an evaluation. From this perspective, this study could also be 

considered a meta-evaluation, in which I have evaluated the evaluation practice 

conducted by the IEG in the BR Project. Davidson (2005) proposed five criteria for 

meta-evaluation, including validity, utility, conduct, credibility, and costs. It can be 

argued that these five core criteria could also be used to evaluate this research. 

5.24 RESEARCH LIMITATIONS 

There are some limitations attributed to this study that should be noted. These 

limitations stemmed from the research paradigm, approach, and methodology, which 

is part of the nature of qualitative research. First, this qualitative study is based on field 

data from one of the World Bank’s international developments. Thus, the 

generalizability of the research findings to other fields and other contexts is limited. 

Nonetheless, this research does not seek to provide generalizable findings, which is 

completely against the philosophy of the social construction paradigm. Second, field 
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data from this research relied heavily  on the archival documents of the BR Project that 

were publicly available on the internet. I had no access to the Bank’s executives or 

their project management team in Brazil, as well as individuals from GoB to collect 

first hand data through interviews, observation, and non-public documents. Third, this 

study was initially designed to adopt constructive grounded theory as the research 

method; however, I was unable to apply this method to the archival data. As a result, 

narrative inquiry was used as the method of this study. 

5.25 DIRECTION FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

Fifth generation evaluation uses not only human but also non-human actants as 

the constructors of the reality, which means that they are actively involved with the 

sense-giving process. Thus, it can be argued that while the human actants are engaged 

with both sense-making and sense-giving processes, non-human actants would be 

involved only in the sense-giving process due to their nature. However, with increasing 

advancements in technology and the emergence of artificial intelligence, machine 

learning, etc., I predict that in the future, non-human actants such as robots, computers, 

machines, etc., will be involved with the sense-making process in evaluation practice. 

That is why I propose to study the role and influence of artificial intelligence, machine 

learning, big data, image processing, and other technological advancements in project 

evaluation in future research.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusions 

Summary and reflections on my long and emerging research journey 

 

6.1 FOREWORD 

This chapter integrates and recapitulates the key research findings, reflects on 

the study contributions, articulates the research implications for theory and practice, 

and proposes some directions for future studies. First, I provide a general overview of 

the research and its key objectives. Second, I reflect on the key findings of this study. 

Third, I discuss the major contributions of the thesis by comparing and contrasting 

them against the extant literature. Fourth, I reflect on the major implications of this 

study for both theory and practice and review the major limitations of the research 

throughout its lifecycle. Fifth, I propose some new directions for future research based 

on my study findings, contributions, and limitations. Finally, this chapter and the thesis 

conclude with the concluding remarks. 

6.2 RECAPITULATION  

The principal objective of this research was to explore and gain a greater 

understanding of the evaluation of large and complex projects and the logics behind 

the evaluation practice in those projects, particularly in an international development 

projects context. I focused on an environmental sustainability reform project in Brazil 

funded by the World Bank. Below, I provide a brief overview of the research aim and 

questions. 

A systematic exploration of the project evaluation literature guided me to 

identify a gap regarding the subjective elements of evaluation practice in both 

academic and practitioner worlds. I realized that most of the extant work in the 

literature only focused on scientific and objective aspects of evaluation logics, criteria, 

and approaches and overlooked some of the critical and soft elements, such as power, 

politics, mission, and motivations toward evaluation practice. Thus, I initiated this 

qualitative study to investigate the less understood side of the evaluation practice by 

exploring the competing logics of evaluation in large and complex projects. The 
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reflections on the outcome of systematic literature review guided me to develop the 

research questions listed below: 

 Main research question: What are the competing logics behind the 

evaluation of large and complex projects? 

o Sub research question 1: What are the major components of evaluation 

practice that contribute to construction of evaluation logics in large and 

complex projects? 

o Sub research question 2:  How can evaluation logics enhance 

understanding of different interpretations of evaluation product (text or 

report)? 

o Sub research question 3: How can those competing evaluation logics 

transform the evaluation product into an evaluation outcome? 

o Sub research question 4: How can evaluation logics augment 

understanding of different interpretations of evaluation outcome? 

 Complementary research question: How can evaluation practice be 

interpreted through the lens of sense-giving and sense-making processes? 

Furthermore, a brief overview of the study and projected core contributions of 

this research complemented with the overall structure of the thesis were the other 

components of the introduction chapter of my thesis. 

Chapter 2 explored the relevant literature to provide a holistic view of the 

research background for myself and the audience of this work. In this chapter, I 

presented the results of a systematic literature to illustrate the research gaps and 

problems. In this sense, I reviewed three bodies of knowledge to construct a 

background understanding of the research problem and map research gaps. I reviewed 

the project evaluation literature, project complexity literature, and application of the 

actor-network theory (ANT) in project environments to justify why this research is 

relevant. My investigation revealed that the current literature review supports the 

importance, as well as the concept of defining, understanding, and more recently, 

managing complex projects. Yet, there is a lack of research specifically addressing the 

evaluation of complex projects. However, it seems that defining, mapping, and 

managing of complex projects had already achieved appropriate maturity in the 
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literature. In contrast, more research is needed into the evaluation concepts of complex 

projects. 

In Chapter 3, I proposed a methodological structure and a roadmap to clarify 

how the research questions were addressed through an exploratory qualitative study. 

In this chapter, I discussed why I adopted a social constructivist paradigm to explore 

the subjective nature of evaluation logics in large and complex projects. The main 

justification for choosing a social constructivist paradigm lay in the type of research 

questions I drew from a systematic literature review, which emphasized the 

exploration of the ‘whys’ and ‘hows’ of evaluation practice in large and complex 

projects. Furthermore, this paradigm integrated the overall research strategy to explore 

soft aspects of evaluation practice such as power, politics, motivations, approaches and 

mission, where subjective and objective paradigms, such as positivism or post-

positivism, fail to address them. I also addressed why this study adopted an inductive 

research strategy to investigate the research questions identified through a systematic 

literature review. This chapter provided a rigorous explanation to justify the 

application of narrative inquiry as the research method complemented by the ANT as 

the sensitizing concept tool. The research design chapter also illustrated why a set of 

documents related to an international development project was used as field data to 

address the research questions. Finally, this chapter justified how different 

methodological components of this research, including the research paradigm, 

methodology, methods for data collection, analysis, and representation brought all of 

the elements of the research toward achieving its goals. 

Chapter 4 presented a detailed analysis of the field data and articulated the key 

research findings. In this chapter, I explored the available data related to the BR Project 

to unfold the evaluation logics of this large and complex project. To address this, I 

constructed an evaluation narrative that assisted me to examine the construction of 

evaluation logic as a very subjective and complex construct. In this narrative, I firstly 

introduced the selected project by providing a brief overview, background, and 

context. Second, I investigated the major human and non-human actants involved in 

the process of project evaluation, including their roles, impacts, and interactions with 

each other. Third, I constructed a narrative exploring the interactions between the 

human and non-human actors through an integrated conceptual lens of the ANT and 

TAAC models. Finally, I brought all of the findings together to manifest the evaluation 
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logics of large and complex projects, particularly in the international development 

projects context.  

In Chapter 5, I integrated the research findings drawn from the previous chapter 

with the current literature and linked them to the research problems and questions. The 

main focus of this chapter was to develop the major contributions of this research based 

on my reflections upon the research findings and their linkage to the extant literature 

through a compare and contrast approach. This chapter provided a reflection upon the 

research findings and connected them to the research objectives, problems, and 

questions. It also referred to the evaluation literature and explained how the research 

contributions were built based on the extant literature. Furthermore, this chapter 

articulated how the gap in the evaluation literature was addressed by the contributions 

of this research. I also explained to what extent the application of the narrative inquiry 

approach assisted me to address the research questions. Moreover, I discussed how the 

ANT and TAAC models helped to unfold the complex relationship between different 

actants to construct the narrative.  

Finally, this chapter concludes with a summary of the major contributions of this 

research to illustrate its relevance to the evaluation community. 

6.3 REFLECTIONS ON THE KEY FINDINGS 

The narrative of the BR Project provided an in-depth understanding of the 

evaluation logic and process, which can enhance insight into evaluation practices in a 

complex and emerging project environment. The empirical material showed that 

project evaluation involves sense-giving and sense-making processes. This duality 

helps to explain ‘why’ and ‘how’ different human and non-human actants become 

involved with an emerging actor-network to pursue their own interests by interacting 

with each other. As illustrated in the evaluation of the BR Project, each actant tried to 

approach the project from their own perspective and give sense to the evaluators in a 

way to keep themselves safe and unharmed. This apparently collaborative sense-giving 

process was performed by all of the human and non-human actants involved in the 

evaluation practice. Their spokesperson (the Godfather) represented those non-human 

actants, such as the bible, mini-bible, AID and twin project, that required 

interpretation. However, the IEG evaluators encountered different sense-giving 

processes from different human and non-human actants and made their own sense of 
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the project through their own perspective. Despite the fact that IEG claimed to be 

independent from the World Bank and other key actants in the BR Project (e.g., as 

seen in the preface of the PPAR, the IEG website, and evaluation procedures), the 

influence of the sense-giving processes regarding how they made sense of the project 

was inevitable. Thus, it can be argued that evaluation practice is the result of emerging 

and recurring sense-giving and sense-making processes between different human and 

non-human actants. 

6.4 REFLECTIONS ON THE RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS (THE 

VALUES AND RELEVANCE OF THE RESEARCH) 

This study sheds some light on the complex and subjective phenomenon of 

competing evaluation logics in the context of international development projects. First, 

I adopted a narrative inquiry approach complemented by the ANT as a sensitizing 

concept tool to unfold different elements incorporated with the political and 

professional logics in project evaluation practice. Second, another contribution of this 

study was the development of the concept map drawn from the data analysis of BR 

Project narrative, which illustrates two major soft and hard elements (mission and 

approach) involved in the construction of evaluation logics. Third, I have provided a 

deeper understanding of how those soft and hard elements influence the construction 

of evaluation logics and how those two competing evaluation logics impact the 

transformation of the evaluation product (text or report) into an outcome 

(enlightenment, legitimization, and collusion). Fourth, I have also explained how the 

evaluation practice can be better understood through the lens of collaborative sense-

giving and sense-making. Fifth, this research underpins the foundation of fifth 

generation evaluation, in which the role and significance of non-human actors is 

equally acknowledged and considered in an agile network-oriented approach. 

6.5 IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH 

The major theoretical implication of this study is exploring the concept of project 

evaluation with the social construction paradigm, which is dominated by positivist and 

objectivist researchers. This study sought to go beyond the conventional subjectivity-

objectivity dualism and shed some light on the competing logics behind the evaluation 

of large and complex projects. Second, application of narrative inquiry complemented 

by the ANT was another theoretical implication of this research, which facilitated an 
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in-depth exploration of complex and emergent relationships between different human 

and non-human actors. Third, another theoretical contribution of this study is 

conceptualizing the agile network-oriented evaluation approach as fifth generation 

evaluation, which oversees the evaluation practice through the network lens with 

distributed power between different human and non-human actants.  

Guba and Lincoln (1989) argued that ‘evaluation’ should not be approached as 

a ‘scientific’ process, because this will mislead us from its fundamentally social, 

political and value-oriented character. They conceptualized fourth generation 

evaluation as an approach that goes beyond mere science and includes human, 

political, cultural, and contextual elements that are involved with the evaluation 

practice. In this sense, they argued that fourth generation evaluation moves beyond 

conventional evaluation approaches that are characterized as measurement-oriented 

(first generation), description-oriented (second generation) and judgment-oriented 

(third generation), which are all dominated by the positivist paradigm. They called 

their proposed evaluation generation the responsive-constructive approach, which is 

constructed based on negotiation. Thus, it can be argued that Guba and Lincoln (1989) 

tried to depict an evaluation trajectory that began with quantitative approaches and 

later joined with qualitative methods, aligned with House’s (1993) findings, who 

reviewed the history of evaluation in the North American context. This journey 

continued by involving other subjective elements, such as politics, ethics, values, etc., 

which helped to form the third generation evaluation. However, all three preceding 

generations lacked some fundamental requirements, such as stakeholder engagement, 

which is covered in fourth generation. However, the theoretical implications of this 

study should be considered in line with the works of Guba and Lincoln (1989), 

Hirschman (1967), House (1993 & 2001), and Patton (2008 & 2018) who shed light 

on some aspects of evaluation practice overlooked by scientific and objectivist 

scholars, such as responsiveness, constructivist evaluation and value pluralistic 

approaches. 

6.6 IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE 

The main practical implication of this study refers to a greater understanding of 

the evaluation practice in the context of international development projects. Thus, 

evaluation practitioners in this context can benefit from the clarifications provided to 

unfold the complex and dynamic relationships between soft and hard components of 
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evaluation practice such as values, politics, motivations, and processes. Second, the 

findings of the research can assist evaluation industry practitioners as a roadmap to 

identify the potential source of competing logics in the evaluation practice. In this 

sense, evaluators can gain a better understanding of their allocated roles and 

responsibilities and how to modify their relationship with politicians, clients, sponsors, 

and other key actors. Thus, a greater understanding of the soft aspects of evaluation 

practice could positively contribute to achieve more productive, cost effective, and less 

controversial processes and outcomes. 

House (1993) also argued that society after evaluation cannot be the same as 

before, which indicates that the impact of evaluation could cause changes to society 

from different angles. He also noted that evaluation practice is shaped and reshaped 

by powerful and complex social forces. This study can be considered meta-evaluation 

research, in which the evaluation practice has been examined by a researcher, which 

is expected to provide its practical implications.  

6.7 RESEARCH LIMITATIONS 

There are some limitations attributed to this study that should be noted. These 

limitations stemmed from the research paradigm, approach, and methodology, which 

is part of the nature of qualitative research. First, this qualitative study is based on field 

data from one of the World Bank’s international developments. Thus, the 

generalizability of the research findings to other fields and other contexts is limited. 

Nonetheless, this research does not seek to provide generalizable findings, which is 

totally against the philosophy of social construction paradigm. Second, the field data 

of this research relied heavily on the archival documents of the BR Project publicly 

available on the internet. I had no access to the Bank’s executives or their project 

management team in Brazil, as well as individuals from the GoB to collect first hand 

data through interviews, observation, and non-public documents. Third, this study was 

initially designed to adopt constructive grounded theory as the research method; 

however, I was unable to apply this method to the archival data. As a result, narrative 

inquiry was used as the method for this study. 

6.8 DIRECTION FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

In fifth generation evaluation, not only human but also non-human actants are 

the constructors of the reality, which means that they are actively involved with the 
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sense-giving process. Thus, it can be argued that while the human actants are engaged 

with both sense-making and sense-giving processes, non-human actants would be 

involved only in the sense-giving process due to their nature. However, with increasing 

advancements in technology and the emergence of artificial intelligence, machine 

learning, etc., I predict that in the future, non-human actants such as robots, computers, 

machines, etc., will be involved with the sense-making process in the evaluation 

practice. That is why I propose to study the role and influence of artificial intelligence, 

machine learning, big data, image processing, and other technological advancement in 

project evaluation in future research. I also recommend that future researchers apply 

the combined methodological approaches complemented by the ANT to explore 

evaluation logics in other contexts, such as IT, construction, manufacturing, research 

and development, and education projects and programs. 

6.9 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The principal objective of this study was to address an identified gap in the 

evaluation literature regarding the subjective elements of evaluation practice and 

opening up a new avenue toward evaluation research and practice in large and complex 

interventions, and particularly international development projects. In this sense, the 

scope of my research was clarified in Chapter One by illustrating the significant role 

of the evaluation process in the project life cycle, reviewing the gaps in the literature, 

and proposing the research questions. Further investigation into different constructs in 

the literature, including project complexity, project evaluation, and the application of 

the ANT in project environments articulated in Chapter Two, assisted me to enhance 

my understanding and knowledge of these phenomenon and build up my research 

based on extant works. Moreover, adopting a systematic literature review was very 

helpful in polishing and articulating my research questions. In Chapter Three, I 

developed an integrated research methodology to address those identified research 

questions by employing a social constructivist paradigm. This paradigm worked as an 

umbrella to integrate other components of my research design, including inductive 

strategy, qualitative methodology, and narrative inquiry complemented by the ANT as 

the sensitizing concept tool. 

In Chapter Four, I provided a detailed explanation of data collection and analysis 

with a deep introduction of the BR Project by employing a narrative inquiry approach. 

This chapter also provided an in-depth insight toward the context of the research and 
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narrated how these events occurred in this project. In the second part of this chapter, I 

presented the research findings as the main outcome of the data analysis phase. I aimed 

to walk my audience toward construction of those two competing evaluation logics: 

professional and political in the narrative of the BR Project. I also narrated how 

different actors and non-human actors formed temporary, strategic, or tactical alliances 

to construct intentional or unintentional actor-networks and/or counter-networks in the 

evaluation process of this project. 

Chapter Five entailed my reflections on the key findings of this study and how 

to compare and contrast them against extant literature. In this chapter, I discussed how 

the construction of evaluation logics evolved by integrating a narrative inquiry 

approach using the ANT and TAAC models, which guided me to pay attention to the 

role and importance of non-human actors, such as the BR Project evaluation report, 

not only as a text, but also as an ‘actant’. I also reflected on how my research findings 

could be integrated or contracted with the extant evaluation literature and why the 

fourth generation evaluation approaches proposed by Guba and Lincoln (1989) and 

supported by other scholars (such as House, Hirschman, Patton, Davidson and 

Chelimsky) are not compelling enough to provide an overarching view toward a very 

subjective and intangible construct such as ‘evaluation’. This chapter concluded by 

pinpointing the major contributions of this study based on the results of the data 

analysis and my reflections upon them. 

In summary, this research could be considered a novel initiative towards 

evaluation in the context of international development interventions, which adopts a 

social construction paradigm to explore competing evaluation logics in large and 

complex projects. This research advances the project evaluation literature by providing 

a greater understanding of actual ‘hows’ and ‘whys’ in the evaluation practice of large 

and complex projects. I have attempted to shed some light on the soft aspects of 

evaluation practice, such as power, politics, motivation, mission, and approaches that 

have been overlooked in the extant literature. This study also highlights the significant 

role of non-human actors in emerging and dynamic evaluation environments. 

Considering the criteria of meta-evaluation in a research project, this work has 

successfully proposed a more in-depth understanding of evaluation logics in complex 

environments.  
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Appendix A: Journals Used in the Literature Review 

No. Journal Name 
No. Of 

Articles 
% 

1 International Journal of Project Management (IJPM) 47 22.5 

2 Project Management Journal (PMJ) 27 12.9 

3 International Journal of Managing Projects in Business 9 4.3 

4 American Journal of Evaluation 7 3.3 

5 Evaluation 6 2.9 

6 New Directions for Evaluation 6 2.9 

7 Evaluation and Program Planning 5 2.4 

8 Journal of Management in Engineering 5 2.4 

9 IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management 3 1.4 

10 Organization Science 3 1.4 

11 Project Management Institute (PMI) 3 1.4 

12 Evaluation Practice 2 1 

13 Evaluation Quarterly 2 1 

14 European Management Journal 2 1 

15 Journal of Management Information Systems 2 1 

16 Cost Engineering 2 1 

17 Organization 2 1 

18 Construction Management and Economics 2 1 

19 Qualitative inquiry 2 1 

20 The Qualitative Report 2 1 

21 
International Journal of Actor-Network Theory and 

Technological Innovation (IJANTTI) 
1 

33.2 

22 IEEE Software 1 

23 Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 1 

24 Project Perspectives 1 

25 European Journal of Information Systems 1 

26 Engineering Management Journal 1 

27 Strategic management journal 1 

28 The Sociological Review 1 

29 International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations 1 

30 Kybernetes 1 

31 Evidence & Policy: A Journal of Research, Debate and Practice 1 
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No. Journal Name 
No. Of 

Articles 
% 

32 Intl Journal of Public Administration 1 

33 Communications of the ACM 1 

34 Academy of Management Journal 1 

35 Academy of Management Review 1 

36 On the Horizon 1 

37 Scandinavian Journal of Management 1 

38 Actor-network theory and organizing 1 

39 Industrial Marketing Management 1 

40 Environmental and Resource Economics 1 

41 Excellence in Teaching & Learning for Project Management 1 

42 International Journal of Production Economics 1 

43 International Journal of Organizational Analysis 1 

44 Management decision 1 

45 Quality & Quantity 1 

46 Software Quality Journal 1 

47 Public Works Management & Policy 1 

48 Human Relations 1 

49 Social Science Computer Review 1 

50 Research-Technology Management 1 

51 Engineering, Construction and Architectural Management 1 

52 Harvard Business Review 1 

53 Grounded Theory Review 1 

54 The International Journal of Social and Cultural Practice 1 

55 Expert Systems with Applications 1 

56 Qualitative Social Research 1 

57 Guttenberg Research Institute (GRI) 1 

58 Technovation 1 

59 International Journal of Operations & Production Management 1 

60 International Journal of Management Reviews 1 

61 Culture Unbound 1 

62 Building Research & Information 1 

63 Advances in Developing Human Resources 1 

64 Journal of Mixed Methods Research 1 

65 Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 1 

66 Research Policy 1 

67 Information Technology & People 1 

68 Information Systems Journal 1 
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No. Journal Name 
No. Of 

Articles 
% 

69 Annual Review of Political Science 1 

70 Issues in Educational Research 1 

71 Management 1 

72 
Qualitative Research in Organizations and Management: An 

International Journal 
1 

73 Journal of Organizational Change Management 1 

74 Organization Studies 1 

75 Journal of Change Management 1 

76 The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation 1 

77 Journalism Studies 1 

78 Journal of Management Studies 1 

79 American Journal of Infection Control 1 

80 Technology Analysis & Strategic Management 1 

81 Management Science 1 

82 Harm Reduction Journal 1 

83 California Management Review 1 

84 Organizational Research Methods 1 

85 Health Promotion International, 1 

86 Soziale Welt 1 

87 Mind, Culture, and Activity 1 

88 International Journal of Qualitative Methods 1 

89 
International Journal of Innovation, Management and 

Technology 
1 

90 Health Services Research 1 

Total 209 100% 
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