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Modern governments must increase their capacity for analysing and evaluating public
programmes. Evaluations, however, take place in a political context and many policies have
unstated political goals. Sweden appears to have a highly developed evaluation and
effectiveness auditing system and the Swedish case is instructive, not only because of its
experience in the evaluation field, but also because it illustrates the changing policy style,
Two main agencies are involved in the evaluation process and they both experience some
difficulties in their evaluation studies. These difficulties stem in part from the political
environment in which they both operate but also relate to their own organisational styles.
The resource squeeze could bring broad environmental charges which could be conducive to
a greater influence for the two agencies,

Introduction: Evaluation, Effectiveness Auditing and
Rational Policy-Making

Daniel Tarschys has recently argued that modern governments must increase
their capacity for analysing their own activities. Thus he suggests that *“... we
can no longer only be content with more effective methods for achieving ob-
jectives. The objectives themselves must be subjected to a strict priority grad-
ing, so that scarce resources are actually used for the purposes which are now
considered most pressing'’ (Tarschys 1981, 17). Moreover, he suggests that
this critical analysis cannot be left to the politicians. Civil servants who have
personal experiences, and insight into the problems, must also play a key role.
In short, *“... we shall have to create procedures for analysis, debate and
decision-making which give scope for the reconsideration of former decisions

*  The research for this project was funded by the Nuffield Foundation. The authors wish to
thank Gunnel Gustafsson for comments on an earlier draft, as well as acknowledging the
helpful assistance from many officials in Sweden,
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and which do not only result in demands for more and more resources’” (Tar-
schys 1981, 18). His analysis reflects a well known belief that evaluation re-
search can increase the rationality of the decision-making and implementation
processes. Thus, writing in 1975, Carol Weiss noted that ‘‘Evaluation research
is a rational enterprise. It examines the effects of policies and programs on
their targets (individuals, groups, institutions, communities) in terms of the
goals they are meant to achieve. By objective and systematic methods, evalua-
tion research assesses the extent to which goals are realised and looks at the
factors associated with successful or unsuccessful outcomes. The assumption is
that by providing ‘‘the facts’’ evaluation assists decision-makers to make wise
choices among future courses of action. Careful and unbiased data on the con-
sequences of programs should improve decision-making”’ (Weiss 1975). How-
ever, as she goes on to indicate, there are, of course, great problems in defining
rationality. Moreover, evaluation always takes place in a political context and
political considerations can intrude in several ways. Indeed, she suggests that
one of the reasons why evaluations are so often disregarded is that they ad-
dress only officially stated goals and ignore the political goals such as placating
interest groups (Weiss 1975, 18). However, in situations where political con-
-siderations have been dominant in setting up a programme, but where an eva-
luation has been instituted, the evaluator can at least, as Weiss argues, point
out the political trade-offs involved.

She is, however, generally pessimistic about the potential benefits of much
evaluation research, noting that ‘‘as a matter of record, relatively few evalua-
tion studies have had a noticeable effect on the making and remaking of public
policy’* (Weiss 1975, 18). The reasons for this relative failure are many, but are
often essentially pofitical in nature. We will be returned to the importance of
political factors in our discussion of the results of evaluation studies conducted
as part of the Swedish effectiveness auditing programme.

Despite the political problems in evaluation and effectiveness studies, most
modern governments have begun to recognise the need to question existing
programmes. This is particularly true, as Tarschys suggests, in a time of re-
source squeeze. The danger for the evaluator, as Weiss warns, is that he may
risk becoming the political hatchet man — called in to discredit a programme
which the politician wants to axe (Weiss 1975, 23). Though this clearly is a
danger, it should not be overestimated, or be used as as excuse to prevent the
development of effectiveness auditing. It is important to have independent stu-
dies of the functioning and effectiveness of public programmes if the public
expenditure “‘debate” is not to be a collection of slogans and myths. If public
money is being used for certain stated objectives, then some process is needed
for assessing whether or not the objectives are being achieved, and ultimately
whether the objectives are sensible in the light of changing circumstances. One
of the difficulties which, for example, the Thatcher Government in Britain has
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had in trying (unsuccessfully) to reduce the level of public expenditure is that it
has lacked the necessary expertise to really question existing programmes
(Richardson 1982). Unless central policy-makers have detailed evaluations of
public programmes they will inevitably be making policy under a quite unnec-
essary degree of uncertainty,

It is no surprise that Sweden, which has traditionally stressed the importance
of rationality and objectiveness in the policy process, should have what many
believe is one of the most advanced systems of effectiveness auditing in the
public sector. The Swedish case is instructive, not simply because effectiveness
auditing has been developed to a far greater degree than elsewhere, but be-
cause the system has operated for the most part in a period of resource expan-
sion in the public sector and is now operating in what is likely to be a decade of
resource squeeze. The Swedish case is also instructive because it provides an
important indication of more fundamental changes in the Swedish policy style.
For example, there appears to be some modification of the principle that Swe-
dish central ministries should remain small units, mainly concerned with poli-
cy. These ministries have tended to get larger, particularly since the arrival of
coalition government (see Table 1). It also seems that there is a tendency for
many ministries to get increasingly involved in what used to be considered ad-
ministrative detail best left to the agencies, and a tendency for ministries to po-
sitively avoid making *‘policy’’ for fear of political conflict; policy “‘goals’” are
getting broader and less well defined; the agencies are in fact often determining
policy (following the dictum *‘he who implements in fact decides policy®”)
themselves; and significant changes have taken place in the central/local rela-
tionship (Gustafsson 1980). It is not the purpose of this paper to do more than
draw attention to this “erosion” of rational policy-making in Sweden, but it
does have important consequences for the nature and effects of the system of
effectiveness auditing.

The Origins and Structure of Programme Evaluation and
Effectiveness Auditing in Sweden

There are two main central agencies and an appointed body involved in some
form of programme evaluation and effectiveness auditing in Sweden: the Par-
liamentary Auditors; Riksrevisionsverket (RRV or the Swedish National Audit
Bureau); and Statskontoret (SAFAD or the Swedish Agency for Administra-
tive Development). In addition, the Association of Swedish Local Authorities
(Kommunfarbundet) is concerned with the evaluation of the implementation
of central government policies by local authorities. The *‘autonomous agen-
cies’’ are also involved in many efforts to evaluate policies in their own areas.
The main focus of this study is in fact the two agencies which are set up mainly
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for the purposes of auditing: the Swedish National Audit Bureau and the Swe-
dish Agency for Administrative Development. This is not to suggest, however,
that the Parliamentary Auditors are of no significance and it may be useful to
briefly outline their organisation and work before moving on to a detailed dis-
cussion of RRV and Statskontoret.

The Parliamentary Auditors

It can be argued that because of the political nature of the evaluation process,
it is important to link the evaluation process with the legislature, Moreover, re-
cent (1979) changes in the system of Parliamentary Auditing have strengtheneq
the role of MPs in the work of the Parliamentary Auditors. h

There are twelve Auditors and twelve Deputy Auditors, all members of the
Riksdag. They have a staff of twenty-one, The Auditors operate through three
sub-committees, which have the task of preparing reports for the Riksdag. In
fact, the Auditors are not a Parliamentary Committee as such. They are an of-
ficial ‘“*authority’’ (having a similar status to the Bank of Sweden) and have
their own separate budget. The Reports (up to ten per year) themselves can
fairly be described as effectiveness audits, rather than as traditional financial
and regulatory audits.

The changes which were introduced in 1979 have directly affected the pro-
cess by which topics are suggested for examination by the Authors. The indivi-
dual Parliamentary Committees now have the power to make suggestions for
audits and are invited to do so each year by the Auditors. The staff briefly
examine the proposals and make suggestions to the Auditors after which some
projects are subject to a pre-study, lasting up to a month. When the topics
which are selected by the Auditors are finally reported on, the Reports are
made public. They used to be sent to the government but are now sent to the
relevant Parliamentary Committees. It is too early to gauge the effects of this
change, but this might reduce the impact of the Auditors in the long run. In
particular it may be difficult in future for the staff to follow up *‘their’’ Re-
ports, as the responsibility for this rests with the individual Parliamentary
Committees. The advantage of the recent changes is that the Audit process
possibly stands a better chance of achieving publicity and, as a result, issues
raised in the Audits may be more likely to reach the political agenda. It re-
mains to be seen whether this trade-off outweighs the disadvantage of the
weakening of more direct links with government.

Riksrevisionsverket: the National Audit Bureau

Riksrevisionsverket (RRV) lays claim to ancient origins. The ideas expressed in
the current functions of RRV can be traced back to King Gustaf Wasa who set
up the Exchequer in 1539 to control state revenues. RRV is today the main
government agency with responsibility for accounting and auditing within the
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central administration. In practice, RRV has four main duties (Berggren 1976,
7):

Audit of agencies and development of audit methods.

Development of methods for planning, budgeting and accounting.
Framing and supervision of the public accounting system.

Training of personnel in the fields of effective and efficient administration
such as planning, budgeting, accounting and auditing.

W B

In terms of traditional financial auditing, RRV has played a decreasing role
over recent years, Traditional financial auditing is now mainly the responsibil-
ity of the individual agencies themselves. Thus the 175 or so governmental
agencies are now grouped into twenty-seven ‘‘accounting groups'. Each
“group’ has an “‘accounting centre’’ for financial transactions and an audi-
ting office for financial auditing. RRV's role in the financial auditing field is
one of general oversight, and through information and training, the encour-
agement of good accounting and auditing practice.

The more important activity from our viewpoint is RRV’s role in the field of
effectiveness auditing as this, over the last decade, has gradually superseded its
role as financial auditor. RRV was reorganized in 1967 and since then has been
centrally concerned with the development of effectiveness auditing. By 1967
there was a widespread belief that traditional systems of budgeting and audi-
ting were both inadequate (Iversson 1974; RRV 1975). The practical meaning
of effectiveness auditing has, of course, changed over the decade or more dur-
ing which it has been in operation. It is true to say, however, that the basic
principles of effectiveness auditing which an RRV appointed Committee for-
mulated in 1970, still hold true today, The Committee identified four main ob-
jectives for effectivess auditing:

To analyse the activities of government agencies.

To stimulate agencies to do this by themselves.

To offer them suggestions for improvements.

To supply governments with economic information in order to improve the
basis of future policies (RRV 1971, 13).

B

In practice RRV has developed a variety of detailed strategies for conduc-
ting effectiveness audits. The Director General of RRV, Rune Berggren, has,
however, suggested that effectiveness auditing can be broadly divided into
three stages. Firstly, the goals of an agency must be elucidated. Secondly, the
activity of the agency must be examined. And thirdly, the agency’s system of
controf needs to be examined (Berggren 1978).

Once an audit is complete and the Report published, it is formally up to the
agency concerned to put into effect (or not, as it chooses) any recommendation

80



which RRV makes or to consider any problem areas to which RRV has drawn
attention. RRV has no legal authority to enforce any of its views resulting
from an effectiveness audit. Indeed, RRV’s lack of the power to enforce its
Reports encourages it to adopt an organisation style which in some ways re-
duces its own effectiveness (see below). -

Ultimately, as we shall argue, RRV has to persuade agencies to be more ef-
fective. In this sense, it is important to see RRV’s activity as a total ‘*package’’
of measures designed to improve efficiency and effectiveness at agency level.
Indeed, the broad sweep of RRV's activity is usually referred to as the State
Economic-Administrative System (SEA). SEA is intended to be an integrated
approach to managing government activities in goal-oriented terms. It speci-
fies how management systems within government shall be improved and aims
to develop management tools and information systems for planning, budget-
ing, accounting, evaluation and auditing. The educative role within SEA is of
central importance. The SEA “‘system”’ (it is in fact not a systerm as such, but
an approach, using a range of management techniques) is designed to ‘‘spread
the Gospel’* of modern management techniques within the public sector, In-
deed, it can be argued that some of the most significant achievements of the
SEA programme, in increasing efficiency and effectiveness in the public sec-
tor, resulted from a specific publicity and educational campaign for the period
1974-76. As the Auditor General has argued “‘... we came to the realisation
that the new demands being made on government agencies were concerned
just as much with attitudes as with knowledge’’ (Berggren 1978, 3).

In practice, RRV’s activity is organised under two programmes. Pro-
gramme [ covers RRV's effectiveness auditing work. The SEA approach is, of
course, reflected in auditors’ reports — for example, they may criticise a lack of
long-range planning or poor information and control systems in an agency and
may encourage the agency to use better management techniques, Programme [
has been organised along sectoral lines, i.e. agencies are grouped according to
policy sectors such as Education, Defence, Industry, etc. The organisational
structure also reflects a need to audit certain special functions across agencies,
e.g. tariffs and charges. More recently (1980) RRV has been trying to develop
what they call a “‘matrix system’’ within Programme I. The concept behind the
matrix system is that RRV should in future concentrate on problems which are
common to several agencies. In practice this means that some projects involve
the co-operation of auditors from several sections within RRYV, and a number
of difficulties have arisen in the early stages of the development of the matrix
system (Storby 1981). For example, the projects tend to get delayed, and de-
mand more resources. Also sectional loyalties are difficult to break down. On
the other hand, if RRV can develop audits which are less agency-specific, then
its actual impact on the agencies might be increased, as the agencies will be less
defensive if the criticism is more widely spread. There is thus likely to be a shift
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in emphasis, within RRV, in these directions, with slightly less emphasis on
sectoral based, individual agency specific audits.

Programme Il is not directly concerned with effectiveness auditing (though
it does include responsibility for the development and running of the System S
public accounting system), The Programme includes a wide variety of activi-
ties such as collecting and analysing data for the public sector as a whole; help-
ing the agencies to plan and account for their activities; forecasting state reve-
nue and expenditure; following the development of public finance and produ-
cing extensive statistics on public finance. Work on the efficiency and effect-
iveness of the agencies is primarily concerned with accounting, planning, bud-
geting and results analysis.

In total RRV employs a staff of 280 (1980) and has an annual budget of Skr
51.9 million. It is directly responsible to the Budget Ministry and it is to this
Ministry that RRV official Reports are sent - although its effectiveness audit
Reports are also sent to the agency concerned and to the agency’s sponsoring
Ministry.

Statskontoret: the Swedish Agency for Administrative Development

Like RRV, Statskontoret (SAFAD) has ancient origins. It is now the national
government's agency for improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the
public service. Basically, SAFAD is the government’s expert on matters of ad-
ministration, concerning itself with organisational problems, the development
of administrative methods, and more recently with the development of auto-
matic data processing systems within the public sector.

The range of work conducted by SAFAD, under the broad heading of Or-
ganisation & Methods and Development, is considerable. For example, it has
been involved in important ‘‘organisational overhauls’ within governmental
agencies; has been involved in the development of programme budgeting with-
in the agencies; has developed guidelines for personnel administration; has en-
couraged long-range planning; and has been extremely active in encouraging
the introduction of computers into the public service. It can also be involved in
quite detailed matters such as the design of forms and office procedures.

In practice there has been some overlap between Statskontoret’s role and
that of RRV. In principle, Statskontoret is not involved with programme anal-
ysis as such (or indeed with *‘effectiveness auditing’’) but the logic of organisa-
tional analysis often leads to recommendations which could equally well have
resulted from an effectiveness audit or programme review. Thus *‘organisatio-
nal overhauls’’ can and do develop into studies which have a lot to say about
the effectiveness of public programmes, even though they are not formally ef-
fectiveness audits or programme evaluations. Just as policy often cannot be
distinguished from administration, so then organisational matters also have
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important policy implications, and questions of effectiveness and organisation
are inextricably linked. Similarly, in the more specific area of automatic data
processing (ADP) there are also important policy implications and questions
relating to effectiveness.

We will discuss the changing role of Statskontoret below, which in fact has
led to a lessening of overlap between itself and RRV. However, in 1975, it re-
organized itself along sectoral lines (i.e. its own organisation reflected a group-
ing of policy sectors) which in fact bore some resemblance to the organisatio-
nal structure adopted by the main effectiveness auditing agency, Riksrevisions-
verket. The total staff of Statskontoret was approximately 325 (1980) with a
total annual budget of Skr. 57.3 million.

Organisational Style and Programme Evaluation

Having briefly described the development of programme evaluation and effec-
tiveness auditing and the organisational structures involved, we are now in a
position to analyse what may be termed the *‘organisational styles’” of the two
main organisations. As Downs suggests, bureaus can often develop distinctive
ideologies, particularly if they are engaged in highly controversial qctivities
(Downs 1967, 245). To what extent have Statskontoret and Riksrevisionsver-
ket developed a bureau “‘ideology’’ or organisational style and how does this
relate to their own effectiveness? To what extent is organisational style related
to the strategies used by controllers and the controlled in the programme eval-
uation field?

Stress may occur where an organisational ideology or style has developed
which no longer corresponds to other important “‘ideologies’’ in the environ-
ment surrounding an organisation. On the other hand, an organisation which
has an existing style or ideology which becomes ‘‘fashionable’ in its external
environment may benefit considerably in terms of influence or indeed organi-
sational growth. Even without environmental changes, organisations like
Statskontoret and Riksrevisionsverket both depend heavily upon developing
good external relationships. They have few direct powers over the individual
agencies and can affect agency behavior only by persuasion and force of argu-
ment or by influencing government itself (in the form of the Budget Ministry
or the sponsoring ministries). In formal terms, neither Statskontoret nor RRY
is the “‘competent authority’ in respect of individual agencies. RRV does have
quite considerable powers of investigation. Thus it decides what agencies to
audit and when and in what way. It has the power to issue (and of course pub-
lish) Reports resulting from its effectiveness audits — and it has important
powers regarding the oversight of traditional financial auditing. But these very
important powers do not guaranteee influence over agency behaviour, So al-
though RRV has a statutory right to conduct effectiveness audits, it has no
statutory right to enforce its findings. In contrast, Statskontoret has in practice
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no statutory right to conduct studies or projects within the individual agencies.
It is either *‘called in’* by the agency itself or it is called in at the request of the
government or Royal Commission. Like RRV, it depends on other actors to
see that its recommendations are carried out. In both cases, therefore, there
are rather complicated ““control” problems in terms of trying to influence the
behaviour of “‘audited’’ agencies. In practice, sophisticated strategies have
been developed by audited agencies to reduce the influence of both RRV and
Statskontoret,

Organisational style is in both cases of central importance in determining or-
ganisational effectiveness, because it is a key factor in the relationship between
the two organisations and their environment. Moreover, in the particular case
of Statskontoret, there have been changes in the political environment which
have had an effect on Statskontoret’s influence and upon the nature of its ac-
tivity. It is, therefore, useful to take Statskontoret as our starting point in di-
scussing organisational style, notwithstanding the fact that, for the purposes of
our study, RRV is the more central agency.

Statskontoret: an Agency Searching for a New Role?

Statskontoret is a good example of an agency whose external environment has
changed and is now more hostile, This has forced Statskontoret to change
both the nature of its work and its organisational style. Basically, Statskon-
toret now places greater emphasis on projects concerned with Automatic Data
Processing (ADP) and less emphasis on big organisational studies. It is far less
in demand as a consultant to individual agencies and its influence on govern-
ment has declined very considerably. Its “‘image’ is seriously out of step with
current values in the political system. How has this come about and what has
been Statskontoret’s response?

Statskontoret’s traditional role has been more in keeping with the period of
Social Democratic rule than with the period of non-Socialist governments,
since 1976. Under the old Social Democratic government, when resources for
the public sector were expanding, Statskontoret had an extremely important
role to play in devising organisational structures for ‘‘new’’ policy areas, such
as environmental protection. Thus, as government took on new societal re-
sponsibilities, likewise Statskontoret was able to design the necessary structu-
res for the administration and “‘delivery” of these policies. Statskontoret was
also called upon to make the best, in organisational terms, of bargains which
had been struck in the Commission system. An important consequence of this
was that relatively expensive forms of administration might result, through no
fault of Statskontoret.

In a similar way Statskontoret used its expertise in the more technical ADP
field to devise systems for the centralisation of certain areas of public admini-
stration — such as the tax and social security systems, Much of ““big govern-
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‘ment’’ and the expansion of the role of the State can be said to rest on techno-
logical developments in the ADP field. Unfortunately, (from Statskontoret’s
viewpoint) such centralised schemes now run counter to the current decentra-
list philosophy — particularly as formulated by the Centre Party. Fashions are
as important in public administration as in social life generally, and Statskon-
toret is often seen as a purveyor of yesterday's fashion.

A third factor which has contributed to Statskontoret’s current difficulties is
that it has been associated with administrative schemes which increased costs.
In one sense this was inevitable. As suggested above, Statskontoret was
brought in by both government and by Commissions to design systems of ad-
ministration for new policies and to help set up new agencies. These policies
have proved to be expensive and there is a tendency to blame Statskontoret,
rather than the policy itself. There is, however, a sense in which Statskontorel
may not be quite 50 blameless in that agencies have, in the past, used it as an
organisational consultant in order to gain more resources from central govern-
ment. An agency’s demands for more resources looked all the more justifiable
if Statskontoret had been brought in as a consultant (in effect to legitimise de-
mands) beforehand. Statskontoret’s popularity with agencies (compared to
RRYV in its effectiveness auditing role) was possibly because it was prepared to
back “‘rationalisation’” schemes which in effect amounted to **... what will the
politicians swallow in this reorganisation?’’ A Statskontoret study could be a
useful strategy in the battle for resources, The nature of Statskontoret person-
nel and even internal promotion policies have helped. For example, it seems
likely that Statskontoret has attracted employees who are naturally disposed
towards expansionist schemes and whose skills lie in devising schemes which
leave no-one in an organisation as a significant loser. Big schemes may also
have been good for staff reputations within Statskontoret and this too will
have reinforced Statskontoret’s image as an organisation which has tended to
increase costs as a result of its consultancy work.

All of these factors may have produced a “*bureau ideology’’ within Stats-
kontoret which is not conducive to a climate which values cost reduction more
highly than service expansion. As an organisation, Statskontoret seems more
suited to a semi-tropical climate of growth in public expenditures rather than
the mini-ice age of cutbacks in public expenditure which Sweden is entering.
The 1979 Coalition government did not use Statskontoret’s expertise in its
programme of expenditure reductions — largely because Statskontoret has the
image of increasing costs and developing large ADP schemes, rather than as a
cost reducer.

The net effect of these environmental changes is that Statskontoret has
changed its policy towards the individual agencies. In the past the Statskon-
toret/Agency relationship was often clientelistic. This has changed quite signi-
ficantly. The individual agencies themselves have become much more defen-
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sive in outlook, The combination of resource squeeze, with the political uncer-
tainty of an unstable coalition (particularly after forty-four years of Social
Democratic rule) caused agencies to be nervous and to seek out political allies
as a defence strategy. This resulted in many agencies seeking a new clientelistic
relationship, along Anglo-American lines, with their **sponsoring’” (or *‘com-
petent”’) ministries. This development is of fundamental importance in terms
of Swedish public administration and in terms of the Swedish policy style as a
whole. It is difficult to fully document changes in the agency/ministry relation-
ship, but in many sectors the agencies are now much closer to their sponsoring
ministries and see the cultivation of close and regular contacts at ministry level
as crucial in an otherwise uncertain environment, In other sectors the traditio-
nally more distant ministry/agency relationship has been preserved — parti-
cularly if an agency performs semi-judicial functions, If an agency is operating
in an area of high political salience, it appears that there has been a tendency
for it to drift closer to its ministry for what may be termed ‘‘steering signals'’.
In some sectors, the ministry, too, feels the need for a very close relationship
with its agency, particularly if the sector as a whole is threatened. In this situa-
tion both ministry and agency have, ultimately, a common interest in de-
fending their sector and a Swedish version of “‘departmental pluralism’’ has
developed (Richardson & Jourdan, 1979, 41-74). Moreover, the ministries,
being small, can come to depend on the agencies for detailed information
necessary to defend the sector. Similarly, if a hitherto *‘quiet” sector suddenly
achieves political salience, this too can affect the ministry/agency relationship
— a classic case being nuclear energy, resulting in a much closer ministry/-
agency relationship.

The development of closer ties between agencies and ministries in some sec-
tors is, of course, quite the reverse of the constitutional theory behind Swedish
public administration. No longer is it the norm that agencies maintain a rather
distant relationship with their ministries — dealing with ‘‘administration’
while the ministries formulate broad policy guidelines. For very many agencies
the norm today is regular day to day contact between agency and ministry with
the consequence that the agencies risk losing their traditional autonomy and
the ministries are now getting clogged up with administrative detail. The peri-
od of coalition government since 1976 has seen a tendency for quite small is-
sues to become matters of principle between the Coalition partners. Issues once
resolved quite easily at agency level or by civil servants in the central ministries
under the Social Democrats have tended to float up to the political level under
coalition government. This great uncertainty also means that ministries some-
times positively avoid formulating broad policy guidelines. As Statskontoret is
formally responsible to the Budget Ministry, agencies have naturally become
more suspicious of its role as the resource squeeze has tightened. Thus if Stats-
kontoret does approach an agency with a proposal, the reaction is likely to be
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*... who is backing you?”’ Thus, Sweden shows some signs of an “‘immobilis-
me’’ not unlike the French IV Republic; it takes a very long time to reach de-
cisions and there is often stalemate and public conflict between the gov-
erning parties. Problem-solving is all the more difficult because many problems
are cross-sectoral, demanding co-operation and understanding between the
different sectors (ministries). This *‘co-ordinated rationality’’ (Gustafsson &
Richardson 1979, 427-429) is now difficult to achieve because of the increased
pluralism within government referred to above. Moreover, the cultural tradi-
tion of the Swedish civil service is rather different to that of France where civil
servants have been more confident in terms of making decisions on behalf of
the State, rather than the government. In Sweden the tradition is more like that
in the UK — of loyalty to the government and an unwillingness to be assertive
in the absence of political direction. The Swedish civil service is generally not
disposed to fill the political vacuum created at the political level.

A further factor affecting the Statskontoret/agency relationship is the result
of specific legislation giving employees in public agencies considerable rights to
participate in the internal decision-making processes. The Industrial Democra-
cy Act, 1977 (the so-called MBL law) has had a serious impact on the work of
Statskontoret because it is now much more difficult to secure change within
organisations, As employees have an entrenched right to participate in the deci-
sion-making processes, they can effectively delay or even veto organisational
change. This legislation has coincided with the arrival of the resource squeeze,
which in turn has meant that extra resources are no longer available to smooth
the path of reorganisation.

Statskontoret’s position within the administrative system is now, therefore,
much more uncertain and its role has been examined by a one-man Royal
Commission which reported in 1979, The Commission was appointed to exa-
mine the rationalisation and ADP activity within the public sector (SOU 1979,
12). The Commission noted the problem of role conflict in this area and in the
case of Statskontoret suggested that it act more as the agent of the govern-
ment, as a watchdog over efficiency and cost-savings, rather than as a ‘‘con-
sultant’ to the individual agencies. The Commission, therefore, considered
that Statskontoret should, in essence, be a governmental agency charged with
increasing effectiveness and reducing costs in the public sector, In the event, al-
though most of the Commission’s recommendations were accepted, the con-
sultancy role was not removed from Statskontoret.

The change in emphasis in Statskontoret’s role was not opposed by Stats-
kontoret itself (though it did object to the proposal to end its consultancy work
altogether) — if only because it had already begun to change in this direction.
Not only had the agencies tended to approach Statskontoret for advice less and
less, but Statskontoret itself had taken an important internal policy decision to
accept tasks only when directly asked by the government. The current position
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is that Statskontoret has a firm commitment that the government must give it
clear instructions before it accepts a task involving an individual agency. The
difficulty is that the governments have been unwilling to face sharp choices in
most policy sectors. Even if Statskontoret actively wanted the role of cost-
cutter, it would find this difficult, within the agencies, without the prior politi-
cal backing of the government. This was probably always the case, but is now
of much greater importance where agencies and sponsoring ministries stand
much closer together in some sectors, This relationship can only be broken
with the backing of at least the Budgel Ministry and more probably of the
government as a whole.

As we suggested earlier, the logic of the resource squeeze in the public sector
is that organisations like Statskontoret should be seen as a central element in
the government's strategy of controlling public expenditure. A recent (1979)
Report by the Commission on Public Policy Planning: Policy Innovation
Through Policy Reappraisal placed great emphasis on the need to evalu-
ate the effects of public policies, and argued that goal-oriented evaluations
were a necessary condition for meaningful reappraisal of policies. In particular
the Report stressed the role that both RRV and Statskontoret should play in
this process. Thus

**... it is essential that existing policies are analysed by observers that are independent of the
interests of the agencies ... the National Audit Bureau, the Swedish Agency for Administra-
tive Development, and sectoral research can offer valuable contributions in this regard.”
(30U 1979: 61)

Should this proposal be adopted, then Statskontoret (and RRYV, see Section
3.3) should be very busy indeed.

For the present, however, is Statskontoret itself in a vacuum? In the absence
of clear governmental directives relating to its potential as a cost-cutter, Stats-
kontoret has managed to shift the emphasis of its work more towards ADP re-
lated projects than hitherto, i.e. the balance between ‘‘organisational’’ pro-
jects and ADP projects has changed in favour of the latter. Though large ADP
projects are “out of fashion”, the potential for the use of mini-computers in
the public sector is considerable, The ADP ‘‘revolution’ has left smaller agen-
cies untouched or has not impinged upon all the activities of the larger agen-
cies. The projects which Statskontoret now undertakes are much smaller in
scope (lasting months rather than a year or more). This is both more in keep-
ing with the current external climate of opinion and exploits the technical po-
tential of mini-computers.

At present, discussions are being held between Statskontoret and the Budget
Ministry concerning the type of projects which Statskontoret might take up.
One possible model is that, where an agency has been instructed by the govern-
ment to cut expenditure, Statskontoret might be involved in describing the ac-
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tual situation facing the agency. The responsibility for proposing the form of
expenditure cuts would rest with the agency itself, and not with Statskontoret,
The latter’s role would be in organisational analysis, which as an exercise
should highlight those areas where cost savings can most easily be made. The
development of this role for Statskontoret will, of course, depend on a change
in the attitude of the ministries themselves., Moreover, the division of the
Finance Ministry into the Budget Ministry and the Economic Affairs Ministry
has weakened Statskontoret (and RRV) because the new Budget Ministry (to
whom they report) is weaker as a result.

Riksrevisionsverket: from Goal Analysis to Goal Substitution?

Any discussion of RRV needs to take account of the warning that *‘an agency
that appears to be a single organisation with a single will turns out to be several
suborganisations with different wills’* (Pressman & Wildavsky 1973, 92). It is
difficult to make generalisations about RRYV. To be really accurate one should
specify which Programme, which sector or indeed which project team and
which effectiveness audit.

RRYV is running approximately cighty effectiveness audit projects in any one
year. In selecting agencies/projects RRV has complete discretion, but is in-
fluenced by a number of factors such as the size of an agency’s budget, its stra-
tegic economic or social importance, its political salience, and the extent to
which RRV may have reason to believe that the agency is experiencing pro-
blems of some kind. Once a project has been selected, it is normal for RRV to
engage in discussions with the agency about the nature and organisation of the
project. This preliminary stage, which can amount to a bargaining process,
can be quite important and can have a significant effect on the actual nature of
the effectiveness audit. Thus, although RRV has a statutory right to audit
whatever it wants to, in practice the agencies are able to influence the audit
process to some degree. This early stage, usually termed the pre-study, is also
important in another respect -— namely that it can influence the type of relation-
ship which develops between the audit team and the staff within an agency.
The results of the bargaining which can take place between the reviewer and
the reviewed may, for example, dissuade the RRV team from reviewing the ac-
tual policy which an agency is implementing. It is always difficult for the ev-
aluator to avoid evaluating the actual policy itself and there may be a natural
tendency for effectiveness auditors to drift into evaluating policies rather than
programme implementation. From an agency’s viewpoint this tendency will
normally be resisted as they claim no responsibility for policy as such — they
find it convenient to adopt the constitutional position, even though in practice
they are often the policy-makers themselves (Richardson 1979). There is thus
an element of cat and mouse both before and during the pre-study where the
agency being audited will try to confine the effectiveness audit to its own pre-
ferred areas.
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The interactive aspect of the review process is also seen in the usual form of
“interface’’ between the agency and the RRV team during the audit. Thus a
“‘contact group’’ is formed consisting of the review team and a small group of
staff from the agency itself. The dialogue between RRV and the agency does
not end with the completion of the pre-study but continues within the contact
group. These groups normally work well and a good relationship develops.
The contact groups are multi-functional structures in which the participants
quite clearly affect each other’s perceptions and behaviour. One important
function is that in both the pre-study and subsequent working of the contact
group, agency staff “‘educate’ RRV auditors in terms of the agency’s tasks,
environment, problems, procedures, etc. Thus the actual process of explaining
what they do, how they do it and why they do it can be a very central part of
the evaluation process from the agency’s perspective, Having to explain them
to a non-expert (but expert evaluator) can itself raise quite fundamental ques-
tions. If nothing else, it can be a mechanism for informing senior agency staff
about activities within their organisation which they would not normally ex-
amine.

The learning process is also important from RRV’s viewpoint. The degree to
which RRV auditors should be experts in particular policy areas is in fact an
item of continuous debate within RRV. On balance the agencies themselves
would probably prefer auditors who are already fairly expert in a given policy
area (in fact RRV on occasions does hire consultants for a particular study).
The central issue in this debate is how best to deal with the problem of *‘going
native'’. One way is to emphasise evaluation skills rather than specialist know-
ledge of policy areas. Another is to recruit staff with specialist policy know-
ledge and maintain effective personnel management policies to deal with cases
of *‘going native'" when they arise. In practise, the number of cases of *‘going
native'’ seems quite small. If there is a problem relating to the evaluator/agen-
cy relationship, it is quite the opposite of *‘going native’’. If anything, there is
a tendency for auditors to feel obliged to produce strong criticisms of agencies
in their final Reports. It is easy to find examples of projects where a good
working relationship has developed in the contact group only to be damaged
later by the publication of a very critical Report by the RRV team. The costs,
in terms of the quality of Reports and damage to RRV/agency relationships,
of having inexperienced (both in the policy field and in evaluation) auditors
outweigh the costs (real and potential) of having auditors who have direct ex-
perience of policy sectors. RRV’s attempts to change its recruitment policy re-
flects a recognition of this. As perceptions and relationships are essential to the
ultimate success (as measured in terms of changing agency behaviour) of RRV
it seems reasonable to argue that greater attention might be given to the need
to encourage more confidence in RRV on the part of the agencies. Agencies
often argue that RRV auditors are not sufficiently expert and are on occasions
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quite naive. The accuracy of such a view is difficult to determine, apart from
in each specific case. The important thing is that it is thought to be true by the
agencies and can make them disinclined to listen to RRV's recommendations.

In fact the staff problem is one of the most serious facing RRV. Its staff
turnover, particularly in the effectiveness auditing field, is very high. Typically
it runs at 25 per cent per annum and in 1979/80 RRV lost forty members of its
auditing staff — predictably this has a number of serious effects (though the
continuous arrival of “‘new blood” also has advantages). The most *‘political”
phase of the evaluation process is when the RRV audit Reports are published
and it is crucial, from RRV’s viewpoint, that individual agencies should not be
able to use ‘‘the doctrine of superior knowledge’* as a means of ignoring RRV
Reports. The less knowledgeable the auditor is of the specific policy area in
question, the more vulnerable he (and his Report) is to the doctrine of *‘super-
ior knowledge’’. This doctrine has proved important to audited agencies as a
means of ignoring RRV Reports. Moreover, the fact that certain agencies in
some sectors are now very close to the sponsoring ministries makes it much
easier for them to use the doctrine to good effect. If an agency has developed a
day to day relationship with its sponsoring ministry and has gained the confi-
dence of the civil servants in the ministry, then it will find it relatively easy to
say ‘‘but RRV just doesn’t know about our policy area and does not realise
that x is simply impossible or stupid.’® Yet again, the closeness of the agencies
to the ministries emerges as the Achilles heel of the evaluation process. At the
end of the day, RRV Reports will amount to nothing if the agency resists and
is supported by its sponsoring ministry. Agencies know this and hence “‘keep
their home fences mended’’ back at the ministry, The agency goal is thus often
not to distance itself from the ministry but to develop a symbiotic relationship
as the most effective way of dealing with criticism.

That the agency/ministry relationship is becoming more symbiotic in some
sectors and is sometimes the Achilles heel of the effectiveness auditing process,
is readily recognised within RRV. The problem is not in recognising the pro-
blem but in overcoming it. There are two main solutions. Firstly RRYV, like
Statskontoret, wants stronger government backing prior to the start of pro-
jects. It is a particular weakness that RRV has no direct relationship with the
individual sponsoring ministries (or indeed with Parliament). At present, RRV
has to rely on the Budget Ministry and the Cabinet to press its ideas on the
sponsoring ministries and this does not seem to work at all well. Basically, RRV
is like a spectator kicking the ball into the field and hoping that one of the
players will actually pick it up and run with it. All too often the ball lands in
the mud and is ignored! If the *‘resource squeeze®’ theory is correct, and RRV
is seen as being a valuable instrument for cutting costs, then we might expect
government to take the initiative more often by asking RRV to start specific
projects. If projects start with a governmental initiative the auditors will be ac-
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corded greater authority in their evaluation project and there will normally be
some prior commitment by the government to actually “‘run with the ball"
when it eventually returns to the field of play. This strategy, for RRV, can only
work if the politicians themselves like the idea of running with the ball and do
not prefer to ignore it as at present. The key to the strategy, therefore, is the
likely reaction of politicians in a continuing resource squeeze situation. One
hypothesis is that the early phase of such squeeze is quite irrational, except in a
purely political sense. Thus the first phase is one of all-round cuts of x per cent
rather than a more selective approach according to clearly stated priorities.
Only when a more rational approach to reducing expenditure is developed, can
RRYV expect the political impetus which it feels is necessary in order to increase
its own impact on the agencies. If this does develop then RRV could add a
third ““Programme’’ to its activities, specifically to handle requests from the
government to conduct projects.

An alternative strategy for RRV is to change its own *‘style’’ so as to in-
crease influence on the agencies, irrespective of a more “‘rational’’ policy style
at Cabinet level. In fact it can be argued that much of the frustration felt by ef-
fectiveness auditors is a direct result of RRV’s organisational style in Pro-
gramme [ (i.e. effectiveness auditing). It is possible to argue that RRV has
been subject to a degree of goal substitution in its activity and that this has made
a significant contribution to reducing the effectiveness auditing. There appears
to be great emphasis on the production of critical Reports at the end of effec-
tiveness audit projects, and “‘success' may too often be measured in terms of
the length, amount of criticism, and mass media coverage of the Reports. A
rather radical (but nevertheless probably accurate) view is that the production
and publication of effectiveness audit Reports can be counter-productive in
terms of the effectiveness of the evaluations. RRV may have fallen into the
very same trap into which it claims other agencies have fallen, i.e. it may have
produced internal goals as a substitute for real measures of effectiveness. Thus
it is difficult to measure the effectiveness of effectiveness audits and so the
“*measurable’” (or at least recognisable) becomes the goal. In RRV’s case the
“‘internal culture’” is such as to stress the need for critical Reports. This ten-
dency may be re-enforced by the high staff turnover, as a spell with RRV is
seen by civil servants as a very valuable step in career terms, “*Success’” for the
individual has in the past been best demonstrated by a long Report, finding all
sorts of things wrong with the audited agency. A longer-term (and real) impact
on the agency, achieved by other means, is hardly likely to improve the career
prospects of the individual in the short-run, If he wants a job in a central min-
istry (a common reason for staff turnover) it may be important to be able to
point to a detailed critical Report as part of his “‘portfolio’’, rather than to less
easily recognisable achievements at agency level. It may well be the case that
the emphasis on producing critical Reports also coincides with the organisatio-
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nal goals of RRV, as well as with individual staff goals, irrespective of whether
or not the Reports actually influence the agencies. It is normal practice for RRY
to issue a press release when a Report is published. This has a perfectly legiti-
mate function of informing the media of the contents of what are often bulky
Reports in an attempt to secure accurate reporting. But the fact that the media
and the public are very receptive to anything which is critical of the bureau-
cracy can lead to quite unjustified media criticism of an agency.

The Reports and the media coverage of them re-enforce RRV's image as the
agency trying to increase efficiency and highlighting the faults of the bureau-
cracy with which ordinary citizens have to deal. The Reports are thus quite
functional to RRV's image as a “‘successful’’ organisation. It is, however, im-
portant to ask if they are important to the real goals of RRV — the improve-
ment of efficiency and effectiveness within the agencies. The Reports them-
selves often create a sense of bitterness within the audited agency because of
the adverse publicity they cause, all the more so because they have been prece-
ded by good co-operation in the investigation stage. Another possible explana-
tion for the hostile agency reaction is that criticisms contained in the actual Re-
ports may on occasions be expressed in somewhat blunt terms. Just as the qua-
lity of the actual effectiveness audit varies, so does the degree to which criti-
cism of agencies is *‘gift wrapped” in the final Reports. Many RRV staff
would argue that they make very considerable efforts to *“‘soften’’ the tone of
their Reports and that senior management edit Reports with this very point in
mind. It does seem, in theory, that more might be done in this direction (al-
though this would be difficult in the Swedish context).

The problem in softening the tone of the Reports is that, apart from being
counter to the Swedish emphasis on open government, it could run counter to
one of the main objectives of the Reports themselves — which is to gain publi-
city and to “‘pressurize’’ agencies to respond to RRV criticism. In the absence
of statutory powers of enforcement, and in the absence of the political backing
described earlier, RRV tends to rely on publicity as its main sanction against
agencies. Thus RRV can often appear to be adopting an evaluation strategy
described as a confrontation strategy, where the evaluator seeks to “‘force’ a
change on the decision-maker or system (Palumbo & Wright 1980). Barkdol
has also argued that under certain types of evaluation strategies, ... program-
me analysts (like inspectors) are rewarded when they find something wrong™’
(Barkdol 1980). The agencies themselves recognise and to some degree fear this
weapon. The agencies are now required to make a formal (and public) “‘reply”
to RRV Reports (usually within six months), and so publicity may be seen as
an essential means of influencing agencies — all the more so because RRV has
the right to return to an agency and conduct a further audit, after which it can
publicise the fact that the agency has not responded to criticism. The difficul-
ty, in terms of the effectiveness of RRV, is that publicity as a weapon against
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the agencies is at best a two-edged sword. In the long run, it helps to create an
image of RRV as constantly criticising everything, because ‘‘that is its role’.
After a while everyone in the system (RRV staff themselves, the ministries, the
agencies and the media) fully expects RRV to produce a critical Report at the
end of an evaluation study. This then makes it easier for the agencies to dis-
miss RRV Reports because ‘‘... those RRV people just Aave to find fault,
whatever the situation”. RRV thus runs the danger, in some cases, of being
like the man who always grumbles about everything - eventually no-one listens,
whatever justification he may have! In a very real sense, RRV’s effectiveness
auditing might be more successful if there were no final Reports at all! There is
a recognition of this problem within RRYV, and contacts with the Budget Min-
istry and the separate sponsoring ministries are likely to be improved, as a way
of “*steering”” agencies, in addition to formal audit Reports.

In fact RRC has conducted a review of its own effectiveness. The Review
Results and Effects of Effectiveness Auditing (RRV Dnr. 1977: 672) was pub-
lished in 1977. If much of what we have said is critical of RRV, this is not
meant to suggest that it is an ineffective organisation - far from it in fact.
RRYV, however, recognised the difficulty of measuring the results of effective-
ness auditing. Thus for example, it is difficult to establish a direct link between
changes in the audited agencies and RRV audits, as many factors influence the
behavior of agencies. It also recognised that there were a number of impedi-
ments to change within agencies — such as RRV’s lack of formal powers of
direction, the defensive attitude of agencies, lack of motivation within agen-
cies, and the fact that RRV Reports may not be very specific. However, RRV
audits often lead to the appointment of Committees to further examine pro-
blem areas and to the agencies themselves setting up investigations in response to
audits, RRV also sees itself as having had a general impact, through the SEA
“‘system’’, in encouraging ‘‘good practice’” within Swedish public administra-
tion. It is more difficult to point to direct changes in the activity and output of
agencies as a result of audits, if only because neither RRV nor the audited
agencies have found it easy to develop measures of the results and effects of
agency activity. Moreover, it is rare for an audit to have produced direct
savings, except in the sense that funds were used more effectively as a result. A
very important effect of effectiveness auditing, claimed by RRV, is of course
the “‘incentive effect”” of the mere existence of an auditing agency. Another
unmeasurable effect is the diffusion of ideas, as the result of a specific audit.
RRYV also emphasised the ‘‘therapeutic’” effects of its audits - namely that
ideas were discussed within agencies, during the audit, and that this itself could
initiate development processes within agencies, irrespective of the content of
the audit Report. Finally, the RRV Review of its own effectiveness, rightly
stressed its role in the “*remiss’’ procedure, during which RRV is regularly con-
sulted by Commissions, government and Parliament on proposals for policy
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change in virtually all policy areas. The fact that RRV has built up a wide un-
derstanding of the system of public administration in Sweden means that its re-
views, in the vitally important consultation process in Sweden, carry consid-
erable weight. RRYV itself sees its *‘remiss’ work as one of its most significant
activities, RRV thus plays a very important function of widening what Lau-
rence Martin has called the **market for ideas” (Martin 1962).

A further area in which we might look for RRV influence is in the internal
dynamics of the audited agencies. The process of the effectiveness audit (as op-
posed to the final Report) can have quite important effects on agency be-
haviour, The dialogue which develops between the audit team and agency staff
can lead to developments within agencies before the Report itself is finalised
and published. In particular, the effectiveness audit is an important process for
launching new ideas within an agency or at least in giving much greater impe-
tus to ideas which are already ‘‘floating around” somewhere in the agency
being audited. RRV is thus playing an important role in influencing the policy-
making agenda within agencies. Reforms which for internal political reasons
have long been resisted may just get adopted if an authoritative outside body
lends its weight to them. It may thus be a humble, but crucial, role for RRV to
help ideas to “‘bubble through’’ an agency until they reach the surface and get
acted upon.

Acceptance of this argument does entail a rather unconventional view of the
role of the evaluator. The dominant model of the evaluation process (the ‘‘de-
cisionistic model’”) sees evaluation as an activity which functions to alter and
enlighten the pursuit of programmatic goals (Floden & Weiner 1980, 9). This
model emphasis the impact of evaluation upon discrete decisions made by
public managers. An alternative model of evaluation emphasises other, less
measurable functions such as conflict resolution and complacency reduction in
organisations. Thus evaluation can be just as well regarded ‘‘as a means for
managing conflict so as to promote a gradual social change” (Floden &
Weiner 1980, 13). Under this view participants in organisations at least get to
discuss issues with each other during the evaluation process and thus acknow-
ledge the possibility of compromise. Viewing evaluation as ‘‘complacency re-
duction” reflects the argument we put forward earlier about the importance of
the process of evaluation rather than the actual Reports. As Floden and
Weiner argue ““The wvery act of participating in an evaluation may spur
the consideration of new practices by practitioners ... In the complacency reduc-
tion model, evaluation serves as a prod to program participants; it leads them to
be clear about what they are trying to accomplish and to consider alternatives
to the complacently accepted verbal goals™ (14).

In fact there may be developments within RRV which could increase its im-
pact on individual agencies. For example, there is now less emphasis on goal
analysis, as it is now recognised that this can often be of rather limited value
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where public policies have become so vague and ill-defined, There is greater
emphasis on examining the evaluative capacity of the agencies themselves.
Franklin and Trasher have stressed the importance of the ‘‘routinization”’ of
evaluation if organisations are to be effective (Franklin & Thrasher 1976) and
RRV’s greatest impact may yet be in convincing agencies of the value of in-
house evaluations and in generally directing them towards modern manage-
ment technigues.

Program Evaluations and Effectiveness Auditing and the
Importance of the Changing Swedish Policy Style

We have earlier emphasised the essentially political nature of the evaluation
process - be it in the form of an effectiveness audit or in the form of an organi-
sational study of the type conducted by Statskontoret, The future success of
the Swedish evaluation programme may fairly be said to rest on the interaction
between the internal political processes within the two main evaluation agen-
cies and wider developments in the Swedish political system as a whole. That
Sweden is advanced in the evaluation field, by international standards, is
beyond dispute. We have agreed, however, that broader political trends (e.g.
the impact of coalition government, the changing ministry/agency relation-
ship, changes in participation rights, the resource squeeze) have a very direct
impact on the evaluation process. Space does not permit an analysis of the
reasons for the fact that policy-making in Sweden has become more difficult in
the 1970's (Ruin 1982). Despite these trends, however, the evaluation process is
considered to be of increasing importance in Sweden (see Tarschys 1981, 24).
It is important to ask, therefore, what is the essential role of evaluation in Swe-
den? One possible answer is that the evaluation process in Sweden may be a
good example of Floden and Weiner’s tentative hypothesis that one of the
functions of evaluation is purely ritual. Thus they speculate that a further
function of evaluation may be

*¢_.. a ritual whose function is 1o calm the anxieties of the citizenry and to perpetuate an
image of governmental rationality, efficiency and accountability. The very act of requiring
and commissioning evaluations may create the impression that government is seriously com-
mitted to the pursuit of publicly espoused goals, such as increasing student achievement or
reducing malnutrition,

Evaluations lend credence 1o this image even when programs are created primarily to ap-
pease interest groups,” (16)

We would not wish to take this argument too far, but, to a certain degree, it
does seem to fit a description of both the developing Swedish policy style, and
the role of evaluation within it, Thus RRV audits, whatever they may or may
not achieve in terms of specific agency decisions (the ‘‘decisional model’?), cer-
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tainly do hold agencies accountable for their activity. In more general terms
the evaluation and review process in Sweden do serve to perpetuate the im-
age of rationality and objectivity which is particularly important in the politi-
cal culture. For example, there is at least some element of ritual in RRV churn-
ing out “‘rationalistic’’ Reports which the ministries are often not terribly
interested in. Rationality can sometimes be the /ast thing the ministries want in
the highly political atmosphere in which they operate. The *““rationalistic’” world
has been stood on its head. Ministry officials are often concerned with admini-
strative detail and the need to achieve compromise at the political level and be-
tween powerful interest groups, whilst RRV, for example, is trying to get them
to think rationally in terms of objectives and effectiveness. The culture is so
important, however, that it demands at least the trappings of rationality, The
rationalistic element must be taken seriously, even if in practice it is often ig-
nored.

However, it is important to note that the fact that a Commission on Policy
Innovation Through Reappraisal was set up, and did emphasise the possible
contribution of RRV and Statskontoret in the review process. Thus it sug-
gested that RRV should develop an extra programme - the Review Programme
— t0 handle requests from the government relating to the analysis and review of
programmes. Statskontoret too, the Commission suggested, should, again in
response to governmental requests, play an important role in the review pro-
cess, both independently and in co-operation with the individual agencies. In-
terviews at ministry level suggest that this process is already under way, i.e. the
resource squeeze has helped the ministries to recognise the potential, to them,
in both RRV and Statskontoret, of having two specialist independent agencies
to review the rest of the agency system. Moreover, there are considerable ad-
vantages to both the Budget Ministry and the sponsoring ministries in having
two such “‘review’’ agencies, which can tender separate advice. It is thus likely
that, increasingly, RRV (and to a lesser extent Statskontoret perhaps) will re-
ceive specific requests for analyses relating to reduction of costs in the agen-
cies. Thus more of RRY and Statskontoret’s work will be preceded by some
form of political commitment from government and can therefore be expected
to have a greater impact.

However good the evaluation process is, it ultimately depends on a political
impetus for it to have an effect. It is in this area that the future effectiveness of
the Swedish evaluation system rests. The decade of experience of the evalua-
tion process has achieved much, particularly in terms of changed attitudes, but
also at the ‘*decisional’” level, It has also been an important period in terms of
experimenting with evaluation techniques. If this experience is to be fully uti-
lised, then decision-making at the political level will have to correspond
more closely with the traditional image of Swedish policy-making.
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