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AHHOTanus. B nocnennee necstuiieTHe, Kak 1 BO MHOTHX CTpPaHax MHpa, a Takke B APMEHHH, MPOU3OIIIN 3HAYH-
TeJbHbIe OromKETHBIE pedopMbl. BaxHol yacTpio 3THUX pedopM SBISETCS BBEICHHE CHCTEMBI OLIEHKH OIODKETHOH
nporpammel. B cTatbe 00CyXaaroTcsi MpoOIeMbl OIOKETHOW CHCTEMbI APMEHWH M Ba)KHOCTh BHEAPEHUS OLIEHOYHOU
CHCTEMBI, a TAaK)K€ PacCMaTpUBAIOTCSl allbTepHATHBHBIE MOJIEIU BHEAPEHHs 3TOH cHcTeMbl. Takum 00pa3zoM, LeNbIo
CTaThH SBJISETCS pa3pabOTKa TEOPETUYECKUX, METOANYECKUX, a TAKKe IMPAKTUYECKUX PEKOMEHIALUH 10 BHEAPECHUIO
CHCTEMbI OLICHKHM OIOKETHBIX MporpamMM B PA Kak MHCTpyMEHTa IOBBIMECHUS 3(QEKTUBHOCTH T'OCYIApCTBEHHBIX
pacxonoB. M3y4as yCHENIHBII OIBIT, CTaTbs CTPEMUTCS] NPEATIOXKUTH JEUCTBEHHbIE MJEH AJs NOIUTUKOB, TOCYAapCT-
BEHHBIX YMHOBHUKOB M 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH, TAKMM 00pa30oM, B CTaTbe MOAYEPKUBAETCS BAKHOCTh CTAOMIbHON
W TIPO3PayHOM CHCTEMbI OLECHKH OIO[KETHBIX IPOrpaMM B OOECIICYCHHWH MOAOTYETHOCTH, ONTHMHU3ALMU PECYPCOB U
MIPEAOCTABICHUN OLIYyTHMBIX BBHITOJl HaceleHHI0 ApMeHHH. B cTarhe Tarke paccMaTprBarOTCs IMPOOIEMBI BHEAPEHHS
CHCTEMbI OLICHKH, TaKWe KaK OrPaHHYCHHMS JaHHBIX, MHCTHTYIHOHAJIBHBINA MMOTEHIHAJI W B3aMMOICHCTBHE C 3aMHTE-
PECOBaHHBIMH CTOPOHAMHU.

KirodeBble c10Ba: OI0MKETHBIE PACXO/IBI, IPOTPAMMHOE OFOIKETUPOBAHKE, OLIEHKA, MOHUTOPHHT

Introduction. The existence of an efficient
budget system contributes to the more targeted
distribution of budget funds. The evaluation of
budget programs stands as a fundamental
mechanism  in  assessing the  efficiency,
effectiveness, and overall impact of government
spending initiatives. An effective evaluation

framework for budget programs not only ensures
accountability and transparency but also empowers
policymakers with the necessary insights to steer
resources toward areas that yield optimal outcomes.

This article aims to analyze the need and
potential opportunities for implementing a budget
program  evaluation system for improved
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governance, better policymaking, and improved
service delivery. Moreover, understanding how the
budget program evaluation system works in other
countries can be valuable insights and lessons for
Armenia, as Armenia is still in the early stages of
implementing this system, and studying the
challenges faced by others can be valuable in
avoiding such problems. Thus, by examining the
methodologies used, the successes achieved and the
obstacles encountered, this article seeks to highlight
the key role that evaluation mechanisms play in the
more effective and efficient allocation of public
resources.

Literature review. An important prerequisite
for the implementation of the budget program
evaluation system is the introduction of new budget
classifications, such as performance budgeting.
Performance budgeting has different forms and
program budgeting is one of them. Program
budgeting is not only the most widespread form of
performance budgeting, but it is the form of
performance budgeting most applicable to
government budgets as a whole. Program budgeting
aims to structure the budget in such a way that
facilitates good expenditure prioritization, while sim
ultaneously placing increased pressure on ministries
and agenciesto improve the -effectiveness and
efficiency of their expenditures [21, p.9].

The logic of program budgeting directly
connected with evaluation system. Thus according
to Robinson (2007), evaluation is an essential tool
for good budgeting and a core element of any well-
designed government-wide performance budgeting
system.

Evaluation can support the budget process by
helping either to:

1. Identify programs or components of
programs which can potentially be cut: this means
programs that are not cost-effective and which
cannot readily be made cost-effective through
policy design or management changes,

2. Identify savings that can be made by
improving the efficiency of service delivery [22, p.
42].

The objective of evaluation is:

a) To determine as systematically and
objectively as possible the relevance, efficiency,
effectiveness and impact of the Organization’s
activities in relation to their objectives.

b) To enable the Secretariat and Member
States to engage in systematic reflection, with a
view to increasing the effectiveness of the main
programmes of the organization by altering their
content and, if necessary, reviewing their objectives.
It analyses the level of achievement of both
expected and unexpected results by examining the
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results chain, processes, contextual factors and
causality using appropriate criteria [5, p 6].

Before analyzing evaluation systems, we must
first define the essence of evaluation, as well as
introduce the definition of monitoring, which is
connected with evaluation. According to the OECD
DAC evaluation is the systematic and objective
assessment of a planned, ongoing or completed
intervention, its design, implementation and results
[6, p. 12]. With other definition, evaluation is an
objective, independent and systematic examination
of the extent to which a program or project has
achieved (or is achieving) over time its stated
objective and, therefore, is meeting the needs and
priorities of Member States [13, p. 6]. According to
the “concept of implementation of the evaluation
system of RA state budget programs”, evaluation is
defined as a systematic, impartial study-evaluation
of the importance, implementation process and
results of the beginning, ongoing or completed
budget program, event or policy structure. And what
about monitoring, it is defined as a continuous
process that involves the systematic collection or
collation of data (on specified indicators or other
types of information). Provides the management and
other stakeholders of an intervention with
indications of the extent of implementation
progress, achievement of intended results, and
occurrence of unintended results, use of allocated
funds and other important intervention and context-
related information [6, p. 12]. In other definition,
monitoring is a continuous function to inform the
program or project managers and stakeholders of
progress achieved against planned results (outputs,
outcome and objectives) [13, p. 6]. The UN gives
very simple definition of these terms, according to
which: “Monitoring means keeping track of what
you are doing while you are doing it, so that you can
take corrective action if necessary.

Evaluation means finding out if you have
achieved the effect on your target population that
you said you would achieve, after you have finished
implementing the activities.” [14, p. 8].

In practice sometimes the difference and
borders between evaluation and monitoring is not so
clear. However, they work together in synergy.
Monitoring information is a necessary but not
sufficient input to the conduct of rigorous
evaluations. While monitoring information can be
collected and wused for ongoing management
purposes, reliance on such information on its own
can introduce distortions because it typically covers
only certain dimensions of a project's or program's
activities, and careful use of this information is
needed to avoid unintended behavioral incentives.
In contrast, evaluation has the potential to provide a
more balanced interpretation of performance. But
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on monitoring information to identify potential
problem issues requiring more detailed investigation
via an evaluation [7, p. 20].

evaluation is a more detailed and time-consuming
activity, and because of its greater cost it needs to be
conducted more sparingly. One approach is to rely

Table 1. The difference between monitoring and evaluation
Monitoring Evaluation ‘

Frequency Periodically, regularly. One time, at certain stages.
Examine the implementation of intermediate
Follow the progress, control the and final results from direct results
Focus i

according to evaluation criteria and
evaluation questions.

processes, work plans.

Improve program effectiveness and impact,
contribute to future planning, learn lessons
for similar events

Improve event results in line with
the work plan, make ongoing
improvements

Analysis of current reports, current
field observations, rapid appraisal

Basic purpose

Targeted data collection using surveys,

Methodology . o o mixed methods research, experimental and
with quantitative or qualitative data . . .
. quasi-experimental methodologies.
collection.
. . External evaluators and evaluation officers
Project managers, community . L .
Executors with the participation of project managers,

workers, beneficiaries, donors, etc. ..
donors, beneficiaries, etc.

Thus, monitoring and evaluation are two
different types of exercise in the project
management cycle, although they are designed to
complement each other, but they should be carried
out separately in order to have unbiased assessment

on the implementation of programs and projects.
Therefore, in the PMP they both must be dealt
separately because frequency, approach,
methodology and scope are different for both
exercises [15, p. §].

Table 2. Other control terms:

*Detect irregularities, waste, illegal or criminal activities

Investigation

*Risk management, verification of compliance of financial
and other funds expenditure

*Financial audits check the reliability of the organization’s
accounts

* Fnternal audit assesses an organization's internal controls,
including its corporate governance and accounting processes

*A systematic process of collecting and analyzing data and
information to generate new knowledge, answer a specific
research question, or test a hypothesis

Research

*Summary and interpretation of current knowledge information

and data on a specific topic: simple assessment, rapid
appraisal, situational analysis, document analysis, mapping,
survey and questionnaire study, including simple assessment

*A procedure by which the credibility of the reports,
declarations, calculations of taxes and other mandatory
payments, baseline data, and other documents submitted by
the entity is determined and their compliance with the
requirements of laws and other legal acts

Inspection
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Thus, in summary, we can state that monitoring
is a regular review of performance indicators to find
performance issues and trends, and evaluation is an
in-depth  analysis using formal evaluation
methodologies.

In addition to the close connection between
evaluation and monitoring, other different control
terms are used in practice, which should also be
clearly defined and separated from evaluation.

Thus, during the implementation of the
evaluation system, each country must define the
term evaluation based on the goals that the system

pursues, and this definition must be clearly
specified.
Research. Armenian budget system

coordinated by the Law of the Republic of Armenia
"On the Budgetary System" was adopted in 1997,
and within the years this low has changed
periodically, thus, one of the main change was the
new classification of budget expenditure, thus, since
2019, the RA state budget is drawn up in program
format. It enables decision-makers to move towards
a goal by comparing costs and results, to prioritize
costs and to increase the efficiency of public
expenditure management. The best way to improve
the level of public expenditure management is to
clearly define objectives, which can be considered
the biggest challenge of program budgeting. As a
result of the implementation of program budgeting,
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the efficiency of the use of public money is
increased, the "sectoral strategy budget" connection
is improved and the government's accountability in
terms of achieving (or not achieving) results [18].
According to the program budgeting approach, the
RA budget is made up of programs, which are made
up of measures. The object of budgeting and
financing are measures, all measures necessarily
contain  non-financial results (performance)
indicators, the latter is very important for program
classification. They are mainly of two levels.

* indicators of direct results - are the
indicators characterizing the implemented measures.
Typically service volume and/or service or product
quality indicators,

* Indicators of final results - are indicators that
can be used to track changes in the public
environment.

In 2022 state budget expenditures actually
amounted to 98% compared to the planned. 174
programs were planned in the RA 2022 state budget,
which, as a result of subsequent adjustments, made
175, of which actual funds were allocated for 171,
moreover, 944 of the 977 measures planned within
the programs were fully or partially implemented,
i.e. the performance of the planned measure is
96.6%.

Figure 1. Expenditures of the RA state budget according to responsible bodies (billion AMD) [19]
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As can be seen from Figure 1, the planned
expenditures of the RA state budget according to the
responsible bodies actually had a certain deviation,
in particular, the increase of the planned index was
mainly made in the expenses of the RA Ministry of
Defense, as well as the RA Ministries of Labor and
Social Affairs and the RA Ministry of Health, and
the main part of the reductions was made in the
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expenses of RA Territorial Administration and
Infrastructures, RA Education, Science, Culture and
Sports and RA Finance Ministries. The same trend is
also observed in the case of the execution of
expenses for separate programs approved by the
2022 state budget of the Republic of Armenia, for
instance "Preservation and exhibition of natural
samples" program expenditure performance is 100%



against the specified plan; and the performance of
the "Promotion of Plantation and Plant Protection"
program was 18.7%, that is, less financial resources
were allocated than planned. While there are still
many areas that are unlikely to develop quickly
without the effective intervention of the state, for
example, it is unlikely for producers in Armenia to
develop a comparative advantage in goods with
higher implicit income levels [10, p. 79]. Thus,
budget program evaluation is crucial for achieving
budget goals, it helps identify which programs are
most efficient and effective in achieving their
objectives, by assessing the impact of various
budgetary allocations, policymakers can allocate
resources to programs that deliver the best results.
The RA Ministry of Finance publishes quarterly and
annual reports on state budget implementation,
where state budget programs and measures are
presented with their planned and actual performance
indicators, but there is no empirical evidence-based
evaluation to evaluate the results of the programs.
However, by understanding the causes of poor
outcomes, policymakers can make informed
decisions about how to adjust and optimize program
design, implementation, and resource allocation to

improve future performance. Evidence-based
decision-making ensures that budget allocations are
based on concrete data rather than assumptions or
political considerations.

83% of the state budget expenses were
allocated to current expenses, 17% to operations
with non-financial assets. Although the 2020-2021
capital expenditure shortfall eased in 2022,
performance against the revised plan was 94.9%, an
improvement of 2.4 percentage points from the
previous year's 92.5%, however, the problem of
increasing the efficiency of management and
implementation of capital programs remains
relevant, moreover, it is noteworthy that the
performance of programs implemented with external
support (without co-financing from the state budget)
has worsened, making 80.5% of the specified
program. Clearly, planned capital spending
reallocations often occur in the wake of economic
downturns, though, “Armenian authorities have
defined by law, that capital expenditures cannot be
used as a tool for fiscal downward adjustments, as
new debt cannot be used for public consumption”
[9, p. 48].

Table 3. Capital expenditures of the RA state budget according to funding sources (billion AMD) [19]
2022 2022 Performance
planned actual (%)

Expend.lture on non-.ﬁnanmal assets (capital 410.1 389 1 94.9

expenditure), including:

Program implemented with external support

(including co-financing by the RA 66.2 54.0 81.6

government)

Programs implemented at the expense of 343.8 3351 975

internal resources

Thus, World bank research also highlighted
there are significant deviations between allocations
within medium-term expenditure frameworks,
annual budget plans, and actual execution,
particularly for capital expenditure. Comparison
between MTEF(s), annual budgets, and execution
highlight how Armenia has faced persistent
challenges with under-execution of capital spending
[1, p. 28]. According to Mkrtchyan, despite all the
measures  implemented in the field of
implementation of program budgeting, the Republic
of Armenia still needs significant institutional
mechanisms for the implementation of a long-term
strategy for the implementation of program
budgeting [12, p. 115]. And despite all the goals
pursued by the introduction of program budgeting,
the gaps that still exist in this area: weak connection
between strategic documents and budget programs,
lack of clear criteria for setting priorities, non-

targeted performance indicators of programs and
measures, lead to a serious demand for the
monitoring and evaluation of the state budget
implementation, and the implementation of the
budget program evaluation system is considered an
important step in this direction. Back in 2010,
during the study of RA Public Financial
Management Reform Priorities by the World Bank,
it was emphasized that the non-financial information
in the budget bids is not yet being put to full use
during the budget deliberations. The type of
information that could be included would relate to
the outputs and outcome indented by the funding
programs. As the solution of raised issues it is
important to complement the incorporation of
performance information during the upstream
budget preparation with downstream performance
reporting, and robust monitoring and evaluation
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systems that periodically
performance [20, p. 19].

The evaluation of budget programs implies a
systematic way of obtaining, analyzing and using
information about the program, the purpose of
which is to answer questions about the effectiveness
and usefulness of the program. For this purpose, in
2022, the Prime Minister's decision N 446-A
approved the "Concept of implementation of the
State Budget Program Evaluation System". The
establishment of a program evaluation mechanism
in Armenia is an important element for supporting
the ongoing public finance management reforms and
improving the budgeting process as well as
enhancing the effectiveness of public spending. To
develop and strengthen performance monitoring and
evaluation practices and institutions, the OECD
focuses on a systemic approach, which looks at 3
main pillars:

e Promoting the impact of performance data
and policy evaluations by embedding their use into
decision-making processes, fostering demand for
evidence, as well as communicating and
disseminating results;

e Promoting the quality of performance data
and policy evaluations by investing in public sector
skills and capacities, developing quality assessment
and control mechanisms, and adopting standards.

assess program
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e Building an institutional framework by
putting the right legal, policy and organisational
measures in place to support the performance of
public policies [16].

The formulation of a program evaluation
should take into account the following key question:

e Should the system be centralized or
decentralized?

e Should the evaluation be performed in-
house or outsource?

e Should the evaluation unit perform ex-ante
or ex-post evaluation?

e Why are we conducting the evaluation?
What specific decisions do we aim to make based
on its outcomes?

e What types of information are crucial for
making these decisions or enlightening our target
audience?

e When must we collect this information?
What is the deadline for obtaining the necessary
data?

e Who is the intended audience for the
evaluation? Who will benefit from the insights and
findings?

Both centralized and decentralized evaluation
systems have their advantages and disadvantages,
and the choice often depends on the specific goals,
context, and characteristics of the organization or
government implementing the evaluation process.

Table 4. Centralized and decentralized evaluation

Centralized

Organizations.)

(Establishment of a structural unit under
the Ministry of Finance, which will be
responsible for assessing the programs /
sub-programs of the Ministries / Budgetary

Decentralized
(Establishment of a structural unit in
each Ministry and agency, which will be
responsible for assessing programs/sub-
programs of budget.)

Advantage 1. Centralized evaluation

ensures all.

Decentralized evaluation allows for a

standardized and consistent approach to
evaluation criteria, methodologies, and
reporting across different programs or

more tailored approach, considering the
unique characteristics of individual
programs or ministries.

departments. 2. Auvailability of information,

Decisions made in a centralized | 3. Quick decision and response times,
environment, 4. Skilled and/or specialized employees,
Streamlined implementation of policies | 5. Evaluation of a large number of
and initiatives, and control over the programs/sub-programs,

strategic direction of the organization,

Can be implemented in a Short period of

time,

Disadvantage Limited opportunities to provide feedback | 1. 1. Expansion of the number of staff in
and a higher risk of inflexibility, state bodies and large expenses,
Difficulties in receiving information, 2. Long duration of system formation,
Impossible  to  evaluate all the | 3. Lack of interest in raising ineffective

programs/sub-programs,
Interference with the work of another
body,

programs,
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An example of a centralized evaluation system
is Chile, since 1997 the government has strongly
emphasized evaluation, where the DIPRES (Budget
Directorate, Ministry of Finance) is the main actor.
By contrast with the centralized Chilean approach, t
he new Canadian evaluation policy leaves evaluatio
n as an essentially decentralized process. Both the m
anagement of specific evaluations and the choice of
evaluation topics in any specific year remain essenti
ally matters for the spending ministries themselves t
o decide. Most evaluations are carried out by interna
1 evaluators within spending ministries, although out
side evaluation experts support some evaluations
[11, p. 36].

An ideal evaluation system would combine
both centralized and decentralized evaluation. In
such a combined system, the Evaluation Unit should
have the additional function of promoting and
regulating decentralized evaluation. For example,
the Ministry of Finance of Netherlands the is the
main actor caring out evaluation, but all ministries
are responsible for carrying out policy evaluations
in their area.

It is envisaged that the evaluation system of RA
state budget programs should be centralized under
the direct supervision of the RA Prime Minister. It is
required as a long-term perspective, after the
introduction of centralized evaluation, during the
time Armenia pass to combine evaluation.

A choice has to be made as to whether
evaluations will be mainly done in-house or
outsourced.

¢ In-house option: it is in principle possible to
build up a group of people in the Evaluation Unit
capable of carrying out evaluations based on the
practical methodologies. In-house option supposed
expansion of staff and required capacity building.

¢ Outsourced option: this would involve
contacting out evaluations. The private company is
an independent, it will not have any subjective
interest in the achieved results of the program/sub-
program and on the target groups in their evaluation
process. It provides an opportunity to attract more
highly qualified professionals.

However, as there are not private specialized
companies in Armenia, thus in case of Armenia
suggested evaluations done in-house.

The decision of whether an evaluation unit
should perform ex-ante or ex-post evaluations
depends on the goals and objectives of the
evaluation, as well as the specific context of the
program or policy being assessed. Both types of
evaluations serve different purposes and provide
distinct insights: Ex-ante evaluations refers to the
systematic appraisal of new spending proposals.
This type of evaluation focuses on predicting and
analyzing the expected outcomes, costs, and benefits

before resources are committed to the initiative. Ex-
ante evaluations are valuable for decision-makers as
they provide information that can guide investment
decisions, policy design, and resource allocation.
Ex-post evaluation refers to evaluations of spending
that is ongoing or completed. This type of
evaluation focuses on what was achieved in
practice, examining the results. Ex-post evaluations
are crucial for learning from experience, improving
future interventions, and holding accountable those
responsible for the implementation.

In many cases, a comprehensive evaluation
strategy may include both ex-ante and ex-post
elements. Here are a few considerations when
deciding which type of evaluation to prioritize or
whether to use a combination:

e budget constraints and timelines,

e the primary goal, if it is to inform decision-
making for future programs, ex-ante evaluations
may be more relevant, and if it is to assess the
performance and impact of a completed initiative,
ex-post evaluation is necessary.

The evaluation should
whether the program:

e is achieving the intended results;

e should continue and/or be improved;

e may be better delivered by an alternative

service provider;

e should cease.

Evaluation activity should be aligned with the
annual Budget process, this means to provide
effective feedback on the decision-making of public
policy makers. This involves using evaluation
results during the budget process, such as evaluating
new initiatives through rapid appraisal at the budget
application stage, and in the case of ongoing
programs, supporting proposals to continue, extend
or expand existing funding. Evaluation benefits for
the government, agencies, public servants and the
community.  But,  meanwhile = performance
information cannot be used mechanically in
reaching budget decisions: The use of performance
information in decision-making processes also
needs to consider other information categories, such
as policy-program priorities and restrictions
imposed by fiscal policy [11, p. 46].

According to OECD there are 6 criteria’s;
relevance, coherence effectiveness, efficiency,
impact and sustainability [2, p.18]. Each of the six
criteria is summarized by a broad question, which
illustrates its overall meaning. Each one represents
an important element for consideration:

+ Relevance: Is the interventionl doing the
right things?

¢+ Coherence: How well does the intervention

inform Government

fit?
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+» Effectiveness: Is the intervention achieving
its objectives?

+« Efficiency: How well are resources being
used?

+¢ Impact:
intervention make?

+¢ Sustainability: Will the benefits last?

The evaluation criteria’s purpose is to support
consistent, high-quality evaluation within a common
framework. For each evaluation can be used
different criteria’s, or combination of them.

There are a wide range of evaluation
methodology from simple rapid appraisal to impact

What  difference  does the

Pezuon u mup, 2024, Ne 1(50)

evaluation. In general, the selection of methodology
should consider the resources available for
evaluations, both organizational and financial in
nature, as well as professional abilities; the amount
of time each program will need for its
implementation; previous evaluations available; and
when the information will be needed. In Chile,
initial evaluations were rapid or desk evaluations,
using a simple methodology that allowed for
developing abilities, making it possible to apply
more complex methodologies later [11, p. 44].

Table 5. Benefits of evaluation [3, p. 5]

Potential benefits

* Highlights achievements and opportunities to strengthen performance.

Stakeholder
Government * Information to assist decision making.
* Improved ability to achieve government priorities.
* Efficient resource allocation.
* Encourages greater public trust in government.
Agencies

* Stronger basis for informing government priorities and resource allocation.

* Improved service delivery and client satisfaction.
* Builds an agency’s reputation for innovation and continuous improvement.

Public servants

* Develops new skills and broadens experience.

* More opportunity to shape public policy.
* Fosters a more dynamic and creative work environment.

* Recognizes and rewards efforts to improve performance.

Community

* Better government services.

* Informative government reporting.
* Transparent and accountable government.
* Public monies used more efficiently.

* Greater confidence in activities of government.

As mentioned earlier, according to the “concept
of implementation of the evaluation system of RA
state budget programs” evaluation system in
Armenia should be centralized, evaluations will
carried-out in-house. Lessons from Chilian and
Australian experience, support the idea to create
centrally-driven evaluation system, thus, this is a
right decision at this moment, because ttipljuynidu
there is no capacity for outsource, and at the same
time, there is also a severe shortage of personnel
with appropriate qualifications, so at this stage it is
advisable to create a centralized structural unit that
will contribute to the development of the sector in
the public sector, the acquisition of experience, the
formation of qualified personnel, which will create
the basis for a transition to a decentralized or of the
combined model. At the same time, intensive
training of personnel is very important for the
formation of an effective system.

According to the concept, it is envisaged that
ex-ante and ex-post evaluations should be carried
out by the same entity. However, it should be noted
that it is important to understand that the evaluation
unit cannot evaluate everything, first of all it doing
both type of evaluation means overloaded the unit.
Also, the concept envisages that after a certain
stage, all new initiatives should undergo preliminary
assessment. But it would be impossible to evaluate
every new spending proposal during the budget
preparation process, and the one unite can carried-
out only part of ex-ante evaluation, or ex-ante
should be assigned to another unit. Thus, in the
formation of an effective system, it is important to
clarify roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders.

The concept envisages that all state budget
programs will be evaluated over the next ten years,
however it would be impossible for a to evaluate
everything. It is true that certain countries have had
policies of evaluating all programs over a cycle of
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three or five years, for example in the past in
Canada and Australia. However, such an approach
can only work if most evaluations are done on a
decentralized basis, for example the case of Chile
demonstrates that it is possible to initiate a system
for evaluating individual programs, with between
five and eight evaluations each year [11, p. 44]. And
other cases, there are programs, which don’t have
meaning to evaluate, such as administrative
programs or a school construction program that does
not have a result indicator.

A strategic approach to evaluation should be
taken and understanding that the formation of an
effective system requires a long time, in case of
Australia, it took several years to achieve cultural
change: required strong leadership, focused
recruitment/promotion, on-the-job training, staff
turnover [17, p. 18].

Studying the "concept of implementation of the
evaluation system of RA state budget programs", we
identify a number of methodological approaches
that will hinder the formation of an effective system,
therefore, taking into account the lessons learned
from the experience of other countries, evaluation
methodology is a key determinant of the quality of
evaluation [8].

Conclusion and recommendations:

Based on the provided material and drawing
insights from the other countries experiences, here
are some recommendations:

1. The evaluation of budget programs is a
potentially important reform in the ongoing struggle
to increase the efficiency of public spending. Rather,
it is a reform that can be expected to take at least a
few years to implement in its initial form.

2. To establish a centralized evaluation system
in Armenia, the concentration, at least in the initial
stages, will contribute to the development of the
public sector, the acquisition of experience, and the
formation of qualified personnel.

3. Emphasize the importance of intensive
training for increase the evaluation skills for staff.
Achieve this by developing and implementing a
training strategy to provide basic evaluation skills
and more practical guidance.

4. Clearly define roles and responsibilities of
all stakeholders involved in the evaluation process
to avoid overloading the evaluation unit and ensure
efficiency (in case of ex-ante evaluation).

5. Recognize the importance of the evaluation
methodology as a key determinant of the quality of
evaluation. In Armenia evaluations should be
developed gradually in terms of selecting the
evaluation targets, the methodology, corresponding
operational processes.

6. Emphasize, not all state budget programs
may need the evaluation. Consider a flexible

approach, where the scope, methodology and depth
of evaluation may vary based on the nature of the
program and its impact.
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