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Abstract 

Public policy evaluation has gained renewed significance as African governments seek to reinforce accountability and improve 

development outcomes. The institutionalization of evaluation reflects a strategic effort to embed oversight within governance 

systems and respond to increasing demands for evidence use in Africa. The research examined how 28 countries formalized 

evaluation functions through legal instruments, administrative procedures, and organizational practices between 2010 and 

2024. It focused on agriculture and economic policy, given their role in advancing structural transformation and governance 

reform. A structured documentary review applied a multidimensional framework grounded in institutional theory and political 

economy. Four core dimensions informed the analysis: legal mandates, normative alignment, cognitive uptake, and hybrid 

arrangements. The review covered 306 official documents, including development strategies, budget frameworks, and statutory 

texts drawn from planning and finance ministries, sectoral agencies, and recognized international repositories. Results revealed 

divergent national pathways. Some countries established evaluation systems anchored in statutory authority and integrated 

within planning or budgeting processes. Others relied on frameworks that lacked enforceable mandates or sustained 

institutional support, often shaped by external interventions. Regional patterns also emerged. Anglophone and Island States 

more frequently demonstrated operational alignment between evaluation and resource allocation. Francophone and Central 

African countries often emphasized legal form without consistent implementation. Hybrid systems appeared where normative 

intent coexisted with partial adherence or tactical resistance. The typology developed through the research identified embedded 

models with institutional depth, transitional frameworks with uneven alignment, and symbolic systems with limited operational 

traction. Sectoral integration and political sponsorship consistently acted as enabling conditions. Evaluation systems reinforced 

state capability when embedded within governance functions and aligned with domestic policy processes. African experiences 

challenge linear conceptions of evaluation development and reveal adaptive trajectories rooted in national priorities and 

evolving administrative contexts. The research contributes to a deeper understanding of evaluation institutionalization as a 

dynamic process shaped through interaction between state capacity, governance reform, and evidence use in Africa. 
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1. Introduction 

Public policy evaluation increasingly plays a strategic role 

in governance across Africa. It clarifies national priorities 

and informs how governments allocate scarce resources. 

Evaluation also strengthens accountability through structured 

performance signals. Many countries have adopted formal 

frameworks; implementation often falls short of transforming 

these commitments into functional systems. Institutional 

gaps persist across ministries and sectors. The research ana-

lyzes how 28 African states have institutionalized evaluation 

in agriculture and economic growth. It examines how institu-

tional authority and structural arrangements shape the use of 

evidence. 

The evolution of evaluation systems across Africa signals 

a broader shift toward more credible governance. Institution-

al reforms increasingly respond to performance deficits and 

rising expectations for public accountability. In many con-

texts, distorted power relations and external influence com-

plicate domestic reform efforts. North (1990) emphasized 

that institutions operate not through formal rules alone but 

through the incentives and behavioral norms that align actors 

[1]. Legal reforms alone do not ensure institutional function-

ality. Institutionalization depends on embedding evaluation 

in authoritative practices that shape decisions and sustain 

reform. Peters (2019) notes that evaluation only gains legit-

imacy when integrated into routine governance and receives 

consistent political endorsement [2]. 

Agriculture and economic growth are central to Africa’s 

development. Agriculture remains a primary source of live-

lihoods, but structural weaknesses in infrastructure and poli-

cy constrain productivity and limit competitiveness. Barrett 

et al. (2017) emphasize that gains remain elusive when poli-

cy neglects linkages beyond production [3]. Effective evalu-

ation can support this objective through stronger sectoral 

coordination and institutional alignment. 

Economic growth sectors such as roads, electricity, and 

manufacturing, do not merely complement agriculture. They 

shape the motivations behind capital allocation and deter-

mine how goods move from origin to end users. In contexts 

of institutional fragmentation, poor coordination among 

these sectors weakens policy coherence and diffuses ac-

countability. Evaluation reduces systemic risks when inte-

grated into planning systems with mechanisms that reinforce 

oversight and foster adaptive reform. Its strength lies not in 

compliance reports but in evidence that guides public action. 

The African experience with evaluation reveals both insti-

tutional potential and structural limitations. In Rwanda, the 

Imihigo performance system institutionalizes local accounta-

bility through structured result tracking. In South Africa, 

Cabinet-level decisions reflect findings from evaluations 

anchored in the Department of Planning, Monitoring and 

Evaluation [4]. In South Africa, sector evaluations inform 

Cabinet deliberations through mechanisms anchored in the 

Department of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation, espe-

cially in agriculture and agro-processing [5]. Elsewhere, 

evaluation remains externally driven and institutionally mar-

ginal, with limited influence on fiscal or policy decisions. 

The emergence of state-led evaluation systems rests on 

foundational insights from institutional and political theory. 

Institutions provide rule structures that shape behavior 

through enforcement and incentive alignment, a view central 

to North’s framework [1]. Reform rarely advances without a 

convergence of bureaucratic capacity and political strategy, 

as noted in Grindle’s (1997) work [6]. Evidence from Peters 

(2019) highlights how institutional performance strengthens 

when coordination replaces fragmentation and rule adher-

ence becomes routine [2]. Together, these perspectives illu-

minate the institutional logic behind evaluation effectiveness. 

This research builds on the work of Andrews et al. (2017), 

who propose problem-driven iterative adaptation as a viable 

reform strategy [7]. Their approach emphasizes feedback use 

and permits incremental adjustment. Institutionalized evalua-

tion fosters environments that support adaptive governance 

through structured learning processes and iterative policy 

adjustment. Picciotto (2013) demonstrates that evaluation 

supports effective governance when credibility takes prece-

dence over form. Institutionalized evaluation enables learn-

ing and policy innovation when embedded in authoritative 

frameworks [8]. 

The focus on agriculture and economic growth reflects 

empirical relevance and theoretical depth. These sectors 

engage key public institutions, shape economic outcomes, 

and influence poverty dynamics. Their complexity requires 

coordinated action across institutions. They also reveal 

whether evaluation systems align with national priorities and 

guide strategic investment. Issues such as land policy or 

public infrastructure provide concrete cases to assess institu-

tional capacity. 

Previous studies often focus on national systems or donor 

requirements. Limited research has explored how evaluation 

becomes embedded in state systems while shaping sectoral 

agendas and navigating institutional complexity. This re-

search addresses that gap. It approaches evaluation not as a 

procedural function but as a core governance capability. The 

sectoral lens allows for a more granular analysis of institu-

tional behavior, actor incentives, and system-level coherence. 

Evaluation becomes not simply an instrument of oversight, 

but a driver of institutional learning and policy responsive-

ness. 

The scientific contribution of this research lies in its effort 

to connect evaluation systems to foundational debates about 

the state and development effectiveness. Evaluation is often 

described in technical terms focused on indicators or proce-

dures. Yet its institutionalization involves deeper concerns, 

including the exercise of authority and the capacity of ad-

ministrations to organize decisions coherently. Drawing from 

comparative public administration, the analysis explores how 
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variation in institutional design and political sponsorship 

shapes evaluation uptake. Andrews (2013) offers critical 

insights into the challenges of embedding reforms that move 

beyond symbolic compliance [7]. 

This research addresses critiques of evaluation systems 

that replicate formal models without achieving substantive 

reform. DiMaggio and Powell (1983) exposed how isomor-

phic mimicry produces structures that appear aligned with 

international standards but lack contextual effectiveness [9]. 

Evaluation, when detached from sector realities or political 

incentives, fails to support genuine transformation. The 

analysis explores how variation in institutional design inter-

acts with administrative capacity. It also examines how the 

strength of political support influences the functionality of 

evaluation systems within complex governance environ-

ments. 

The institutionalization of evaluation in Africa signals the 

extent to which states exercise authority through informed 

decisions and consistent policy execution. Where evaluation 

guides priorities and influences choices, governments reveal 

strategic depth and administrative maturity. Systems that lack 

consistent use reflect symbolic intent without operational 

substance. As Ba (2021) argues, evaluation system’s effec-

tiveness depends on how institutional purpose aligns with the 

use of results and contributes meaningfully to public value 

[10]. Evaluation must function as a core governance capabil-

ity. 

The purpose of this research is to generate both empirical 

insights and conceptual clarity. It draws on evidence from 28 

African countries to explore how institutional structures 

shape the application of evaluation in agriculture and eco-

nomic growth. The analysis also considers the role of sector 

alignment and state capacity in determining uptake. Beyond 

empirical findings, the research contributes to a deeper theo-

retical understanding of how evaluation systems operate 

within the specific constraints and opportunities of African 

governance. The findings offer critical insights for policy-

makers, institutional leaders, and scholars aiming to 

strengthen evaluation as a developmental lever in Africa. 

They underscore the importance of embedding evaluation 

within the state’s governance architecture to support coherent 

decision-making and sustained reform. 

2. Research Objective and Questions 

This research examines how African states institutional-

ized public policy evaluation between 2010 and 2024, with 

particular focus on agriculture and economic growth sectors. 

It addresses a persistent gap in comparative public admin-

istration through an approach that treats evaluation as a core 

governance function, embedded within the strategic opera-

tions of the state. The inquiry investigates how national sys-

tems have evolved to generate, validate, and apply evaluative 

knowledge through structured institutional frameworks. 

The selected timeframe marks a critical inflection point in 

the evolution of evaluation systems across Africa. Several 

countries began consolidating fragmented practices into 

formalized structures supported by national policies and 

oversight mechanisms. This shift signals an emerging institu-

tional commitment to state-led learning and evi-

dence-informed governance. Global frameworks influenced 

this momentum. The 2011 Busan Partnership advanced the 

principle of nationally driven results frameworks, while 

Agenda 2063 positioned evaluation as an instrument of 

credibility and transformation rooted in sovereign policy 

processes. 

Governments also faced major governance disruptions 

during this period. The COVID-19 pandemic exposed weak-

nesses in public systems and increased demand for timely, 

credible evidence. States with stronger evaluative capacity 

adapted more quickly and revised policies in response to 

complex shocks. The context enables a rigorous examination 

of how evaluation contributes to institutional learning and 

enhances the credibility of public decision-making. 

Institutionalization requires anchoring evaluation in en-

forceable legal provisions while ensuring its integration into 

administrative systems and alignment with core governance 

priorities. It acquires depth when evaluation becomes routine 

in governance and grounded in enforceable norms that up-

hold autonomy and accountability [11]. This research exam-

ines how institutionalized evaluation may influence policy 

orientation. It highlights how evaluation can strengthen in-

stitutional authority and reshape coordination dynamics 

across governance levels. When embedded effectively, eval-

uation operates as a strategic function of the state rather than 

a procedural formality. 

Three questions guide the research: 

1) What legal and institutional frameworks have govern-

ments adopted, and how do these vary? 

2) How have evaluation systems shaped coordination and 

decision-making in agriculture and economic growth? 

3) What patterns of institutionalization reveal broader 

state capabilities and policy learning? 

The research distinguishes between systems where evalua-

tion is functionally integrated and those where it remains 

largely symbolic. It explores how evaluation reflects institu-

tional legitimacy and signals the state’s evolving role in 

shaping and executing development priorities. 

3. Literature Review 

Institutionalizing public policy evaluation in Africa re-

quires legal foundations backed by political authority and 

embedded within functioning administrative systems. This 

research applies a composite framework that draws from 

institutional theory, the logic of public reform, and 

cross-national administrative analysis. These lenses clarify 

the pathways through which evaluation gains legitimacy and 

becomes a functional part of statecraft. Figure 1 outlines the 

analytical foundation supporting this inquiry. 
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Figure 1. Multidimensional Framework for institutionalizing Pub-

lic Policy Evaluation – Authors. 

Scott’s (2001) institutional theory identifies three founda-

tional dimensions: the regulative, the normative, and the 

cognitive pillars. Legal mandates establish the formal basis 

for evaluation [12]. Still, a legal framework alone does not 

ensure institutionalization. Evaluation systems acquire depth 

when internal norms and professional standards reinforce 

their legitimacy within public institutions. When public offi-

cials perceive evaluation as a central function of governance 

rather than a compliance requirement, the system gains oper-

ational relevance. In contrast, systems based solely on legal 

codes without corresponding values or internal commitment 

rarely shape policy direction. 

Political incentives frame the operational space within 

which evaluation influences public choices. Grindle (1997) 

shows that reform often reflects calculations of political risk 

[6]. Stated support for evaluation may conceal reluctance to 

embrace its full implications. Andrews (2013) points out that 

institutionalization collapses when political dynamics block 

reform momentum [7]. Effective evaluation systems take 

root when reformers create coalitions, manage vested inter-

ests, and integrate evaluation into state structures that sup-

port credible decision-making. 

Comparative public administration offers an additional 

perspective. Painter and Peters (2010) emphasize how insti-

tutional context shapes the response of public systems to 

reform efforts [13]. African administrations frequently oper-

ate within hybrid environments. In such contexts, formal 

rules intersect with informal routines. Bierschenk and de 

Sardan (2014) demonstrate how informal authority, discre-

tionary enforcement, and political networks often condition 

whether evidence influences outcomes [14]. Institutional 

design, when detached from daily administrative realities, 

provides only a partial explanation for system performance. 

This research frames evaluation as a relational function 

that reflects how institutions function rather than as a 

standalone procedure. It explores the interactions among 

legal frameworks, bureaucratic cultures, and political incen-

tives. Rather than relying on rigid indicators, the framework 

emphasizes coherence across systems and the behavioral 

integration of evaluation into core governance functions. 

The analysis focuses on five core domains: legal mandates 

that create the formal foundation; structures of administrative 

authority; standards that define practice quality; mechanisms 

that channel evidence into decisions; and political contexts 

that shape use. These domains reflect how theory and prac-

tice converge. Consistent with the African Evaluation Asso-

ciation (AfrEA) and the Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development (OECD), this research posi-

tions evaluation as a capability that strengthens governance 

through reform, institutional learning, and public-sector 

responsiveness. 

Academic interest in public policy evaluation in Africa in-

tensified after the early 2000s, as scholars began to examine 

how governance arrangements, evidence use, and institution-

al configurations interact. This emerging body of work coin-

cides with a global shift that recognizes evaluation as a core 

instrument of state legitimacy and strategic learning. How-

ever, the literature remains fragmented. Many contributions 

remain descriptive, with limited conceptual clarity or empir-

ical depth. They often document reforms but fail to analyze 

how evaluation becomes anchored within institutional pro-

cesses or influences political behavior. 

A substantial portion of this research emphasizes formal 

features—national evaluation policies, legislative frame-

works, and oversight bodies. Analysts commonly cite exam-

ples such as South Africa, Uganda, Benin, Ghana, and Kenya, 

where dedicated evaluation units and public budgeting pro-

visions signal institutional intent. Goldman et al. (2018) 

describe such initiatives as deliberate state-led investments in 

evaluation infrastructure [5]. Peer learning platforms like 

CLEAR-AA and Twende Mbele further illustrate policy 

diffusion. Yet many analyses assess institutionalization 

through narrow indicators, such as the existence of a decree 

or the number of evaluations conducted. This approach risks 

conflating formal adoption with functional integration. 

Scott’s (2001) institutional theory offers a sharper lens to 

interrogate this limitation [12]. While legal codification 

marks the regulative pillar of institutions, sustained institu-

tionalization depends on normative alignment and cognitive 

internalization. Meyer and Rowan (1977) introduced the 

concept of institutional isomorphism to explain how organi-

zations adopt formal structures to project legitimacy, even 

when actual practice remains unchanged [15]. In numerous 

African contexts, this pattern persists. Evaluation frame-

works exist on paper but often fail to shift decision-making, 

influence resource allocation, or shape accountability. 

Assuming that evaluation operates as a neutral, technical 

instrument obscures the power relations that structure its use. 

Picciotto (2020) critiques the technocratic framing prevalent 
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in donor-driven models and urges greater political sensitivity 

[16]. Similarly, Scartascini and Tommasi (2020) argue that 

the institutionalization of evaluation cannot be reduced to 

technical capacity. It requires political backing and coalitions 

capable of sustaining reform [17]. Evaluation gains relevance 

only when it aligns with the strategic calculus of actors who 

hold authority. Without such alignment, evaluation remains 

symbolic, or contested. 

Political economy insights deepen this critique. Grindle 

(1997) shows that reform trajectories reflect domestic incen-

tive structures and elite configurations [13]. Andrews (2013) 

demonstrates that externally imposed systems often unravel 

where bureaucratic ownership is weak or contested [18]. In 

centralized political systems, ministers may suppress evalua-

tions that threaten their discretionary autonomy. In decen-

tralized or fragmented contexts, overlapping institutional 

mandates and coordination failures obstruct evaluation up-

take. These dynamics are especially salient in the agriculture 

and economic growth sectors, where institutional rivalries 

and distributional conflicts are widespread. 

Research tends to emphasize health and education, where 

international funding structures, metric-based accountability, 

and global reporting systems support evaluation efforts. 

These sectors benefit from sustained donor engagement and 

harmonized performance frameworks. In contrast, agricul-

ture and economic governance receive limited scholarly 

attention, despite their critical role in structural transfor-

mation. Chinsinga and Poulton (2014) showed that agricul-

tural evaluations in Malawi often align with donor funding 

cycles rather than national policy imperatives [19]. In Sene-

gal, Sipoaka and Cabral (2022) identified weak influence of 

evaluations on investment decisions in economic investment 

initiatives [20]. Sambo (2022) noted similar disconnections 

between evaluation outputs and planning processes in Nige-

ria’s economic reforms [21]. These examples indicate that 

institutionalization varies across sectors and reflects diver-

gent administrative traditions and configurations of stake-

holder interests. 

Another overlooked area concerns the role of knowledge 

systems and epistemic legitimacy. Evidence does not operate 

in a vacuum. It gains acceptance when it aligns with estab-

lished ideational frames and policy narratives. Fischer (1998) 

and Stone (2002) emphasize that institutional cognition plays 

a decisive role in how decision-makers interpret, validate, or 

disregard evaluative knowledge [22, 23]. Within many Afri-

can governance contexts, bureaucrats and senior officials 

may favor certain forms of evidence over others based on 

ideological alignment or perceived threats to institutional 

authority. Few studies have examined how evaluative find-

ings circulate within national policy communities, or how 

conflicting interpretations contest their relevance and legiti-

macy. This omission leaves unresolved the question of how 

evidence acquires traction within political decision arenas. 

A significant portion of the literature depends on do-

nor-generated documents, advocacy summaries, and inter-

view-based accounts. While these sources offer some in-

sights, they tend to highlight operational success and down-

play deeper structural impediments. Danhoundo et al. (2018) 

caution that reliance on such sources often promotes donor 

learning agendas rather than institutional reflection at the 

national level [24]. Gugerty (2008) critiques the preoccupa-

tion with procedural conformity, which masks the absence of 

adaptive institutional change [25]. Tusubira and Kasigwa 

(2020) illustrate how donor-driven evaluation systems in 

Uganda fostered fragmented priorities rather than coherent 

national planning [26]. These limitations raise concerns 

about the interpretive validity of findings grounded solely in 

externally curated materials. 

To address these concerns, this research departs from 

standard methodological practices. Rather than privileging 

self-reported data or interview narratives, it draws upon 

primary sources such as legislative acts, planning frame-

works, budget laws, and administrative circulars. These 

documents offer a more stable foundation for tracing institu-

tional evolution over time. Riedelbauch et al. (2025) argue 

that documentary analysis yields stronger analytical traction 

by anchoring claims in verified policy artifacts rather than 

perceptions or donor assessments [27]. This study aligns with 

that recommendation by examining official texts from 28 

African countries, produced between 2010 and 2024, to as-

sess how evaluation became part of formal governance sys-

tems. 

An enduring gap in the literature concerns the absence of a 

coherent typology capable of explaining divergent pathways 

of institutionalization. Donor frameworks tend to impose 

linear classifications such as nascent, emerging, or mature 

that prioritize programmatic outputs over institutional reali-

ties. These categories rarely account for discrepancies in 

functionality, internal coherence, or normative legitimacy. 

Drawing from Scott’s (2001) conceptual architecture of in-

stitutions [12], this research introduces an alternative typol-

ogy. It distinguishes between systems with legal anchoring 

but low normative integration, others where formal structures 

coexist with informal appropriation, and those where cogni-

tive uptake of evaluation has occurred. This approach pro-

vides a more nuanced view of institutional depth and chal-

lenges static models derived from donor programming cy-

cles. 

Despite the growth of scholarly interest in the institution-

alization of evaluation in Africa, analytical gaps persist. Most 

studies prioritize legal provisions and organizational pres-

ence, with limited attention to political logic, sectoral differ-

entiation, or epistemic tensions. Evaluation practices often 

reflect external mandates rather than endogenous institution-

al evolution. Descriptive mapping continues to prevail, while 

integrative analyses that link policy design, bureaucratic 

response, and political calculus remain scarce. This research 

responds to these shortcomings through a multidimensional 

framework that draws on institutional theory, reform political 

economy, and administrative systems analysis. It emphasizes 
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how legal mandates, policy routines, and strategic incentives 

combine to determine the uptake and institutional durability 

of evaluation. The typology proposed repositions evaluation 

as a negotiated and adaptive function of governance, rather 

than a checklist of compliance with global norms. 

4. Materials and Methods 

4.1. Sample Countries Considered and Data 

Collection Approach 

The research adopted a documentary analysis approach to 

investigate the institutionalization of public policy evaluation 

across African countries, with a primary focus on agriculture 

and economic development. The review covered official 

government documents issued between 2010 and 2024. 

Twenty-eight countries met the inclusion criteria: availability 

of public evaluation-related documents, evidence of institu-

tional commitment to evaluation within the targeted sectors, 

and administrative conditions that allowed meaningful com-

parison. These criteria enabled purposive selection across a 

broad spectrum of governance contexts and sectoral experi-

ences. 

The analysis covered 168 official documents retrieved 

from ministries in charge of planning, finance, economy, and 

public administration, as well as national statistical agencies 

and dedicated evaluation entities. Key records included na-

tional development plans, budget implementation reviews, 

sectoral policy frameworks, and legal mandates defining 

institutional responsibilities for evaluation. These sources 

revealed the formal architecture through which states struc-

tured and operationalized their evaluation functions. The 

corpus excluded advocacy publications, opinion pieces, and 

third-party reports, focusing exclusively on govern-

ment-issued records. A full inventory of countries, institu-

tional sources, document types, and access portals appears in 

Table 1. Document totals by region were as follows: 58 from 

West Africa, 33 from East Africa, 31 from Southern Africa, 

18 from Central Africa, 16 from North Africa, and 12 from 

Island States. 

Table 1. Overview of National Sources, Documents, and Web Portals by Region. 

Region Countries Included Documents Retrieved Web Links Total Documents 

West 

Africa 

Senegal, Ghana, Nigeria, 

Benin, Burkina Faso, 

Côte d’Ivoire, Togo, 

Mali 

NEPs, sector strategies, 

budget documents, 

development plans, 

evaluation unit mandates, 

M&E reports 

Senegal: https://www.finances.gouv.sn 

Ghana: https://ndpc.gov.gh 

Nigeria: https://budgetoffice.gov.ng 

Benin: https://www.gouv.bj/ministere/mdc 

Burkina Faso: http://www.insd.bf 

Ivory Coast: https://www.economie.gouv.ci 

Togo: https://plan.gouv.tg 

Mali: https://www.finances.gouv.ml 

58 

East Africa 
Uganda, Kenya, Rwanda, 

Ethiopia, Tanzania 

Performance reports, de-

velopment plans, policy 

reviews, evaluation strate-

gies 

Uganda: https://opm.go.ug 

Kenya: https://www.knbs.or.ke 

Rwanda: https://www.minecofin.gov.rw 

Ethiopia: https://www.planning.gov.et 

Tanzania: https://www.mof.go.tz 

33 

Southern 

Africa 

South Africa, Zambia, 

Zimbabwe, Malawi, 

Mozambique 

Evaluation reports, reform 

documentation, strategic 

plans, M&E frameworks 

South Africa: https://www.dpme.gov.za 

Zambia: https://www.mofnp.gov.zm 

Zimbabwe: https://www.zimtreasury.gov.zw 

Malawi: https://www.npc.mw 

Mozambique: https://www.mef.gov.mz 

31 

Central 

Africa 
Cameroon, DRC, Chad 

Development strategies, 

evaluation records, sector 

frameworks, budget evalua-

tions 

Cameroon: https://www.minepat.gov.cm 

DRC: https://www.plan.gouv.cd 

Chad: https://www.finances.gouv.td 

18 

North 

Africa 
Egypt, Tunisia, Morocco 

Evaluation strategies, statis-

tical reports, national plan-

ning frameworks 

Egypt: https://mped.gov.eg 

Tunisia: http://www.ins.tn 

Morocco: https://www.hcp.ma 

16 
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Region Countries Included Documents Retrieved Web Links Total Documents 

Island 

States 

Cabo Verde, Mauritius, 

Seychelles 

Strategic development 

plans, evaluation reports, 

budget frameworks 

Cabo Verde: https://www.mf.gov.cv 

Mauritius: https://mof.govmu.org 

Seychelles: https://www.nbs.gov.sc 

12 

 

A total of 138 documents were retrieved from global and 

regional repositories to strengthen triangulation and reinforce 

empirical consistency. The dataset included 20 national 

evaluation profiles and policy synthesis reports from the 

African Evaluation Association (AfrEA), alongside 25 insti-

tutional diagnostics, system reviews, and readiness assess-

ments drawn from the Centre for Learning on Evaluation and 

Results–Anglophone Africa (CLEAR-AA). Thirty additional 

records related to national strategy reviews and evaluation 

capacity assessments were extracted from the United Nations 

Development Programme’s Evaluation Resource Centre. An 

additional 42 documents covering peer reviews, comparative 

diagnostics, and institutional case studies were sourced from 

the repositories of the OECD Development Assistance 

Committee (DAC) EvalNet, the African Development Bank, 

and the World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group. The 

final subset consisted of 21 documents retrieved from 

EvalSDGs, International Development Evaluation Associa-

tion (IDEAS), and selected national audit institutions. These 

materials included professional guidelines, evaluator training 

resources, and public audit reviews relevant to evaluation 

system development. The full breakdown of institutional 

platforms, documents retrieved, and source portals is pre-

sented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Regional and Global Repositories of Evaluation System Documentation. 

Institution or Platform Type of Documents Retrieved 
Number of 

Documents 
Web Link 

AfrEA (African Evaluation 

Association) 

Country evaluation profiles, National Evaluation 

Policy (NEP) syntheses, regional conference 

proceedings 

20 https://www.afrea.org  

CLEAR-AA (Centre for 

Learning on Evaluation and 

Results – Anglophone Africa) 

Evaluation system diagnostics, readiness assess-

ments, institutional reviews 
25 https://www.wits.ac.za/clear-aa 

UNDP Evaluation Resource 

Centre (ERC) 

National M&E strategy reviews, country pro-

gramme evaluations, evaluation capacity assess-

ments 

30 https://erc.undp.org 

OECD-DAC EvalNet 
Peer reviews of evaluation systems, comparative 

assessments, policy briefs 
10 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluatio

n 

African Development Bank 

(AfDB) 

Country strategy papers, independent evaluations, 

sectoral policy reviews 
12 https://www.afdb.org/en/documents 

EvalPartners / EvalSDGs 
Global evaluation guidelines, SDG-focused evalu-

ations, voluntary national reviews 
10 https://evalsdgs.org 

IDEAS (International Devel-

opment Evaluation Associa-

tion) 

Position papers, professional standards, 

cross-country comparisons, evaluator training 

materials 

5 https://ideas-global.org 

National Audit Institutions 

(selective) 

Performance audits, implementation reviews, M&E 

quality audits (e.g., Uganda, Nigeria, South Africa) 
18 

Country-specific; e.g., 

https://www.oag.go.ug 

World Bank IEG (Independent 

Evaluation Group) 

Public sector evaluation diagnostics, me-

ta-evaluations, capacity-building tools 
10 https://ieg.worldbankgroup.org 

African Union / NEPAD / 

APRM 

Governance and performance monitoring reports, 

peer review mechanisms, country self-assessments 
8 

https://au.int, 

https://www.aprm-au.org 
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The integration of national documentation with regional 

and global sources enabled robust cross-verification and 

minimized information gaps. Country-level records revealed 

the legal and organizational evolution of evaluation systems. 

Continental and international platforms supported compara-

tive analysis and contextual alignment. This combination 

ensured analytical rigor, coherence, and a solid empirical 

foundation to assess how evaluation systems have emerged 

and consolidated across African public governance contexts. 

4.2. Data Consolidation 

The consolidation process applied strict inclusion parame-

ters to ensure methodological consistency and uphold empir-

ical integrity. Only documents issued between 2010 and 2024 

by national institutions vested with statutory authority in 

planning, finance, statistics, or evaluation oversight qualified 

for inclusion. Records lacking institutional attribution or 

formal validation were systematically excluded. Materials 

produced through external consultancies, bilateral donors, or 

informal advocacy channels did not meet credibility thresh-

olds and were omitted from the corpus. 

The validated corpus was structured into four analytical 

categories to enable systematic coding and cross-country 

comparison (Table 3). The first category, Legal Mandates, 

comprised documents that formalized evaluation functions 

within constitutional texts, regulatory statutes, or decrees 

issued by the executive. The second, Normative Alignment, 

focused on institutional consistency with national adminis-

trative procedures and professional standards recognized 

regionally or globally. The third, Cognitive Uptake, referred 

to the extent to which evaluation informed budgeting, pro-

gram adjustment, and organizational learning. The fourth, 

Hybrid Systems, captured institutional arrangements that 

combined formal rules with informal practices, often reflect-

ing selective compliance, tacit norms, or transitional config-

urations. The typology allowed for detailed differentiation 

between formal adoption and embedded functionality. 

Table 3. Data Codification. 

Coding Category Description Analytical Dimensions Document Sources Examples of Evidence 

Legal Mandates 

Formal statutes, policies, and 

legal instruments establishing 

evaluation authority 

Presence, clarity, 

enforceability, and scope of 

evaluation mandates 

National legislation, 

government decrees, 

regulations 

Evaluation Acts, policy 

frameworks, institutional 

directives 

Normative Align-

ment 

Alignment of evaluation 

practices with administrative 

standards and professional 

norms 

Institutional coherence, 

consistency with international 

or regional evaluation stand-

ards, adherence to profes-

sional ethics 

Strategy documents, 

national planning guide-

lines, professional stand-

ards issued by AfrEA or 

CLEAR-AA 

Evaluation guidelines, 

ethics protocols, regional 

evaluation frameworks 

Cognitive Uptake 

Evidence of how evaluation 

results integrate into decision 

processes and influence 

organizational practices 

Degree of incorporation in 

strategic plans, budgeting, 

policy revisions, and internal 

learning 

Strategic and development 

plans, policy revisions, 

planning frameworks, 

institutional reports 

Evidence-based policy 

adjustments, budgetary 

allocations influenced by 

evaluation findings 

Hybrid Systems 

Interaction between formal 

evaluation requirements and 

informal administrative 

practices or partial adherence 

Indicators of selective com-

pliance, informal norms 

supplementing or undermin-

ing formal rules, tactical use 

of evaluation outcomes 

Program audits, evalua-

tions, institutional as-

sessments, reports from 

UNDP, AfrEA, and 

CLEAR-AA repositories 

Selective adherence to 

evaluation cycles, infor-

mal performance report-

ing, strategic 

non-compliance 

 

The coding strategy followed a well-established tradition 

in institutional research that treats public records as reliable 

indicators of governance architecture. As noted in the con-

tribution of Mogalakwe, documentary methods offer a sys-

tematic approach to reconstructing institutional arrangements 

through the review of authenticated public texts [28]. The 

structural framework proposed by Cloete underscored the 

importance of legal authority, administrative integration, and 

functional clarity in identifying mature evaluation systems 

[29]. The interpretive insights of Chirau et al. added further 

precision by linking shifts in policy discourse to recalibrated 

political intent and evolving bureaucratic priorities [30]. 

The coding matrix enabled rigorous pattern identification 

across the 28-country dataset. States that institutionalized 

evaluation as a tool for public oversight anchored their sys-

tems in legislation, incorporated them into planning and 

budgeting processes, and assigned operational responsibili-

ties to accountable institutions. In contrast, states with de-
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clarative or symbolic systems lacked the procedural mecha-

nisms and institutional support required for sustained im-

plementation. This structured classification strengthened 

analytical validity through systematic interrogation of au-

thoritative documentary sources [31]. Consequently, it clari-

fied distinct trajectories of evaluation system development 

across diverse African governance contexts. 

4.3. Data Analysis and Interpretation Strategy 

The analytical process applied a multi-layered content analysis 

grounded in institutional theory, comparative public administra-

tion, and political economy. The interpretive lens focused on 

distinct institutional features that influence how evaluation be-

comes embedded within state systems. These features included 

legal authority, organizational configuration, procedural integra-

tion, epistemic framing, and sectoral application. Each dimension 

contributed to an understanding of how evaluation practices align 

with formal mandates and administrative coherence. 

Theoretical guidance drew on Scott’s framework of insti-

tutional pillars, where regulative, normative, and cognitive 

structures shape organizational behavior and legitimacy [12]. 

The analysis also incorporated reform dynamics reflected in 

the work of Andrews on institutional persistence [32], and 

Grindle’s perspective on political incentives in bureaucratic 

reform [6]. Together, these frameworks allowed structured 

interpretation of state documents while accounting for insti-

tutional variability and policy context. 

The analytical structure enabled systematic interrogation of 

formal institutional arrangements, administrative standards, 

and evidence utilization pathways. MAXQDA software sup-

ported the primary analysis, supplemented with manual veri-

fication to ensure contextual sensitivity and thematic con-

sistency. Documents were interpreted in relation to their ca-

pacity to operationalize evaluation functions within planning, 

budgeting, and implementation systems. Attention focused on 

formal references to evaluation mechanisms and institutional 

roles, as well as discursive markers that conveyed organiza-

tional positioning toward evidence use. Documents were as-

sessed individually, then compared across countries to trace 

commonalities and divergence in institutional pathways. 

Mogalakwe emphasized the utility of documentary analy-

sis for tracing governance systems, where public records 

reflect underlying regulatory logic and institutional intent 

[28]. Cloete introduced a structural model in which legal 

provisions, functional assignments, and coherence across 

administrative units signal system maturity [29]. Chirau et al. 

further demonstrated how discursive shifts embedded in 

public documents often reflect recalibrated bureaucratic 

objectives and political realignment [30]. These contributions 

informed the deployment of a coding matrix that mapped the 

analytical dimensions onto the country-level dataset. 

Each coded category contributed to a structured typology of 

evaluation system configurations (Table 3). The analytical sys-

tem facilitated structured comparisons across country cases 

without reliance on rigid benchmarks. It enabled identification 

of institutional forms through the lens of state capacity. It also 

considered administrative intent and the degree of alignment 

with policy relevance. The strategy ensured that interpretation 

remained empirically grounded while aligned with theoretical 

expectations across diverse governance environments. 

4.4. Limitations 

This research uses formal documentation to analyze how 

evaluation systems evolve across African states. Official texts 

provide clarity on institutional mandates and signal reform 

intentions. They reveal how governments frame evaluation 

within development strategies. However, documents alone 

offer limited access to informal decision structures and tacit 

operational behavior. Mogalakwe (2006) recognizes that 

documents can clarify institutional architecture but do not 

expose the full spectrum of administrative dynamics [33]. 

Access to government records remains uneven across the 

28 countries. Some systems, such as Kenya and South Africa, 

disclose detailed archives. Others release only intermittent 

policy statements. Variation in availability does not always 

reflect institutional effectiveness. Cloete (2009) notes that 

coherence in institutional logic may carry more weight than 

the number of documents issued [29]. 

Documents often reflect donor influence in content and 

scope. Reports may present alignment with international 

frameworks without describing implementation gaps. 

Ebrahim (2016) warn that such materials can prioritize ac-

countability to funders rather than internal learning [34]. 

Meyer and Rowan (1977) add that formal rules may conceal 

functional divergence [15]. Documents should therefore be 

treated as structured representations, not objective accounts. 

Future research would benefit from integrating internal re-

views and sectoral performance audits to trace how evalua-

tion becomes embedded within real governance practice. 

5. Results 

Among 28 African countries, only five, Uganda, South 

Africa, Rwanda, Benin, and Kenya, demonstrate strong 

evaluation systems with legal enforcement and sectoral inte-

gration. Most others show limited use, despite formal poli-

cies. Uptake remains low in agriculture and economic 

growth. Political incentives support institutional uptake 

where evaluation aligns with sector priorities and integrates 

within planning frameworks. In contrast, weak authority and 

fragmented structures restrict effective system use. 

5.1. Legal and Policy Foundations of Evaluation 

in Agriculture and Economic Growth 

Between 2010 and 2024, 21 of 28 African countries en-

acted national evaluation policies, planning decrees, or per-

formance instruments that explicitly mention evaluation. 
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However, legal visibility does not equate to institutionaliza-

tion. The analysis reveals a wide spectrum of practices, from 

effective integration to symbolic adoption (Table 4). In agri-

culture and economic growth sectors, domains central to 

national development, disparities in legal codification and 

institutional practice are particularly pronounced. 

Table 4. Typologies of Evaluation Institutionalization in 28 African Countries (2010–2024). 

Typology Representative Countries Key Features 

Deep Institutionalization Uganda, South Africa, Rwanda, Benin, Kenya 
Legal mandates enforced; evaluation integrated into 

sector planning and policy. 

Formal Commitments Nigeria, Senegal, Côte d’Ivoire, Mali, Gambia 
Evaluation featured in national plans without legal en-

forcement; weak traction. 

Administrative Integration Ghana, Ethiopia, Zambia, Egypt, Mauritius 
Embedded in planning routines; lacks statutory grounding 

and authority. 

Fragmented Frameworks 
Tanzania, Mozambique, Malawi, Burkina Faso, 

Morocco, Seychelles 

Evaluation mentioned in policies; no institutional coher-

ence or sectoral link. 

Dormant Legal Structures 
Togo, Chad, Cameroon, DRC, Zimbabwe, 

Tunisia 

Evaluation laws issued; no follow-through in sector 

implementation. 

 

Deep Institutionalization with Sectoral Traction. Only five 

countries, Uganda, South Africa, Rwanda, Benin, and Kenya, 

reflect deep institutionalization with sectoral traction. In 

these cases, legal mandates translate into operational systems 

embedded in core governance. Uganda’s policy requires 

sector evaluations under the authority of the Prime Minister’s 

Office. South Africa links cabinet decisions to evidence 

produced through ministerial evaluations. Kenya enforces 

integration through national M&E guidelines. In Benin, a 

presidential decree assigns evaluation responsibilities across 

all ministries. Rwanda uses Imihigo contracts to link subna-

tional performance with national planning. Agriculture, in-

frastructure, and industry ministries help define evaluation 

priorities and apply results in planning and budgeting. These 

countries move beyond symbolic adoption. Legal provisions 

function as both enforcement instruments and strategic 

mechanisms for coordination and resource allocation. 

Formal Commitments without Enforcement. Nigeria, Sen-

egal, Côte d’Ivoire, Mali, and The Gambia exhibit visible but 

shallow commitment. Evaluation features in national strate-

gies or results frameworks, yet there are no binding legal 

mandates or enforceable obligations. For example, Nigeria’s 

Economic Recovery and Growth Plan contains performance 

indicators but lacks institutional directives for evaluation 

implementation. Ministries operate independently of any 

central coordination mechanism. In these contexts, evalua-

tion serves political signaling more than policy correction. 

Administrative Integration without Legal Codification. 

Ghana, Ethiopia, Zambia, Egypt, and Mauritius adopt evalu-

ation through planning tools but fall short of formal legaliza-

tion. Medium Term Agriculture Sector Investment Plan 

(METASIP) in Ghana and Zambia’s Sixth National Devel-

opment Plan (SNDP) include review mechanisms, but these 

remain internal exercises, rarely linked to legal frameworks 

or budgetary leverage. Evaluation becomes a routine admin-

istrative activity rather than a binding governance function. 

Institutional Disconnection and Sectoral Isolation. Six 

countries, including Tanzania, Mozambique, Malawi, Burki-

na Faso, Morocco, and Seychelles, show fragmented institu-

tional frameworks. Evaluation is referenced in sectoral poli-

cies, but legal texts lack coordination mandates or enforce-

ment provisions. Ministries operate in silos, and evaluation 

serves mostly project compliance. Official plans reflect rhe-

torical support, not institutional discipline. 

Legal Adoption without Operationalization. Togo, Chad, 

Cameroon, the DRC, Zimbabwe, and Tunisia have issued 

decrees or evaluation policies. However, institutional struc-

tures remain dormant. Sectoral ministries are excluded from 

planning or implementation, and no evidence indicates fol-

low-up or systematic use. Legal texts exist on paper, but no 

operational mechanisms accompany them. 

These findings confirm that legal instruments alone do not 

ensure institutionalization. Systems succeed when formal rules 

align with sectoral dynamics and receive sustained support from 

both political leadership and capable institutions. As Scott (2001) 

argues, meaningful institutionalization requires coherence be-

tween regulative norms and organizational behavior [12]. 

Without this alignment, evaluation remains symbolic. 

5.2. Evaluation Use in Sector Coordination and 

Decision-Making 

The analysis reveals that despite the expansion of national 

evaluation frameworks, actual use of evaluation to inform coor-
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dination and decision-making in agriculture and economic 

growth remains inconsistent and often superficial (Table 5). 

Evaluation systems function effectively only where institutional 

structures align with sectoral mandates and political leadership 

supports evidence use. Coordination must also be structured 

across ministries, and planning or budgeting frameworks need 

to incorporate evaluation findings. Without these elements, 

evaluation remains either ceremonial or externally driven, dis-

connected from national policy cycles. 

Table 5. Constraints and Enablers of Evaluation Use in Agriculture and Economic. 

Category Constraint Countries (Constraint) Enabler Countries (Enabler) 

Institutional 

Capacity 

No sector-based units, 

weak staffing, no 

evaluation budget in sector 

ministries 

Malawi, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Chad, 

Ethiopia, Mozambique, Nigeria, Mali, 

Ghana, DRC, Guinea, Senegal, Sierra 

Leone, Togo, Liberia, Cameroon, Zambia 

Dedicated sector units, 

operational budgets, 

trained personnel 

Rwanda, Uganda, 

South Africa, Kenya, 

Benin 

Political 

Economy 

Lack of demand from 

leaders, fear of exposure, 

no political sponsor 

Nigeria, Ethiopia, Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, 

Mozambique, Chad, Guinea, Cameroon, 

Mali, DRC, Zambia 

Alignment with na-

tional reforms, per-

formance contracts, 

executive support 

Rwanda, Uganda, 

Kenya 

Sectoral 

Coordination 

Ministries isolated from 

central systems, parallel 

donor evaluations 

Malawi, Mozambique, Guinea, Mali, Libe-

ria, Chad, Ghana, Sierra Leone, Ethiopia, 

Zambia, Cameroon, Togo, DRC, Senegal, 

Côte d’Ivoire, Nigeria, Burkina Faso, Benin, 

Tanzania 

Inter-ministerial 

committees, sector 

focal points, joint 

evaluation planning 

Rwanda, South Africa, 

Uganda, Kenya 

Utilization 

Mechanisms 

No links to planning or 

budget cycles, evaluation 

findings not used in re-

ports 

Ghana, Nigeria, Mozambique, Liberia, 

Chad, Mali, DRC, Sierra Leone, Ethiopia, 

Zambia, Senegal, Côte d’Ivoire, Cameroon, 

Togo, Malawi, Guinea, Burkina Faso, Tan-

zania, Benin, Gambia 

Budget integration, 

performance reviews, 

mandated use in sector 

reports 

Kenya, Rwanda, South 

Africa, Uganda 

 

Institutional Capacity. Most African countries host evalua-

tion units within planning ministries or Cabinet offices, yet 

these units often fail to shape decisions in agriculture or eco-

nomic governance. In 17 systems, agricultural ministries lack 

evaluation staff, budget allocations, and links to central struc-

tures. Malawi and Burkina Faso illustrate this disconnect, 

where central units exist without enforcement authority. 

Rwanda, Uganda, South Africa, Kenya, and Benin provide 

stronger examples. Each country has embedded evaluation 

within sectoral governance. These cases show that institutional 

capacity depends on operational resources, technical expertise, 

and consistent use within sector planning and oversight. 

Political Economy. Political incentives determine whether 

evaluation becomes a tool for reform or remains symbolic. 

Rwanda, Uganda, and Kenya illustrate how leadership com-

mitment transforms evaluation into a mechanism for perfor-

mance oversight. Their national strategies incorporate score-

cards, contractual accountability, and Treasury oversight. In 

contrast, 11 countries, including Nigeria, Ethiopia, and Côte 

d’Ivoire, avoid using evaluation despite formal policies. 

Leaders often resist exposing failures or reversing decisions. 

As political economy theory suggests, institutional change 

depends on how well evaluation aligns with leadership prior-

ities and mobilizes reform coalitions [18, 35]. 

Sectoral Coordination. Agriculture and economic growth 

ministries often operate outside formal evaluation frameworks. 

In 19 countries, sector plans include output indicators but lack 

institutional links to central evaluation structures. Evaluations 

of agriculture or industrial strategies are often isolated, pro-

grammatic, or donor-driven. The data confirm that coordina-

tion mechanisms such as inter-ministerial evaluation commit-

tees or sectoral evaluation focal points, are either absent or 

non-functional in most countries. Rwanda and South Africa 

stand out for institutionalizing inter-ministerial coordination in 

evaluation planning and reporting. Their approach reinforces 

cross-sector learning and supports alignment of sector strate-

gies with national priorities. 

Utilization Mechanisms. The data show that in 20 of the 28 

countries, evaluation findings are not integrated into mid-term 

reviews, budget allocations, or policy revisions. While evalua-

tions are conducted, they are rarely cited in sector progress 

reports, planning frameworks, or resource negotiations. Howev-

er, countries like Kenya and Rwanda provide structured exam-

ples where evaluation findings are formally considered in annu-

al policy and fiscal reviews. In these cases, performance budg-

eting systems, legal mandates, and accountability scorecards 

compel ministries to use findings in adjusting sector targets and 

resource allocations. This supports Picciotto’s (2013) proposi-
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tion that evaluation must be embedded in governance routines to 

achieve operational traction [16]. 

5.3. Institutional Patterns and State Capacity 

for Evaluation Use 

Institutional patterns of evaluation in Africa reflect broad-

er dynamics of state capacity, reform incentives, and policy 

learning. Legal frameworks and national evaluation policies 

(NEPs) are now widespread, but their practical impact de-

pends on political ownership, administrative design, and the 

degree to which evaluation is embedded in sectoral govern-

ance. The variation observed across 28 countries reveals five 

trajectories, each representing distinct levels of institutional 

maturity and political intent (Table 6). 

Table 6. Typology of Evaluation Systems in Africa by Institutional Features and Country. 

Typology Defining Features Representative Countries 

Embedded Strategists 
Legal mandates, executive support, sector uptake, 

budget and policy alignment 
Uganda, South Africa, Rwanda, Benin, Kenya 

Normative Mimics 
Donor-shaped NEPs, weak enforcement, symbolic 

sector presence 
Nigeria, Mali, Côte d’Ivoire, Senegal, Gambia 

Performance Anchored 
Evaluation in budget or planning processes, low strate-

gic leverage 
Ghana, Ethiopia, Zambia, Egypt, Mauritius 

Procedural Monitors Mention in strategies, weak structures, low utilization 
Tanzania, Mozambique, Malawi, Morocco, Sey-

chelles, Burkina Faso 

Symbolic Compliers 
Formal references without implementation or policy 

impact 
Togo, Cameroon, Chad, DRC, Zimbabwe, Tunisia 

 

Embedded Strategists. Uganda, South Africa, Rwanda, 

Kenya, and Benin demonstrate the most advanced institu-

tionalization. Evaluation functions are integrated into execu-

tive oversight, budgeting, and sectoral planning. Rwanda’s 

Imihigo framework links evaluation to performance-based 

accountability across administrative levels. The mechanism 

channels results into national planning cycles through struc-

tured feedback loops. Uganda’s Office of the Prime Minister 

coordinates sector evaluations and links them to cabinet 

decisions, which strengthens institutional authority and en-

sures policy coherence. South Africa’s Department of Plan-

ning, Monitoring and Evaluation uses sector reviews to ad-

just cabinet-approved plans. These countries exhibit 

―third-order‖ institutional change, where evaluation redefines 

governance routines and reinforces state capability through 

learning and adaptation [36, 37]. 

Normative Mimics. In Nigeria, Mali, Côte d’Ivoire, Sene-

gal, and Gambia, evaluation frameworks respond more to 

external expectations than internal demand. NEPs and M&E 

guidelines exist, often developed with donor support, but 

lack enforcement or sectoral traction. Ministries use evalua-

tion for diplomatic signaling rather than reform. Nigeria’s 

evaluation system, despite legal backing, remains discon-

nected from agricultural or fiscal decision-making. Evalua-

tion is marginal in policy debates and rarely informs budget 

cycles. This mimics global norms without functional integra-

tion, consistent with DiMaggio and Powell’s (1983) concept 

of isomorphism [9]. 

Performance Anchored. Countries like Ghana, Ethiopia, 

Zambia, Egypt, and Mauritius show partial uptake through 

integration with performance budgeting or planning frame-

works. Ghana’s METASIP II and Ethiopia’s Agricultural 

Growth Program include periodic evaluations, but findings 

do not inform structural policy change. These systems em-

phasize technical compliance, often managed by finance or 

planning ministries, while sectoral ministries lack ownership 

or strategic guidance. Evaluation functions more as a proce-

dural instrument than a catalyst for innovation. 

Procedural Monitors. Tanzania, Mozambique, Malawi, 

Morocco, Seychelles, and Burkina Faso include evaluation in 

strategies but fail to operationalize it. Evaluations occur 

sporadically, often externally driven, and lack follow-up 

mechanisms. Ministries view evaluation as a reporting task 

rather than a decision support system. Resource limitations, 

fragmentation, and unclear mandates undermine uptake. 

These countries illustrate Booth and Cammack’s (2013) 

―islands of effectiveness,‖ where efforts remain isolated from 

governance systems [35]. 

Symbolic Compliers. In Togo, Cameroon, Chad, the Dem-

ocratic Republic of Congo, Zimbabwe, and Tunisia, legal or 

policy instruments mention evaluation, but institutional ac-

tion is absent. M&E units lack staff, resources, or coordina-

tion. Evaluations are rare, often disconnected from national 

strategies, and rarely used. Political transitions, administra-
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tive weakness, and fiscal stress contribute to symbolic adop-

tion. Evaluation exists in form but not in function. It operates 

as a reputational device rather than a mechanism of ac-

countability. 

6. Discussion 

The discussion reveals that evaluation institutionalization 

in Africa follows diverse, non-linear trajectories shaped more 

by political incentives and institutional dynamics than formal 

policies. While some countries show strong use of evaluation 

in agriculture and economic growth, most face weak uptake 

due to fragmented structures and limited strategic integration. 

The analysis draws from institutional theory and political 

economy to highlight how legal frameworks alone do not 

guarantee use. Strategic embedding, sectoral coherence, elite 

sponsorship, and incentive alignment emerge as key enablers. 

African experiences challenge linear models from the Global 

North and suggest a reframing of evaluation as a governance 

capability. This discussion proposes a context-driven under-

standing of how evaluation systems evolve, gain traction, 

and contribute to policy reform and state effectiveness. 

6.1. Thematic Discussion: Interpreting 

Institutionalization Trajectories 

Only five countries show strong evaluation use with sec-

tor-level application and legal traction. Most others lack 

political backing or institutional pathways for uptake. De-

spite formal policies, evaluation remains underused in agri-

culture and economic growth due to fragmented structures 

and weak alignment with national planning and decision 

systems. 

The typology underscores that institutionalization extends 

beyond legal codification or national frameworks. Many 

African evaluation systems exhibit formal attributes without 

routine application. This disconnect supports Meyer and 

Rowan’s (1977) concept of institutional decoupling, where 

symbolic reforms fail to alter core practices [15]. Traditional 

models often equate structure with function, yet the African 

experience reveals a more contingent dynamic. Institutional-

ization evolves through the interaction of authority, sectoral 

relevance, and organizational incentives. Countries that suc-

ceed embed evaluation in statecraft, not through formal 

presence alone but through strategic integration. This re-

definition shifts focus from static frameworks to the condi-

tions that sustain evaluation within governance systems. 

Mahoney and Thelen’s (2010) framework explains diver-

gent institutional trajectories [38]. Rwanda and South Africa 

embedded evaluation within governance structures and se-

cured political support. Nigeria and Côte d’Ivoire adopted 

policies without bureaucratic alignment. Tunisia and Chad 

face stalled implementation due to limited capacity. Evalua-

tion systems follow non-linear paths. States absorb reforms 

based on political calculus and institutional context. Pritchett 

et al. (2010) warn that convergence often masks structural 

gaps [39]. Functionality depends on domestic authority and 

feedback systems rather than mimicry or formal compliance. 

African trajectories reframe evaluation as a governance 

instrument shaped through institutional dynamics. In Kenya 

and Uganda, evaluation acquires relevance when situated 

within policy cycles and reinforced through executive au-

thority. It orients decision processes and influences how 

institutions pursue performance. This strategic use contrasts 

with donor models that treat evaluation as a neutral tech-

nique. Fischer (1998) argues that evidence always reflects 

political mediation [22]. The African experience confirms 

that evaluation achieves influence through institutional au-

thority and alignment with state objectives. Its traction re-

sults not from methodological precision but from integration 

into the core functions of governance. 

A major contribution to global evaluation theory lies in 

elevating political incentives as the core determinant of sys-

tem uptake. Existing frameworks often associate use with 

capacity or dissemination. African evidence points to politi-

cal sponsorship as the decisive factor. Rwanda’s Imihigo and 

South Africa’s Cabinet reviews reveal how leadership em-

beds evaluation in governance. Grindle (2007) underscores 

that reform outcomes reflect alignment between institutional 

ambition and political authority [6]. In many African con-

texts, evaluation serves either to reinforce regime legitimacy 

or to structure elite coordination, depending on institutional 

anchoring and strategic utility. 

The research underscores the centrality of institutional 

coherence in enabling effective evaluation. Fragmented ties 

between national systems and sector ministries reduce the 

credibility and consistency of evidence use. Evaluation fails 

to shape decisions when ministries operate in isolation or 

bypass coordination structures. Ostrom (2005) identifies 

intermediate institutions as vital for linking central mandates 

with sector realities [40]. Benin and Kenya provide evidence 

of how focal points, review councils, and inter-ministerial 

platforms secure policy relevance. Coherence arises through 

shared routines and iterative engagement, not formal decree. 

Where alignment occurs, evaluation supports planning pro-

cesses and reinforces authority within the broader govern-

ance framework. 

The diversity of institutional paths calls for a contextual 

theory of evaluation cultures. Standard typologies often im-

pose universal models rooted in OECD or DAC principles. 

African cases diverge. Uganda and Rwanda reflect adaptive 

cultures linked to performance reforms. Tunisia and DRC 

exhibit symbolic systems shaped by external expectations. 

Evaluation cultures reflect institutional legacies shaped 

through administrative practice and reinforced through pat-

terns of authority and state engagement. In post-authoritarian 

regimes, evaluation may serve to display performance. In 

developmentalist states, it supports planning. In fragile con-

texts, it often reinforces administrative control. Evaluation 

systems function within specific epistemic and institutional 
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environments and must be understood through their embed-

ded political and historical context. 

The findings challenge assumptions embedded in Global 

North models and call for theory grounded in African institu-

tional and political realities. Evaluation in Africa does not 

follow linear transitions. It evolves through negotiation, 

reinterpretation of norms, and strategic adaptation to local 

governance demands. Governments reshape evaluation into 

instruments of statecraft to align them with executive author-

ity and sectoral policy priorities (Peters, 2019) [2]. Pritchett 

et al. (2013) caution against equating institutional form with 

functional use [41]. Cases such as Rwanda and Uganda 

demonstrate that political incentives, not technocratic design, 

sustain evaluation systems. Rather than viewing African 

systems as incomplete, global theory must acknowledge their 

endogenous reform processes, and contribution to public 

sector capability [32]. 

6.2. Evaluation as State Capability: Pathways 

for Africa and Global Theory 

6.2.1. Evaluation as a Core State Function 

Evaluation, when rooted in institutional frameworks, rein-

forces the strategic functions of the state. In agriculture and 

economic growth sectors, its role becomes visible where 

governments require credible feedback to adjust priorities or 

respond to shifting conditions. States facing volatility often 

rely on evaluation to verify performance, test assumptions, 

and recalibrate institutional action. When embedded into 

public systems, evaluation no longer reflects donor compli-

ance. It becomes a mechanism for deliberate governance. 

Evidence drawn from such systems supports both policy 

adjustment and reform credibility [10]. Evaluation can in-

fluence how decisions unfold, how public institutions align 

with national goals, and how leadership sustains legitimacy. 

Institutional designs that integrate evaluation into planning 

structures strengthen state capacity. As Pritchett et al. (2013) 

argue, adaptation depends not only on structure but on the 

space to revisit and reframe decisions [41]. Ba (2021) con-

firms that states increase their effectiveness when evaluation 

informs executive strategic decisions [10]. In countries such 

as Rwanda or Kenya, evaluation informs fiscal review, 

guides sectoral choices, and supports cross-ministerial coor-

dination. These examples show that institutionalization gains 

substance when evaluation operates within legitimate struc-

tures, and connects with political authority. The result is a 

system that reinforces governance from within rather than 

replicating external templates. 

6.2.2. Institutional Pathways to Sector Integration 

Fragmentation between national evaluation bodies and 

sectoral ministries continues to undermine the effectiveness 

of evaluation systems in Africa. Ministries responsible for 

agriculture and infrastructure often operate in silos, discon-

nected from central planning frameworks. This gap limits 

coordination and weakens the policy value of evaluative 

work. Effective institutionalization requires tailored designs 

that assign clear roles to sectoral actors and embed evalua-

tion within planning routines. Thynne and Peters (2015) 

emphasizes that horizontal coordination across government 

units supports institutional coherence, especially where 

overlapping mandates obscure accountability [42]. 

Some national systems provide useful lessons. Kenya uses 

performance contracts to align ministerial outputs with na-

tional goals. Uganda institutionalized sector working groups 

that structure evaluation agendas across key ministries. The-

se mechanisms enable regular oversight and sustain evi-

dence-informed dialogue. Ba (2021) highlights that institu-

tional alignment enhances evaluation’s practical relevance 

[10]. To improve uptake, governments must link evaluation 

to flagship initiatives such as agricultural modernization, and 

infrastructure expansion. When embedded in sector strategies, 

evaluation contributes to timely review and structured feed-

back. Institutional designs that foster coherence elevate 

evaluation from procedural formality to a tool for reform 

navigation and policy adjustment. This shift strengthens 

governance capacity and improves alignment between state 

ambition and delivery. 

6.2.3. Building Evaluation-Driven Learning 

Many African governments have sought to promote an 

evaluation culture, yet this ambition remains abstract without 

operational systems that support collective learning. Culture 

should reflect an institutional ecosystem where actors, incen-

tives, routines, and evidence interact to support adaptation 

and critical reflection. Learning does not arise through rhe-

torical commitments but through deliberate processes that 

revise assumptions and recalibrate strategies. Argyris (2004), 

and Schön and Argyris (1996) emphasize the value of dou-

ble-loop learning in strengthening institutional responsive-

ness [43, 44]. This mode of learning requires mechanisms 

that interrogate not just outcomes but the logic behind deci-

sions. 

Institutional learning ecosystems rely on recurring prac-

tices such as sector reviews, inter-ministerial reflection ses-

sions, and structured policy dialogues. South Africa and 

Ghana have formalized such mechanisms to support iterative 

reform. Patton (2011) introduced developmental evaluation 

as a tool that aligns with this approach [45]. It permits insti-

tutional flexibility and facilitates sense-making under condi-

tions of uncertainty. Twende Mbele exemplifies how 

cross-country platforms sustain learning ecosystems. It fos-

ters peer exchange, and translates emergent knowledge into 

practice. Governments that invest in these systems elevate 

evaluation beyond reporting. They reposition it as a core 

function for public problem-solving. Learning ecosystems 

make evaluation politically relevant and strategically em-

bedded within governance processes. 
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6.2.4. Repositioning Africa in Global Evaluation 

Theory 

Global models often present evaluation systems as moving 

through standardized stages. African experiences challenge 

this progression. Institutionalization does not unfold evenly 

but responds to political incentives, administrative capacity, 

and historical legacies. In Benin, Nigeria, and Mozambique, 

evaluation systems have evolved through responses to fiscal 

constraints or shifting demands. These responses produce 

hybrid arrangements that do not mirror conventional blue-

prints but reflect context-driven adjustments. 

Theoretical perspectives must evolve. OECD-derived 

models often overlook local institutional behavior. de Sardan 

(2014) stresses that practical norms and informal rules shape 

African governance [46]. Goldman et al. (2018) highlight 

contributions from national policies and regional collabora-

tion to global evaluation thinking [5]. One conceptual ad-

vance is the ―performance–legitimacy–evaluation triangle,‖ 

which links evaluation to political credibility. Another is 

―adaptive embedding,‖ where systems develop through in-

cremental alignment with planning and budget functions. Ba 

(2021) demonstrates that evaluation plays a strategic role 

only when institutions treat it as integral to decision-making 

[10]. These insights suggest a shift from procedural tem-

plates toward frameworks grounded in political economy and 

sectoral realities. African cases do not replicate external 

models but redefine evaluation through local ownership, and 

evolving governance logics. 

6.2.5. Strategic Coalitions and Incentive Structures 

Institutionalization of evaluation systems rarely occurs 

through decree. It evolves through coalitions of reformers, 

institutional entrepreneurs, and technical allies who champi-

on evidence-informed governance. Grindle and Thomas 

(1991) demonstrated that reform sustainability hinges on 

coalitions that cut across bureaucracies, and political elites 

[47]. Countries such as South Africa and Uganda, which 

have institutionalized evaluation most effectively, demon-

strate strong alliances among planning commissions, finance 

ministries, and external development partners. 

Equally important are the incentives that reinforce evi-

dence use. Performance-based budgeting, ministerial score-

cards, and public disclosure norms help establish a motiva-

tional architecture that rewards accountability. In Rwanda, 

the Imihigo system ties ministerial performance to public 

reporting, while in Kenya, media coverage of results frame-

works increases reputational stakes. Such incentive systems 

enhance transparency and bureaucratic competition, and 

elevate evaluation as a strategic resource. 

Incentives must also align with institutional mission. 

Where ministries perceive evaluation as punitive or irrele-

vant, resistance ensues. The articulation of shared objectives, 

structured feedback processes, and peer recognition mecha-

nisms transforms evaluation from a tool of oversight into an 

instrument of institutional value creation. This repositioning 

enhances trust and deepens uptake across technical and po-

litical actors. 

6.2.6. Reinforcing Economic Transformation 

Through Evaluation 

Agriculture and economic growth sectors remain pivotal in 

Africa’s development agenda. The institutionalization of evalua-

tion within these domains strengthens transformation by deep-

ening strategic alignment, and enabling coordination rooted in 

evidence. Ba (2021) emphasizes that evaluation must serve not 

merely as a verification tool but as a driver of policy relevance, 

sectoral synergies, and economic transformation [10]. 

Effective integration allows governments to track input–

output linkages across agricultural subsidies, trade infrastructure, 

and financial incentives. It enables adaptive reallocation where 

outcomes diverge from targets. Moreover, when evaluation 

evidence informs cross-sectoral investments such as rural roads, 

storage, and access to finance, it fosters the conditions for inclu-

sive growth and productivity. 

At a strategic level, institutionalizing evaluation enhances 

development effectiveness through reform guidance, and 

strengthened policy credibility. It empowers public actors with 

the capacity to learn, adjust, and scale what works. In fragile and 

low-capacity states, this capability becomes a critical asset for 

transformation. 

7. Conclusions 

The institutionalization of evaluation in Africa reflects a dy-

namic process of contestation, adaptation, and strategic choice, 

rather than a linear progression toward best practice. From 2010 

to 2024, African states have increasingly recognized evaluation 

as a governance capability central to policy learning, institution-

al performance, and public accountability, especially in agricul-

ture and economic growth. Yet, this recognition has not always 

yielded systemic functionality. Many evaluation frameworks 

remain decoupled from implementation, and political traction 

varies widely across countries. 

This research repositions evaluation from a procedural ob-

ligation to a strategic lever of state capability and economic 

transformation. The analysis reveals that durable institution-

alization hinges on sectoral coherence, elite incentives, and 

the integration of evaluation into national planning and 

budgeting processes. Countries that have progressed beyond 

symbolic adoption such as Uganda, South Africa, and Kenya, 

demonstrate that context-aware reforms, and perfor-

mance-based incentives can embed evaluation within the 

fabric of governance. 

Institutional theory and political economy perspectives 

help explain the divergence between formal frameworks and 

actual use. Legal codification alone is insufficient; it must be 

accompanied by strategic feedback loops, and sector-driven 

experimentation. Evaluation systems mature not through 
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blueprint replication but through iterative learning, embed-

ded adaptation, and negotiated implementation. 

Going forward, repositioning evaluation as a state capabil-

ity requires African governments and partners to move be-

yond technocratic fixes. The challenge lies in crafting insti-

tutions that not only generate evidence but also cultivate 

learning ecosystems, reinforce reform credibility, and enable 

responsive policymaking. In fragile and complex policy 

environments, robust evaluation systems will be essential for 

steering national development toward inclusive, accountable, 

and transformative outcomes. 
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