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Evaluation in health: re g u l a t i o n ,
re s e a rc h , and culture in the challenges 
of institutionalization

I certainly do not intend to give a rebuttal to the
discussants’ comments, since they are both per-
tinent and re l e vant, and I am thus tempted to
re i t e rate them. Howe ve r, I will merely highlight
a few points to avoid re d u n d a n c y. I thought it
would be interesting to org a n i ze my re m a rks as
clues to answers or treatment of the questions
raised by Yunes concerning the applicability of
the French experi e n c e, so as to form a pre l i m i-
n a ry list of ingredients in a basic recipe for In-
stitutionalization, inspired by intern a t i o n a l
c u i s i n e, yet with a Brazilian flavo r. Ge ra rd de
Po u vo u rville sheds considerable light on the
matter when he identifies the limits of this ex-
p e rience “...we are still far short of many objec-
t i ve s . . .” and makes suggestions to implement
institutionalization in Fra n c e, since I believe
that the potential for such “g e n e ra l i z a t i o n” is
re i n f o rced by the agreement amongst the va ri-
ous colleagues’ participating in this debate: 

1) evaluation as an intrinsic part of public
s e rvices management, a requisite for account-
ability and modernization of the state. In this
s e n s e, evaluation provides the tools for the
s t a t e’s re g u l a t o ry ro l e, crucially important to
e n s u re “equity” in health care in the case of pri-
vatization of providers and hiring of local part-
ners in decentra l i zed interventions (which
would certainly include, but not be re s t ri c t e d
t o, the “old IPDA circ u i t” mentioned by Yu n e s ) .
Regulation, as an act to facilitate gove rn a n c e
and quality improvement, an issue also ap-
p roached by Claudia Tra va s s o s, would re q u i re
the use of more part i c i p a t o ry stra t e g i e s, with
f l e x i b l e, decentra l i zed evaluation stru c t u re s.
Ligia Vi e i ra adds to the debate by recalling that
the use of local standards should not rule out
the possibility of comparing problems and
i nt e rventions on national and intern a t i o n a l
s c a l e s, and I feel that techno-scientific com-
m i t t e e s, together with specific health pro g ra m s
or councils at va rious leve l s, can provide such
i m p o rtant back-up. It is thus interesting to
highlight the different forms of re g u l a t o ry logic
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t ruths more dated and situated than those re-
sulting from more objective pro b l e m s. T h u s, a
va c c i n e’s efficacy tends not to va ry accord i n g
to the subjective and historical context. T h e
same could never be said of an Agra rian Re-
f o rm Pro g ram. For social pro g ra m s, one could
almost use the old adage from Clinical Me d i-
cine: each case is a case apart. One would thus
h a ve to take great care when generalizing the
results of evaluating social pro g ra m s. Hu n-
d reds of studies have attested to the inefficien-
cy of public services in dozens of places, such
as the former USSR, England, and Brazil, but it
would still not be proper to conclude that the
public sector is stru c t u rally and generically in-
capable of ensuring equity and social justice.
Contexts have to be compared, va riables have
to be cro s s - a n a l y zed, and one always has to
ask, under different circumstances would pub-
lic services not have greater potential? One has
to try new arrangements and not genera l i ze, as
has become frequent in contempora ry Gl o b a l-
i zed discourse. Su c c e s s i ve negative eva l u a t i o n s
of social pro g rams are used politically against
social development. Yet the feasibility, accep-
t a n c e, efficacy, and efficiency of social pro-
g rams never come re a d y-made; ra t h e r, they are
built over the course of their ve ry effort to
c o u n t e ract what had been considered possible
until then. Such is the essence of macro- and
m i c ro - p o l i c y: a wager on building the future, a
wager against previous evidence, against warn-
ings that the proposal will never work. Both the
right and the left invent their policies and pro-
g rams arguing against the absolute value that
the results of past Evaluations tend to acquire.

In short, ye s, let use eva l u a t e, as long as the
Evaluation Systems have neither the first nor
the last word on policy decisions. Let them act
as a backdro p, as a critical conscience, which
this or that social actor can employ to arg u e
against and defeat contra ry positions. Eva l u a-
tion may even have the first word, I admit, as a
social warning. A warning to be re - d rafted by
this or that subject gro u p. Technique does not
replace policy, and policy should not pert a i n
e xc l u s i vely to the Ad m i n i s t ration (Ex e c u t i ve
Branch) and Co n g re s s. Ad m i n i s t rations and
L e g i s l a t u res go about their work in what ap-
pears to be a suicidal fashion, against statisti-
cal evidence. Equity depends on the radical de-
m o c ratization of political life at both the na-
tional and internal institutional leve l s. Tra n s-
p a rency of information is just one aspect of
this necessary democra t i z a t i o n .
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(techno-scientific, professional, economic, and
d e m o c ratic), chara c t e ri zed exceptionally we l l
by André-Pierre Co n t a n d ri o p o u l o s, since they
define the prime methodologies orienting the
focus of evaluation and thus, in a sense, its re-
s u l t s. This approach reappears in Ligia’s com-
m e n t a ry, evoking intersections between the
scientific and professional fields and powe r, ex-
p ressing “the dispute over which methodologies
a re most va l i d” and underscoring the Fre n c h
p re f e rence for the “sur mesure” approach. I feel
it is also necessary to point out that public pol-
icy and pro g ram evaluation perf o rmed (in)di-
rectly by executive branch agencies should be
the object of regulation (meta-evaluation or
auditing of evaluation effectiveness) by a dif-
f e rent branch of gove rnment, just as with any
other activity. 

2) funds to promote evaluation re s e a rch, in-
cluding the development of a community with
a stru c t u re to define proper scientific w o rk, ex-
p l o ring the impact of public sector activities on
s o c i e t y, reducing the incidence of “quick and
d i rty studies”. This pri o ritization agrees with
that of Claudia Tra va s s o s, who, given the
“c h ronic and seve re lack of academic and tech-
nical specialists” in the Brazilian context, is c o n-
c e rned over the re s o u rces needed to stimulate
the production of knowledge and training of
e x p e rt personnel in this field, with the new
technical skills re q u i red by evaluation teams,
including communications, teaching, and poli-
c y-making. Another problem in promotion of
re s e a rch, in addition to the issue of scientific
legitimacy identified by Géra rd de Po u vo u r-
v i l l e, is the ability to promote the connection
b e t ween thinking and acting, knowledge and
action, essential to legitimize the evaluation of
p ro g rams and technologies, “whether they as-
p i re to scientific re s e a rch status or not” ( Ma ri a
Novaes). Ac c o rding to Ligia, this re l a t i o n s h i p
b e t ween evaluation and decision-making is a
political and ethical (rather than theore t i c a l
and methodological) issue, involving choices
in which, faced with the va rious ra t i o n a l e s, “t h e
institutionalization of evaluation for a public
health system means seeking to ensure the hege-
mony of the technical/health ra t i o n a l e . . .”. T h e
counterpoint by Gastão Wagner is indispens-
able to avoid turning the institutionalization
p roposal into a “rationalist deliri u m”, since po-
litical decisions will continue to be moved by
“the motor force of desire ,i n t e re s t s , and needs”.
As a woman from the hinterlands, I also see the
“long and winding ro a d s” (with clearings and
t u rns along the way) in this rather wild terri t o-
ry of eva l u a t o r s. Such meandering pathways
appear when one becomes aware of the on-go-

ing challenge of (de)constructing our field of
a c t i v i t y, in keeping with the policies and pro-
g rams that evo l ve (like the institutions) in their
efficacy in the “wager against previous evi-
d e n c e , against warnings that the proposal will
n e ver work”, without losing the spirit of advo-
c a c y, to use what we know to be an unpara l-
leled word. 

3) evaluation as a process fostering democ-
ratic debate, which implies better re d i s t ri b u-
tion of “access to eva l u a t i o n” by the va rious ac-
tors who, whose own means are insufficient for
them to evaluate public services and use such
e valuation to counterbalance opposing inter-
e s t s. With re g a rd to this approach, the com-
ment by André-Pierre Co n t a n d riopoulos is
quite “d a ri n g” in that it points to the emerg e n c e
of a “t ru e” culture of evaluation, or the genera l-
ization of its practice with the hegemony of de-
m o c ratic logic, like institutionalization, at all
l e vels of society, processes fostering individual
and collective learning in such a way that all
actors can ove rcome the exc l u s i ve logic of
re gulation. Institutionalization of eva l u a t i o n
would thus foster “the subordination of ve s t e d
i n t e rest gro u p s’ p ower to that of individuals
who collectively constitute society”. I see a simi-
l a rity between this approach and that of a “s o-
cial warning” ( Gastão Wagner), contributing to
a “radical democratization of political life at
both the national and internal institutional
l e ve l s”. 

In concluding this difficult task of choosing
h i g h l i g h t s, given the wealth of contributions to
the debate, I would call on readers to share in
the proposal raised by Yu n e s, viewing this de-
bate as part of work that should be continued
with the desirable exchange of ideas concern-
ing the applicability of the French experi e n c e
and other initiatives to help respond to and re-
f o rmulate questions identified by him. I also
consider it crucial to re a f f i rm my conviction
that “k n owledge of the reality of others fosters a
better understanding of our ow n”, as stated so
well by Ma ria Novaes concerning the justifica-
tion for my art i c l e, but I agree with her that
analysis of pro g rams and policies should view
them as “socially and technically constructed
a l t e r n a t i ves for specific contex t s , and not as
u n i versal models”.


