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Abstract:

Ongoing evaluation is typed as a new generatie@valuation methodology, aiming at facilitation dedrning
during the process rather than at ex post confrptajects and programmes. It is currently becongingntegral
part of many large-scale Triple Helix projects. ©img evaluation is said to increase learning protspand
understanding, as well as project quality, by ajdime project management in achieving the goapgaects.In
this paper we focus on two related challenges figoang evaluation: (1) the combination of incomplatigoals
inherent in the mission of ongoing evaluation; dBsemination of outcomes and knowledge gainedigiro
ongoing evaluation to the wider society. The puepafthis paper is therefore to identify and analwe
different roles of the ongoing evaluator with foarsimplications for societal learning. We proptizat the
ongoing evaluator is expected to simultaneouslyagadn three roles — these of the evaluator, prégeditator
and researcher. This can potentially lead to rofdlicts as the three roles have different guidinigciples.
Four alternative solutions are suggested in thepfp this problem of conflicting roles, e.g. perhing
ongoing evaluation in teams where each member @kasspecific role. We also propose that in otder
increase the prospects for societal learning frogoing evaluation there is a need for: (i) cle@ngples on the
usage of data collected by the ongoing evaluafdysidditional resources dedicated towards reaghbim with
results, for example through conference presemsitmd research publications; (iii) continued supfor and
development of the interfaces between the pubtitoseprivate companies and academia as theseittoast
important channels for diffusion of results frongoimg evaluation.

Copyright of the paper resides with the author@&)bmission of a paper grants permission to ther8ible
Helix International Scientific and Organizing Contteés to include it in the conference material &mglace it
on relevant websites. The Scientific Committee imate papers accepted for the conference to baidened
for publication in Special Issues of selected jalsn



Introduction

Ongoing evaluation is becoming an integral parhahy large-scale Triple Helix projects. For examfzaege
projects which are financed by EU’s structural fsiiade required to include an ongoing evaluatogrioed by
the project itself. The ongoing evaluator, whoupmosed to closely monitor the project, is oftahezia
consultant or an academic researcher. One of thigsmoé ongoing evaluation is that the ongoing ea&br gains
greater insight in the project through a continuewaluation process and can for example give dg earning
if the project runs the risk of not reaching itatp However, as will be discussed in this paper,angoing
evaluator is often expected to combine incompadiliies, inherent in the mission itself.

According to Vedung (2010) evaluation has develapddur waves, i.e. the scientific wave, the diale-
oriented wave, the neo-liberal wave and the evidevave, and “all four have deposited layer upoeidaf
sediments that have remained even when the nexdsa@we rolled in” (Vedung 2010, p. 275). The @ojothy
underlying the practice and research of evaluaiamlikewise developed in pair with the scientiic
governmental trends (Vedung 2010). The outset of Rablic Management and associated trends havegetan
the nature of evaluation. In the previous, more-driven bureaucracy, consequence analyses ofialesigzere
made early on in the policy process and were tylgiéallowed by internal revision or monitoring.
Implementation of decisions was seen as a techityic@lith increasing goal orientation, the implertegion of
political decisions has become delegated, and atiafuhas gained importance as an important toofitically
and systematically assess the actual consequehpebay decisions and also, the extent to which gloals are
being met in the first place (Karlsson, 1999; Namand Bager-Sjogren 2010).

Over time, evaluation has become a research fieitd own right and also a lucrative business forsultants as
well as for academics, as external funding hasnecmore important during recent years. Within gem of
evaluation we may today find an array of differsciools, with little more than the denominatiom@mmon.
Therefore, under the umbrella of evaluation, evidna are conducted by both researchers and poaetit

with different degrees of ambitions and for differebjectives. Although evaluations do contain Ement of
control for the most part, they often also haveamting, developmental objective, aiming at hejptine
organisation to further its activities, along wétlritical stance which in itself also furthers diepment
(Karlsson 1999). In addition, the evaluation also/ss the purpose of contributing with knowledgeualihe
project and investigated phenomenon as well asadetbgical issues.

Ongoing evaluation is typed as a “new generatidrévaluation methodology, aiming at facilitationdan
learning during the process rather than at ex gastrol of programmes (Brulin and Jansson, 200@nSson
and Sjoberg, 2009)

The EU has been one of the driving forces in thelbpment of ongoing evaluation. In Sweden sevaualic
agencies financing various types of projects haraahded that large scale projects dedicate a ptmt dudget
to ongoing evaluation. However, the concept is aldfined in general terms by the financiers, asvshioy the
following quotations.

“Regulation [1083/2006] provides for a shift fromcancept of mid-term evaluation driven by
regulatory imperatives towards a more flexible, dedhdriven approach to evaluation during
the programming period: on-going evaluation.”(Euegn Commission, 2006, p. 4)

“On-going evaluation is a process taking the forfracseries of evaluation exercises. Its main
purpose is to follow on a continuous basis the @npntation and delivery of an operational
programme and changes in its external environniardrder to better understand and analyse
outputs and results achieved and progress towandgdr-term impacts, as well as to
recommend, if necessary, remedial actions.” (Euesp&nion, 2008, p. 14)

Furthermore, the term “ongoing evaluation” itselhde considered ambiguous which adds to the pgessib
interpretations of the concept. There is a de faatzstantial variation in the implementation of #uivity of
ongoing evaluation in projects which in part mayelplained by the recent emergence of the conbepglso
by the discrepancy in actors’ understanding ohi the ongoing evaluators’ varying professionalkigasunds
encompassing both research and consulting.

Ongoing evaluation is said to increase learningpects and understanding, as well as project guhbitaiding
the project management in achieving the goalseptioject. Although evaluation for long has beencen-
lighting activity of researchers, the shifted fotias made ongoing evaluation a potentially mormegirsted part



of research since it provides access to rich ssuwtdata. This means that there is more scopenfmwledge
development at several different levels, i.e. gdiogn single and double loop learning to societarhing.

The concept of single- and double loop learning e®adf Argyris (1976), argues that single loop téag
implies improvement of how to execute a given taghile double loop learning entails reflection ahd
possibility to alter roles and strategies (Faugeerl, 2005). The ongoing evaluator typically cdmites to first
loop learning, for example by pointing out possitalelty logic within the project or programme. Cobtiting to
second loop learning is more difficult since itadtst applying lessons learned in one situationg@pplied in
another. However, to reach societal learning, éirgt second loop learning is not enough. Accortbngonaka
and Takeuchi (1995) an intermediary is requireeXiernalize and diffuse learning to a larger auckei his
intermediary, as suggested by Storey (2000, 2@@8j)d be the researcher involved in ongoing evaduasince
researchers, through the publication of their tesahd participation in debates, add to the accaitioul of
societal knowledge.

In this paper we focus on two related challenge®fgoing evaluation.

A first problem concerns the ambiguity of ongoingi@ation. Ongoing evaluation has big ambitiong,thare
are few pointers on how to accomplish and combiesé ambitions. According to the guidelines ofSkedish
Agency for Economic and Regional growth (Brulin al@hsson, 2009), the ongoing evaluator is suppioseel
actively engaged instead of distanced, and hierg findings are to be immediately returned topitggect
management in order to monitor the programme tosvaothieving its goals. These principles are inladrifoth
with the classic standards of the evaluator wheuposed to take a critical stance towards theepr@Eriksson
2009) as well as with the traditional principlegtoé researcher, e.g. objectivity and systematgiorr{Patton
2002).

The second problem concerns the disseminationtobmes and knowledge gained through ongoing evatluat
An important objective of ongoing evaluation istttfee lessons learned in projects should also fieséd to the
society (Brulin and Jansson 2009). As this requiesseralisation and reformulation of results itgergs a
challenge for the ongoing evaluator, both in teafsesources such as time or access to channels for
dissemination and in terms of possibilities forrgigdata and results obtained during ongoing atain.

Ongoing evaluation is considered as being betitzdsto tool to facilitate goal compliance withimetrealm of
the project itself as well as support sustainagéderling (cf. Svensson and Sjéberg, 2009).

The purpose of this paper is therefore to idergifg analyse the different roles of the ongoinguatalr with
focus on implications for societal learning.

Methodology

The paper is based upon the writers’ experien@gs fingoing evaluation. We have extensive experiéoce
various types of evaluation projects, with varyfim@nciers and thus also varying prerequisites and
requirements. Additionally, we have equally exteagxperience from traditional evaluation of Triplelix
projects.

We utilise our experience in a comparative analysibe various positions an ongoing evaluatorassume
and is expected to assume while being involvedprogect. Specifically, we draw upon three projeatsvhich
we currently work as ongoing evaluators. The prgjace briefly presented and possible role cosflict
ongoing evaluation processes are highlighted bynpkas of situations that we have experienced dwing
work. Our analytical framework consists of a triengf what we have defined as the three archetypitas of
an ongoing evaluator.



Findings

In the following we describe three typical Triplelkk projects where ongoing evaluation is used gind a
brief account of the evaluation process in each.0d& continue by presenting three archetypicalsrdtat the
ongoing evaluator is expected to fulfil simultanslguAs these roles are played out a wide variétple
conflicts can arise, some of these potential cotsfiand dilemmas are explored further on in thitige. Finally,
conclusions are drawn and possible solutions frctinflicts inherent in the ongoing evaluation gsscare put
forward.

Example projects where ongoing evaluation is used

Project A aims at promoting every-day innovationelepment in health care. The public innovationpsup
system is used to increase the innovativenesshiicpuealth care sector employees so that theovations
may give rise to new jobs as well as improve therking environment. The ongoing evaluator hasreatest
possible extent tried to work indirectly - using@aching approach and asking questions rathemttaiding
answers. Trust has been a prerequisite to gainrealphccess to a research-wise interesting contelxas made
it possible to ask sensitive questions and get $taareswers. The ongoing evaluator has mainly darted to
the project through asking questions on view-poamd taken-for-granted circumstances. The findargs
transferred to the project through board meetidgdpgue with the project manager, official evaloatreports
and through academic papers.

Project B aims to increase industrial relevancthéngraduate education within life science techgiel® through
integrating mobility and industrial experience iftbD studies, as well as offering PhD courses in
entrepreneurship and intellectual property rightse ongoing evaluation aims at documentation otetgiions
and experiences and subsequent diffusion of leguinim the project. The ongoing evaluator hererhase of a
traditional researcher role and aims at workingagised from the project. The findings are transféto the
project through participation in board meetings atlter project events, through academic publicataswell
as informal conversations with project members.

Project C is an initiative to promote growth andamation in a regional innovation system in biongadli
engineering. This project aims at facilitating depenent from idea to market. The ongoing evaluatdhis
project has an active role in close cooperatioh pwibject management. At the same time data isctedl and
presented in both part-time project reports andaeh publications. The researcher’s findings ranmesferred to
the project through board meetings, dialogue withgroject manager, official evaluation reports timdugh
academic papers.

Three roles of the ongoing evaluator

We propose that ongoing evaluation in its broadesse demands that the performer of ongoing evatuat
takes on three different archetypical roles sinmdtausly. We have chosen to label these archetypited the
evaluator, the researcher, and the project fauilit&ach of these roles entails different loyaltiatrinsic goals
and activities on the part of the ongoing evaludagure 1 below illustrates the three roles inedlin ongoing
evaluation.

Research

Conflict or
opportunity?

Project
Evaluation facilitation

Figure 1. The archetypical roles of the ongoing eWaator

The role of the evaluator primarily directs theeation towards goal attainment of the project azdriing
within the project itself. The role of the evaluatan also encompass determining the effectivenigsslicies
or programs and improving them. A critical and $iciging stance is characteristic of this role, efhimeans



that there is an opportunity for identifying strémgand weaknesses and learning from them. Howtheer,
evaluator also runs the risk of identifying him-harself too much with the project’s mandator/fician, which
means that he or she runs the risk of being vigwedarily an instrument for control. This may hampee
evaluation since the evaluator may be seen a®atttw the project and be excluded from certaiorinftion.

The role of the researcher entails characterigfien by the ideals of scientific method, i.e. aijaty, a
distanced stance, careful documentation and shafialy data, hypotheses testing, peer review agedom of
inquiry. The ultimate goal of the researcher ismderstand and explain the observed processesahtributing
to scientific development. Activities such as pshing in peer reviewed journals, securing fundorgféirther
research and participating in scientific debatesimportant means towards that goal. Following ftbig, the
archetypical researcher sees the project primasilgn object of study and an empirical base. Detaohfrom
the project and the need for data sharing withénsitientific community may marginalise the researchuring
ongoing evaluation, hence making it difficult tdlirence the course of the project and gain acaesernsible
data. However, the researcher may also form stbomgs with project members in order to obtain ashmuata
as possible, thus forsaking the distanced stanega@dearcher.

The role of the project facilitator involves actiag a knowledge-broker within the project and hiker primary
goal is to see to it that the project develops &dhas smoothly as possible and quickly solve grobl The
facilitator plays a more active role than researdnesvaluator, and can for example interfere adguhe
project in new directions. Contributing to the @atjdevelopment in an active way can be positivetiaiso
creates the risk of not being able to distance@h&sm the project enough in order to evaluate it

The archetypical roles can also be linked to theetimain stakeholders in projects, each with thein agendas
and expectations on the process of evaluationetsearcher’s faculty expects the researcher toupsod

publications and attract more funding; the projeanager expects facilitation of the project anditale results;
the financier expects unbiased evaluation, cotndl societal learning.

Our characterisation of the archetypical rolesiimmarised in Table 1 belot.

Table 1. Five aspects of the archetypical roles mngoing evaluation.

Evaluator

Researcher

Project facilitator

Focus of the mission
Main goal
Loyalty

Influence on
decisions

Access to data

Control the project
To understand the project

To the financier/project
mandator

Gives advice and viewpoints,
but is careful not to take part
in formal decision-making

Gains access to a wide array
of information, some of which
cannot be published

Contribute to the academic
knowledge base

To produce publishable
research

To the research question and
academia

Feedback in the form of
research results on a project
as well as societal level

Formally collected data which
can be published and shared:
written documents, survey
data and formal interviews

Facilitate the project

To move the project forward
towards its goals

To the project or project
leader

Forms strong bond with
project management and
influences decisions in the
interest of the project

Has access to unsorted
overwhelming amounts of
data, including personal
conflicts and gossip, most of
which cannot be published

Positioning oneself between the archetypical rmiéke triangle (see Figure 1) is context dependadtmay
vary over time as the project developsen though the roles might be more or less prooediin different
projects, there is an apparent risk for conflidileen these three roles which needs to be solfih on the
level of the individual engaged in ongoing evalomtiFurthermore, the outcome in the form of sotietaning
is influenced by one’s position in the triangle.

! The descriptions apply to the stereotyped roleserahan to actual professions or persons.



Role conflicts

The ongoing evaluator seldom takes a one-sidedigosimong the three archetypical roles, but ratioenbines
the roles in various ways and hence slides withénttiangle of ongoing evaluation during a projecturation.
The three archetypical roles are difficult to congbeven though planning and awareness of poteatel
conflicts might alleviate that (N&hlinder 2009).dBgosition taken within the triangle has its neeshd
drawbacks, and presents different dilemmas footigning evaluator. Below we describe some examipdeich
challenges that may arise.

#0 Getting acceptance from the project management

When the project was initiated none of the peoplelved had heard the word “ongoing evaluator”.rirthe
beginning this was considered as a necessary dichveosts money and had been laid upon them by the
financier/mandator. The fact that the evaluator amentrepreneurship researcher was regarded dis@by
some of the board members and more scepticallythera | realized from the start that | had to apph the
project with a large proportion of humbleness awdraness. | then tried to earn trust by ensuriegtthat |
really wanted to make a contribution to the praojécbm the start a minority, although influentiaf the board
stressed that this ongoing evaluator should tdi an the wall role” but after half a year, | hagined their
trust and acceptance.

#1 Reuvision triggers identification with the prdjec

The half-way revision of the project organised Iy financier represents a challenge for the ongeuaduator
that leans towards the role of the distanced rebearThe situation where the project members hagetith the
researcher present the project for an external gtie@can push the researcher towards identifyiitky the
project and acting as a spokesperson for it, thestlynpraising it. This strengthens the trust ancia bond
between the researcher and the project membershwhh increase access to data and possibilitiestérnal
discussions, but can hamper critical comments @points from reaching the financiers or the reslea
community.

#2 Project mandator’s revision

This project is funded by means from the EU stmaitfund, and since is budget is about 6.5 milE#RO it
has to undergo revision from the national agentiesigh which the money is handled. This revisionsist of
a 20 page detailed questionnaire and the questient® be answered orally to the representaties the
agency. All answers are also noted down in the féranthermore, the accounting procedures and sgséeen
checked. During the revision day the project wasasented by the project leader, one member abtbeutive
committee, the accounting manager of the projedtthe ongoing evaluator. In this case I, as theoomg
evaluator, was regarded as an allied both by theesentatives of the project and by the represeetatf the
authority that undertook the revision. This is pitgl case where the loyalties are double and wihés@asy to
feel that you are “stuck in the middle” in a paljgatvay.

#3The ongoing evaluator wants to make an acadearitribution

Early on in the ongoing evaluation of the projéetas asked by the steering committee to make htapine
investigation which was meant to function as ambe description of the innovative climate priothie onset
of the programme. | initially hesitated, sinceid dot fit my research agenda, but then agreeatio. §o my
surprise, | came to understand during the intersithat my pre-understanding of innovative climateld be
refined and have value as research. | wrote therrepd presented it to the steering committee. él@w, when
| then wanted to publish the report and presenfintings at conferences, the project leader wasctaht, and
asked me to ask permission from the stakeholdefar® this occurrence, | had not reflected uporrigiyts to
publish my research and the potential conflictdlie members of the steering committee. Sittingnin
meetings | had gained their trust but the bordertiatween what is publishable and not publishabt®nstantly
renegotiated.

#4 The ongoing evaluator interferes with the projec

When the project had passed the first year outrekt, | as the ongoing evaluator suggested on ral lo@eting
that it was time to stop for a moment and thinkutlimw the project currently was moving towardgisls. |
suggested them to investigate what goals that ppdaaed to be easy to reach and what goals thaitedgmore
resources than expected and finally what actioeg tieeded to undertake to be able to fulfil thealg within
the time frame given — | suggested them to arrangfeategy exercise. In my follow-up of the prognaen had
realised that the board members had a bit differients about how to interpret the goals, they alsd different
priorities of what goals that were the most cruthaleach. As the ongoing evaluator | wanted tpfesent at
the strategy meeting and | wanted to ensure tlegtrially engaged in discussing, declaring and ngaki
strategies to fulfil their goals; however | did wedint to interfere in their decision-making. | hgained trust



from the board and they wanted me to take patt@ftanning of the event. Together we formulatedgenda
and decided how they should work. | then prepaxedoises and took the role of moderator duringethent.
After the event the general opinion was that it wascessful. This year they have, without my ineatent,
decided to make a new strategy event and they &skaxd me to organise the event again.

#5 What would have happened otherwise

One challenge coupled to ongoing evaluation igptieblem to isolate whether the effect of the pragre
evaluated is coupled to the programme and its nmemagt per se or to the input from the evaluatatioer
sources — this is since we cannot know what woaigethappened without the presence of an evalu&tor.
example in a situation where the ongoing evaludit@cts the project management’s attention to yauibject
logic, i.e. that the steps taken are not sufficterrteach project goals, the ongoing evaluatomoaslevised a
solution, but pointed towards an important problaeyertheless influencing the project’s course. iW@uld
have happened if the evaluator had not made saomanent? Would it then have been suggested by fahe o
members of the board instead? As the tape cannavieesed, there is no way of surely knowing.

#6 Time to write the annual report from the ongoavgluator

I had almost finished my work with my annual repafrhow “my project” had developed during its figsar. |
had collected lots of data. | realized that my ifiigs, presented in the form of a written report sbmes seemed
rather sharp and could be interpreted as a betrawalrds the project. None of my points or critiueas new —
| had already made my points known as they showeduuing the past year, and most of them had adsno b
taken into account and treated. Additionally, ajl fimdings were based on solid empirical evidended
conducted interviews with the board members, septestionnaire to all research groups that wesnfied
through the project, read protocols and notes tooard meetings. Nevertheless, when | saw all mgbpbints
on the paper which | aimed to send to the projextaator | realized that my loyalties indeed werelde.
Despite my doubts the board members as well asmémelatory approved of the report.

The above examples illustrate different types afflicts between the three roles. They also show timwsame
conflict may be solved in different manners by eliént ongoing evaluators.

In the following we present a tentative analysishef seven examples of role conflicts in orderléify that
tensions may arise between all three roles andhlkeatombination of roles which the ongoing evaluahooses
is important in order to interpret the outcome. Mé®e also placed the example role conflicts inttiamgle of
archetypical roles, see figure 2.

Research

#6, #2 #4\ Project
Evaluation facilitation

Figure 2. Positions of the role conflicts in the iangle of archetypical ongoing evaluator roles

Example #0 shows that trust, which is coupled \dgtfalty, is important in all three archetypicales] but for
varying reasons. The researcher needs trust tcagaess to (sensible) data, the evaluator neeststdru
understand the project and the project facilitageds trust to be able to impact the project.

Examples #1 and #2 relate to similar dilemmas{tiimportant difference between them is that tigoing
evaluators have taken different combinations olfi@typical roles in what is basically the same situne In
example #1, the ongoing evaluator’s foremost lgyasltowards research, which leads to the inteiafstse



financier coming in third. In #2, the ongoing e\athr is closer to the facilitator role, with thedincier as
second priority.

In example #3 the ongoing evaluator finds herse# conflict between what is good for the projed ahat is
good for research. The project management is gmedtby the potential publication, whilst the omgpi
evaluator experiences irritation since she cansetthie collected data for research.

Examples #4 and #5 are associated. In exampleefdritpoing evaluator and the project manager woxiatds
the same goal. However, the ongoing evaluatorr#ss situation slid away from the role of thetdisced
researcher, possibly making it more difficult tongeate scientific contributions. In #5, the cortfiietween
evaluator and researcher is palpable. The evalbatnot suggested a solution to the problem (wisibleing
done in #4) but merely pointed out the problem. deev, the decisions made in the board based anié of
the evaluator have had an impact on the outcontigegbroject. When the ongoing evaluator is puhtighiesults
gained from the project, data is tainted by théedinces made due to the intervention of the et@ua

Example #6 is in principle the same as #1 and gRsince it in this case is a question of a wridlecument,
which reaches the mandator, it brings mattershteaa. The document may for example affect futuoeation
of funding to the project. There are also paralielexample #3. In both examples #6 and #3, theutdtom the
ongoing evaluation is a written report, but in #8 project management is threatened by the puioiicad
research community rather than to the mandator.

As the examples presented here illustrate, thecandlicts are greater for an ongoing evaluatontfoa a
traditional evaluator. An ongoing evaluator is soggd to come closer to the project than an evaluatdch
subsequently gives rise to conflicts of loyaltyrthermore, when the ongoing evaluator also is eareher,
specific types of role conflicts are triggered. Tefdthe most common conflicts concern the freeddthe
researcher (what may be published, in what circantgs/to make which claims may the project use the
researcher?) and the value of data collected. $ireceesearcher is required to be close to theeproand direct
attention to the problems of project, the data ldlitainted by a certain “researcher effect”. mnlext section
we propose certain mechanisms that could be usedbage the role conflicts inherent in ongoing eatbn.

Conclusions and implications

The wide formulation of the mission of ongoing exalon demands ongoing evaluators to slide betw#en
three archetypical roles presented in this papematy evaluator, project facilitator and researchi@wever,
this cannot be achieved without trade-offs. Thesegmences of these trade-offs can be mitigatée ibhgoing
evaluator is aware that his or her mission is cempind the goals incompatible at times.

Although it is difficult to reach the full expecians of ongoing evaluation, we would like to propdisat the
following factors are vital in order to secure asessful outcome:

* Inorder to combine and slide between the archetypoles, the qualities of the ongoing evaluator
himself/herself are of utmost importance. The ongavaluator, in order to succeed with fulfilliget
mission, has to have authority, integrity, previoelevant experiences (for example from committees
or boards) and a relevant theoretical background.

* The ongoing evaluator has to earn trust, legitimeawy a position in the project.

» Aclear picture of expectations from all partiegdlved in ongoing evaluation is important and skoul
be agreed-upon in the earliest possible phaseojdqis. This should for example include principdes
usage of data collected by the ongoing evaluator.

The multiple loyalties implicit in ongoing evaluati are demanding. It is difficult not to identifytivthe project
and even if the ongoing evaluator manages to tatemmback, there are still expectations of loy#igt result in
being stuck in the middle. Therefore we want togasg the following alternative solutions concerning
problem of conflicting roles inherent in ongoingaiation:

1) Team work - a team of ongoing evaluators, where each indalifbcuses on one of the three
archetypical roles, would make the positions ofahgoing evaluators clearer and possibly limit role
conflicts.

2) Co-publishing - enrolling other researchers, not involved inphgject, when using data gained in the
project for scientific publishing may help in ccily assessing and counteracting the inherentdfias
the ongoing evaluator.



3) Separating the roles in time- when the ongoing evaluator clearly focuses anrote at a time, the
awareness is raised and conflicts may be handled cumstructively.

4) Double duties of data- when designing the mission, make sure to sepalath collected for
evaluation and data collected for research orheseallected data to address different types of
guestions for evaluation and research purposesctsgely.

The second problem raised in the paper concerndiffiusion of results gained through ongoing evtibrato
the wider society. Taking part in the public anddemic debate is an important task of ongoing ewialn, as
this is one of the links to societal learning. ®itlis takes time and effort, we suggest that batbt-up of
incentives and resources have to be in place ierdocdmove towards societal learning. Active reseairs
already have powerful incentives for diffusing threisearch results. In addition to that, resousteslld also be
dedicated towards making use of the experiences fnagoing evaluation as well as the data colledtethg
the process for conference presentations and aspablications. In such way results gained throoigoing
evaluation can be integrated into the ordinaryastref research in relevant disciplines. Furthermioterfaces
between the public sector, private companies aadeia should be developed and supported as timsyitcoe
important channels for diffusion of results frongoimg evaluation. Otherwise the lessons from tlog@mmes
are hidden in the drawers of the clerks rather te@oming an interactive instrument for learning.

The importance of societal learning — from ongoing evaluation to
ongoing research?

Triple Helix projects are increasingly being sugpdrby a process of ongoing evaluation. We wolkel 1o
argue that enrolling active researchers as ongmmtuators may contribute to diffusing knowledget, only
within the project, or within the organization ifsédut also between organizations, contributingaaietal
learning. As has been mentioned, the researchigatiyphas the incentive to diffuse the resultshaf ongoing
evaluation process since academia merits publitafitso, the theoretical foundation of the researéh an
important prerequisite for putting the resultshad bngoing evaluation process into perspectivecantext. In
order to attract more researchers to ongoing etialuanissions we suggest that additional resouneegssary
for getting results from ongoing evaluation intdopcations are important. Furthermore, it has tovizgle clear
that lessons from ongoing evaluation are takenantmunt before launching other similar projecte &so
suggest that a new definition of ongoing evaluatlmased on the three archetypical roles, shoulbbgpted, i.e.
clarifying that ongoing evaluation should involv&acts of project facilitation, evaluation and ezsh, thus
taking into account the importance of societald@ay as well as first- and second-loop learnings &lso worth
considering if the Swedish term for ongoing evatrat- ongoing research — might be more in line \tligh aims
stated by the advocates of the concept.

Ongoing evaluation/research is still in the proagdinding its forms, it is constantly developiagd therefore
needs to be discussed and renegotiated. It hgmthatial for helping public sector, industry amddemia co-
operate in more efficient ways. Allowing ongoingaiation/research to prosper while acknowledgirasia
complex mission with triple goals could boost leéagnn triple helix projects as well as societariging while
contributing to a more efficient utilisation of comn resources.
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