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Chapter 4: Meta-evaluation, Analytic Logic Models and the Assessment of 
Impacts of Sport Policies 

Shushu Chen, Ian Henry and Ling-Mei Ko 

In Henry, I and Ko, L-M (eds.) (2013) Handbook of Sport Policy, Routledge: London 

4.1 Introduction 

The period since the 1970s has seen a considerable growth in policy evaluation research in 

volume, diversity, and sophistication. The major dimensions of such change may be 

summarised under six categories. 

• Evaluation has moved from simple input-output approaches which were primarily 

concerned with efficiency (cost per unit of output) often based on statistical association, 

to explanations which look ‘inside the policy-making black box’ to develop causal 

explanations of how particular policy interventions can bring about the changes desired 

(Leeuw and Vaessen, 2009).    

• There has been an increasing recognition in social policy research that classical 

evaluation approaches associated with experimental logic are often inappropriate for 

evaluating change in social contexts in which the open system nature of those contexts 

militates against isolation of the impact of a particular ‘treatment’. Thus in such complex 

social settings, the context-specific nature of outcomes needs to be understood (Pawson, 

2006; Pawson and Tilley, 1997). 

• Related to this recognition of the limitations of experimental method has been the 

development of critical or social realist ontologies (Archer, 1995; Bhaskar, 1986; Bhaskar, 

1978) which have promoted ‘depth realist’ explanations of the causal influence of real 

social structures. Such structures, though not amenable to direct observation, exert 

causal influences whose effects may be observed. Pawson and Tilley (1997) codify a 

realist approach in their promotion of ‘realistic’ evaluation, where they contrast this 

with the experimental, but also pragmatic, and constructivist models of evaluation, 

arguing for an approach which explains policy change by reference to the operation of 

‘real’ social mechanisms and how these  produce outcomes in specific contexts or types 

of context. 
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• These advances at the conceptual level as to what constitutes an adequate explanation 

of policy impact, have been accompanied by the promotion of greater precision in terms 

of specifying both intended and actual outcomes of policy intervention, in particular in 

the case of the former through the growing prominence of the use of analytic logic 

models (Cooksy et al., 2001), and in the latter, developments associated with the 

operationalising of impact through assessing additionality (Luukkonen, 2000). 

• Finally advances in understanding and application of techniques of aggregation and 

synthesis of data and policy explanations have taken place in the field of meta-

evaluation such that not only statistical aggregation of findings (meta-analysis) but also 

synthesis of qualitative claims explaining outcomes (meta-synthesis) have been 

developed in ways which allow the strength of explanation of collections of studies to be 

assessed. 

The growth of both academic and policy–related interest in the analysis of sport policy has 

also grown alongside these developments. The aim of this chapter therefore is to illustrate 

and evaluate three of the key developments in policy evaluation and their application to the 

sports field by reference to existing studies. These are analytic logic models, meta-

evaluation, and the estimation of additionality. 

4.2 The Application of Logic Models in Sport Policy Analysis 

The use of logic models came to prominence in the 1990s and 2000s with the growing 

emphasis on evidence-based policy practice (Head, 2009). It is used widely across 

government, not-for-profit organisations, and profit-based entrepreneurial activity  (Dodd-

Butera and Broderick, 2011; Jordan, 2010; Lenihan, 2011) providing a means to articulate 

and illustrate the intended relationship between policy content and inputs, activities 

(throughputs), outputs (the immediate products of the activities), outcomes (longer term 

effects), and impacts (the intended and unintended consequences of the policy initiative).  

As defined by Conrad and Randolph (1999), a logic model is a “graphic representation of a 

program that describes the program’s essential components and expected accomplishments 

and conveys the logical relationship between these components and their outcomes” (p.18). 

It is a picture of how a programme works and to what end, with the provision in the case of 

analytic logic models, of a theory or theories of change.  
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Logic models are used for the purpose of: a) programme (or project) design and planning, 

when intended linkages between inputs and activities and longer term goals are open to 

multi-level stakeholders and evaluators. It helps to build up a shared understanding of the 

programme concepts and approach; b) programme implementation, the developing of an 

action plan against intended goals. Using the logic model to identify and collect the needed 

data in order to monitor and improve programming (if necessary); and c) programme 

evaluation and reporting where the model provides a set of measures against which 

elements may be reported. By developing a logic model, with an aim of learning and 

programme improvement, key results (positive and negative) of a particular programme can 

be presented.   

The structure and key elements of logic model   

The elements which go to make up the logic model vary slightly in terminology and content 

from one author to another, but perhaps classically incorporate the six elements identified 

in Table 4.1: 
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Table 4.1: Key Elements of a Logic Model 

Key elements  What are they? 

1. Context/Environment 

 

These will include contextual factors such as the size and nature of the problem; 

the political, economic social and organisational context relevant to the 

programme, the objectives of the programme which have been set out by 

stakeholders. 

2. Inputs/Resources The inputs refer to the financial, human, and organisational resources provided 

to address the policy problem. 

3. Activities 

(Throughputs) 

The throughputs refer the kinds of actions which have been taken by policy 

implementers. These incorporate both what is done (in terms of activities 

undertaken), but also how these activities are undertaken since these may be 

critical to success. For example, activities aimed at increasing participation in 

sport for young girls from conservative and traditional communities may, for a 

variety of reasons, be effective only when these activities are delivered by female 

leaders as coaches.  

4. Outputs The outputs summarise what direct and immediate results of inputs and 

activities, such as numbers of participants attracted, regularity of their 

participation etc.. 

5. Outcomes The outcomes refer to subsequent changes in behaviour triggered by delivering 

the programme, which can be divided into short-term and long-term outcomes as 

it may continue for many years after a project has been completed. For example, 

specific changes may include changes in participants’ skills, behaviours, sense of 

self- efficacy and propensity to act in certain ways.  

6. Impact The broader intended and unintended changes which occur in organisations or 

communities as a consequence of the programme/project. 

 

As we have suggested, a number of authors employ different modifications of this 

framework (see e.g. Stake, 1967; Stufflebeam, 1971). For example, Taylor-Powell (1999) 

conflates inputs and activities/throughputs. There are good reasons however for retaining 

these as separate aspects of a logic model, since not only what activities are undertaken, 

but also how the activities are provided may be critical to the achievement of intended 

outcomes. Thus if we consider a logic model underpinning an intervention to promote the 

engagement of young girls in sports activities, in certain types of community, it will be 

important to have the programme delivered by female leaders. In effect female leadership 
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may be a necessary, though not sufficient, condition of success since it provides role-models 

for the girls themselves, and reassure parents from conservative communities that concerns 

about aspects of required ‘modesty’ will not be infringed. Simply providing the ‘activities’ 

themselves in such social contexts may be unlikely to result in the desired changes to girls 

(and as they grow older) to young women’s behaviours. How the activities are delivered and 

by whom may be a critical success factor. 

Analytic Logic models can be more than a Programming Tool 

Recently, a question has been raised in relation to the extent of the effectiveness of the 

logic model framework. In order to answer this question, it is important to make a 

distinction between, on the one hand, the descriptive outline of the stages of policy 

development and implementation, and on the other the specification of the causes of 

changes, which in effect represent implicit and/or explicit assumptions underpinning the 

model.  

In respect of the role of logic models, one can identify two main different types, i.e. the 

Descriptive Logic Model, and the Analytic Logic Model. A Descriptive Logic Model focuses on 

simply presenting and describing the above key elements in chronological order. One of its 

functions is to map out a proposed programme that helps stakeholders and evaluators 

visualize and understand, at a very basic level, how financial and human investments 

represent a precursor to achieving intended programme goals. Analytic Logic Models, by 

contrast, highlight causal relationships between inputs, activities, outcomes, and impacts 

which may thus be subject to evaluation. In effect theories of change (or conceptual 

frameworks) are built into analytic models such that the reasons for the desired change 

being achieved, can be tested and evaluated in ways which can contribute to future policy 

and practice. This function provides rich explanation of the reasons for exactly which types 

of inputs or resources can contribute to the change desired. It also identifies the problems 

or issues that are addressed by the programme, and provides a rationale for selecting 

certain solution strategies and providing potential activities.  

An example of a descriptive logic model for a project relating to HIV/AIDS Education through 

sport is given below (see Figure 4.1), and its more developed equivalent, an analytic logic 

model is provided to illustrate the difference between the two types (see Figure 4.2). This is 
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not taken from a specific case but is simply used here to illustrate the mechanics (and some 

of the limitations) of developing and applying both types of model. Figure 4.1 merely 

outlines the flow of events anticipated – from provision of AIDS education through sport, to 

enhanced knowledge, to intentions to modify behaviour, to reduced infection rates. 

Figure 4.1: An Example of a Descriptive Logic Model 

 

Figure 4.2 however makes explicit the assumptions on which the expectations of change are 

premised. The principal assumptions/theoretical premises might be defined as follows: 

1. Young people are likely to engage with education through sports and games more 

enthusiastically than through traditional educational methods. Of course we know 

that this will not be true for all children (some children are alienated by sport), or for 

all sports (competitive games may be alienating for some children where they have 

little chance of ‘success’). 

2. Developing self-efficacy through sport can enhance self-efficacy in wider social 

contexts. Perceived self-efficacy relates to peoples’ beliefs about their capacities to 

produce effects, in short their perception that by their own efforts they may be able 

to affect their own lives. Teaching sporting skills can produce high levels of perceived 

self-efficacy (if appropriate positive experiences of sport are provided) and this is the 

Descriptive Logic Model:  

Simplified Evaluation of an AIDS Education through 
Sport Programme 

VISIO
N
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claimed mechanism here. However, such causal claims need to be tested or 

challenged in terms of internal logic or empirical evidence. In this case for example, 

negative experiences may produce the opposite where in competitive sport the 

individual perceives that no matter how hard they practice they will not be able to 

affect the sporting outcome. In addition it is by no means clear in the literature that 

enhancing self-efficacy in sport will result in enhanced self-efficacy in other domains 

(Biddle et al., 2007). 

3. It is further assumed that improved knowledge and understanding on the part of the 

young people targeted will increase the likelihood of (intended) behavioural change. 

While one might argue that improved knowledge and understanding of sexual health 

matters will be a necessary condition of behavioural change, it is not necessarily a 

sufficient condition for such change for all individuals. The availability of resources 

through which to implement behavioural change (for example, the availability of 

condoms, or of clean needles for drug users) may well also be required.  

4. Behavioural change will reduce levels of infection and thus increase life expectancy. 

Here the assumption is that the key behaviours in transforming HIV/AIDS infection 

have been identified, and knowledge about such behaviours transmitted during the 

education through sport programmes.  

5. Higher parental life expectancy will reduce child poverty. Here there is an 

assumption that a major cause of child poverty is the lack of an adult/parent to 

provide care/shelter and some financial resource for children in societies with a high 

adult mortality rate through AIDS, though this may be only one factor in the 

production of child poverty, even in societies in which HIV/AIDS is prevalent. 

Thus we can see that the underlying logic and the supporting theoretical assumptions are 

made explicit and can be subject to challenge in the articulation of the logic model in 

complex projects/programmes such as that described above. The assumptions are laid bare 

in the process of articulating the model, and the potential for developing measures against 

which reporting and evaluation might take place is clearly evident.  
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Figure 4.2 An Example of an Analytic Logic Model  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strengths and limitations of logic model approaches 

The key advantage of the logic model approach is that it distils detailed descriptions of the 

assumptions underlying a programme to a ‘one-page’ format that can be easily read and 

followed (Cooksy et al., 2001). It explicitly depicts conceptualisation of each step of the 

whole chain, and helps to demonstrate a logical flow from a belief structure to related 

interventions, to outcomes, and then to impacts.  In addition, the process of developing 

conceptualisation of the theory of the intervention is valuable as it helps to leverage greater 

insight into a programme operations and effectiveness. 

Analytic Logic Model:  

Simplified Evaluation of an  AIDS Education through Sport Programme 

VISIO
N

 

Context and theories of change 
(i) Understanding context-politics, socio-economic factors, 
social/cultural norms 
(ii) Understanding change sought 
(iii) Understanding how it is to be achieved (assumptions 
underpinning programme: risks, constraints, opportunities) 
(iv) Understanding how performance can be evaluated (collecting 
and explaining data-what to measure and when) 

Context: 
Variety of 
organisational 
configurations 
and histories 

Inputs: 
Finance; HR; 
pedagogical 
expertise, 
political will 

Activities: 
Modules 
using sport 
to educate 
young people 
to 
understand 
HIV/AIDS 
infection and 
appropriate 
health 
measures 

Outputs 
(Direct 
products): 
Nos of 
children 
through 
programme 

Level of 
understandin
g of AIDS & 
Health 
measure 

Initial 
Outcomes 
Changes in 
attitudes 
and 
behaviours 

Communica
tion of 
knowledge 
to peers 

 

Longer 
term 
Outcomes 
Reduced 
levels of 
subsequent 
infection 
amongst 
the target 
group  

 

 

Impact: 
Increased 
life 
expectancy 
in wider 
society 
reduced 
levels of 
child 
poverty  

 

 

1 

2 3 4 5 
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Supporters of logic models believe that the process of collaboratively developing logic 

models together helps the often multi-level stakeholders and programme evaluators (at the 

beginning of the evaluation process) to reach a common understanding of the programme 

in order to define more clearly its vision and objectives, and to envisage whether the 

designed actions would accomplish the goals. It is useful in the sense that it is a mutual 

educational process which may help to avoid misuse of the theory by the programme 

operators (Patton, 1997). 

Furthermore, having all the components clearly articulated in graphic form helps evaluators 

to link theory to practice and to accommodate changes in knowledge (Alter and Murty, 

1997). The planned operation theory in the logic models may change in practice due, for 

instance, to the growing availability of resources, or the emergence of knowledge of 

unintended effects. It is therefore important for the evaluators and key stakeholders to 

constantly re-visit and scrutinise the defined assumptions in line with on-going activities and 

achieved outcomes along the delivery process, making changes to the model if necessary.  

Although the logic model approaches provide benefits, as identified above, concerns in 

relation to its application have also been raised. For example, as Yin  (1998) suggests, efforts 

need to be made in order to make the logic models more clearly articulated analytic 

strategies. He emphasises that most current logic models do not specify clearly enough the 

substantive processes between inputs, throughputs, outputs and outcomes. Clearly, without 

this articulation, logic models are simply a sequential pattern of events which do not aid 

understanding of how outcomes are actually produced. 

When it comes to practice, some operational issues have also been identified. For example, 

debates around the costing of developing logic models have emerged, with some 

commentators suggesting that the process can take up a lot of resources (e.g. Bickman, 

1989), while others have argued that the cost can be justified by benefits to programme 

stakeholders above and beyond their use to the evaluators (Patton, 1978), and that it is 

actually a way of avoiding costly evaluation in situations where evaluation efforts will not be 

made if there are unlikely to be observed effects as identified by the logic models (Wholey, 

1994). Another concern, as Weiss (1997) has pointed out, is that logic models may depict 

rigid statements which limit the programme’s responsiveness to new information. In 
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particular, programme evaluators may only concentrate on those listed outcomes and thus 

ignore unintended effects that are not part of the programme theory.  

Furthermore, it is important to recognise that different stakeholders may have different 

logics. Given that a social intervention often involves different levels of stakeholders 

(national, regional, and sub-regional) each with their own interests and targets, there is a 

need to understand the way that different stakeholders view the world (and the policy 

problem, its intervention and so on). Adopting a single logic model may thus deny the 

possibility of other views. Nevertheless debates around establishing a logic model for a 

particular programme may well serve to bring to the surface underlying differences in 

assumptions, and even desired outcomes between different stakeholders.  

Notwithstanding these limitations, logic models have significant potential as integrative 

frameworks that not only combine pattern matching and time-series analysis techniques 

(Yin, 1998), but also provide a unique tool in explicating underlying causal relationships in a 

simple picture, hence its usefulness for case study evaluation (e.g. Mulroy and Lauber, 2004; 

Yin, 2009).  

4.3 Meta-evaluation and Policy Analysis 

Meta-evaluation is an increasingly recognised approach for evaluating a number of 

evaluation studies. It initially emerged as a result of evaluators being required to appraise 

their own evaluations (Stufflebeam, 1974), particularly in the education area (e.g. in the 

Advanced Technological Education (ATE) Evaluation project described by Gullickson et al., 

2006). Nevertheless, the number of meta-evaluation studies appearing in the literature is 

not substantial despite a growing recognition of the need for evaluation of evaluations. This 

was highlighted by Nilsson and Hogben (1983) in the early 1980s, and has been further 

emphasised in the past decades by a number of commentators e.g. Cooksy (1999), Scott-

Little, et al (2002), Bustelo (2002b), Madzivhandila, et al (2010). In addition, some studies 

entitled ‘meta-evaluations’ are rather more in the nature of cross-case analysis rather than 

meta-evaluations (e.g. Ashworth et al., 2004; Russ-Eft and Preskill, 2008). 

The concept of ‘meta-evaluation’ was first introduced by Michael Scriven writing in the late 

1960s (Scriven, 1969) and was subsequently developed in his Evaluation Thesaurus (Scriven, 
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1991), in which he lays emphasis on “The evaluation of evaluations – [and] indirectly, the 

evaluation of evaluators” (Scriven, 1991, p. 228). 

Subsequent definitions of meta-evaluation include for instance that of Patton (1997, p.193), 

for whom meta-evaluation is the answer to the following questions: “Was the evaluation 

well done? Is it worth using? Did the evaluation meet the profession’s standards and 

principles?” Bustelo (2002a) suggests that meta-evaluation is a systematic gathering, 

analysis and assessment of a pre-determined set of evaluation processes, while Stufflebeam 

based on his experience in leading the development of professional standards for 

evaluations in the US, (2001, p.185) defines meta-evaluation as “the process of delineating, 

obtaining, and applying descriptive information and judgmental information – about the 

utility, feasibility, propriety, and accuracy of an evaluation and its systematic nature, 

competent conduct, integrity / honesty, respectfulness, and social responsibility – to guide 

the evaluation and / or report its strengths and weaknesses.” 

The application of meta-evaluations 

The demand for evidence based policy / practice followed on from the development of 

evidence based medicine approach to clinical practice in the early 1990s in which the 

demand for clinical decisions to be based on the best available scientific evidence rather 

than intuition. This philosophy was quickly adopted and adapted to other fields reinforcing 

an emphasis on quantitative rather than qualitative analysis and positivistic methods. The 

evidence-based practice movement also reinforced the need for scrutiny of the quality of 

evidence and thus the demand for evaluators to ensure the quality of their methods and 

analysis. The prominence of meta-evaluation was a product of this movement since it could 

provide recommendations in relation to how evaluation studies should be designed to 

produce technically adequate, useful and cost effective results. In addition the conducting of 

meta-evaluation serves to enhance the accountability of evaluators themselves, controlling 

potential evaluator bias, and increasing evaluation credibility.  

It is important to distinguish between different types (forms and functions) of meta-

evaluation. Figure 4.3 seeks to clarify the distinction between the related terms of meta-

evaluation, meta-analysis, meta-synthesis and quality assurance in the form of evaluation of 

evaluations.  The diagram incorporates a basic distinction between on the one hand, 
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evaluation synthesis (the synthesis of quantitative, or qualitative  or mixed evidence of 

outcomes of particular policies / interventions), and on the other assessment of the process 

of evaluation adopted (the ontological and epistemological foundations of approaches 

adopted, internal logic, methods employed, treatment of data and robustness of 

conclusions).  A comprehensive and rigorous meta-evaluation will be required to address 

both evaluation of process and synthesis of outcomes. 

  Figure 4.3: A comprehensive meta-evaluation graph  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

An example of a meta-evaluation of sport policy is provided by the London 2012 Meta-

evaluation commissioned by the Department of Culture, Media and Sport, the first three 

reports of which outline the scope and methodology adopted (Grant Thornton et al., 2011b, 

c, 2012). The study, which is reputed to be the largest study to date of legacies of a mega-

Meta-evaluation 

Evaluation Synthesis 
(Focus on outcomes) 

 

Meta-analysis 
(Statistical 
aggregation of 
evidence of 
effects in 
concrete policy 
settings) 

 

Meta-synthesis 
(Qualitative 
aggregation of 
qualitative 
and/or 
quantitative 
evidence of 
effects claimed) 

 

Evaluation of Evaluations 
(Focus on process, i.e. on 
how evaluations are 
done. Are conclusions 
sound? Interpretation 
and judgements 
defensible? Policy 
implications logical?) 
 

Aim of this approach is to develop 
evidence based approach to policy 
outcomes. Accumulating, reviewing and 
updating knowledge in a highly specific 
field 

 

Aim of this approach is (a) quality 
control of evaluation processes 
and better understanding of the 
place and function of evaluation 
in the policy cycle; (b) evaluation 
of the adequacy and 
appropriateness of the approach 
adopted to the policy and 
evaluation context  
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event, seeks to evaluate and synthesise the results of the evaluations of individual projects 

or programmes which are a product of London’s hosting of the 2012 Games. 

The approach adopted in this study illustrates the potential but also a number of the 

practical difficulties in applying the meta-evaluation approach. The study as a whole is 

premised on a logic model designed to capture the intended legacy outcomes from the 

Games, and employs methods consistent with governmental advice on policy evaluation 

(Government Social Research Unit, 2007; HM Treasury, 2003) and requirements from the 

DCMS in terms specifically of the assessment of legacy (Department of Media Culture and 

Sport, 2008). 

Reports 1 and 2 in the study (Grant Thornton et al., 2011b, c) outline the scope, research 

questions, strategy and methods adopted. The study aims to synthesise into a single over-

arching study “the findings of individual ‘project-level’ evaluations – commissioned outside 

of the meta-evaluation study – in order to provide a comprehensive initial evaluation of the 

additionality, outputs, results, impacts and associated benefits of the investment in the 

Games.” (Grant Thornton et al., 2011a: p. 5). The four principal legacy themes or impacts 

identified for evaluation are: sport; the economy; community engagement; and the 

regeneration of East London. In each of these areas 

Evaluations will … be synthesised using a common set of output, result and 

outcome indicators, in order to answer a core set of research questions, paint a 

picture of the activity underway across each legacy theme and aggregate the 

impacts wherever possible. This ‘bottom up’ research approach will be 

supplemented with a combination of:  

• Analysis of management information data, monitoring reports and case studies, 

particularly for major projects lacking evaluation;  

• ‘Top down’ analysis of secondary data from National Statistics and established 

surveys, in some cases involving the inclusion of additional questions to aid the 

interpretation of the drivers of ‘high level’ trends;  

• Economic modelling to assess wider and longer term economic impacts, 

including effects on nations and regions outside London;  
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• Limited primary research of different types, including both survey work and a 

programme of consultations.  

(Grant Thornton et al., 2011a: p. 6) 

 

Amongst the points to emphasise here is that meta-analysis which broadly attempts to 

aggregate the effect size of the impact of particular interventions, while useful in the 

aggregation of data on effect sizes in randomised control studies prevalent in the medical 

field, is inappropriate in this kind of context.  The synthesis is thus a matter of integrating 

material from ‘top down’ data with ‘bottom up’, project-level evaluation data. To take a 

concrete example an intended legacy of the Games was that it would inspire greater levels 

of participation in sport and physical activity. National level cross-sectional data on 

participation across time from the Taking Part Survey developed by DCMS and the Active 

People Survey developed by Sport England provide a picture of participation using different 

operational measures of participation in sport. This can be compared with data on the 

impact of individual projects or programmes which have developed or perhaps intensified 

as a result of the winning of the bid to host the 2012 Games. Bottom-up evaluations are 

much more likely to reveal what types of intervention are effective in leveraging additional 

participation in sport and why they are successful, since they can incorporate qualitative 

analysis of the project and its impact. However the rigour and relevance of both top-down 

and bottom-up evaluations in terms of, for example, transparency, credibility, rigour, and 

accuracy need to be appraised before inclusion in the overall evaluation.  
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Figure 4.4: Meta-Synthesis Strategy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: adapted from Grant Thornton et al (2011a: p. 6) 

 

Figure 4.4 above demonstrates the nature of the strategy adopted, which will involve the 

detailed appraisal of the nature and quality of the monitoring and management information 

systems, and of the evaluation of individual projects and programmes. It will also 

incorporate attempts to estimate in quantitative terms the impact of the Games on 

participation levels, not by meta-analysis but rather by an intelligent synthesis of the data. 

At the time of writing (Report 4 is about to be published) a major concern is with reconciling 

the fact that top-down, national level studies indicate a fairly flat profile for sports 

participation (with little or no indication of increased participation from the period before 

the London Bid was initiated, to 2011, though this does not include the immediate post-

Games period) and the evidence of bottom up data from individual (and sometimes quite 

large) interventions which suggest that these projects have provoked significant increases in 

participation. Several explanations might be mooted to reconcile such data. First it is unclear 

whether participation in new projects represents substitution for other forms of 

participation which thus does not result in increases in overall levels of participation. Second, 

Economic modelling 

and time series 

projections 

Secondary data 

from existing 

surveys 

 

Meta-synthesis 

Assessment 

of impacts 

and lessons 

learnt 

Management 

information and 

monitoring reports 

 

Evaluations of 

individual projects 

and programmes

   

Primary research 
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there may be displacement if the new ‘Olympic initiatives’ replaced other initiatives which 

would otherwise have been provided. Third, in many instances such projects may impact on 

those who already participate in sport, intensifying their rate of participation but not 

increasing the numbers of participants significantly. Where the project is intended to bring 

in new participants this attraction of existing participants may be described as a form of 

leakage.  Third, the national data from the Active People and Taking Part surveys only 

capture adult participation (for those aged 16 or more) while the growth in participation 

may have been greatest among younger people. For this reason UK government has decided 

to lower the age range for which data is sought (and incidentally also to merge the two 

national surveys into a single data source). 

 4.3 ‘Additionality’ and related concepts in the assessment of impact 

Of course in order to assess the legacy of the 2012 Games for London and the UK, an 

assessment is required of the extent to which the staging of the Olympic Games in London 

produced inputs, throughputs, outputs and in particular outcomes that would not otherwise 

have occurred. In other words an assessment of the net impact of the Games requires an 

assessment of additionality.   

The concept of additionality originally came from the evaluation of innovation and 

technology policy in which a justification for public support for technology development in 

private companies was needed to demonstrate that public funds did not simply displace 

private corporate investment in R&D, but were additional to that which would have 

happened anyway (Buisseret et al., 1995). The framework of additionality was developed 

and refined in the UK in the early 1980s (Luukkonen, 2000). In practical terms, additionality 

has become one of the key concepts employed in public sector policy evaluation studies 

together with, for instance, general impacts, effectiveness, efficiency, and value for money 

(English Partnership, 2008; HM Treasury, 2003).   

In policy terms the focus of a concern with additionality is on distinguishing the net impact 

of a project or programme, that is, what additional impacts (and outputs/outcomes) were 

achieved exclusively as a result of the programme/project rather than those 

impacts/outcomes which would have occurred anyway.  This is a critical issue for a number 

of reasons. First of all, in terms of the validity of findings, the final assessment of the impacts 
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created by a particular intervention does not stand up to scrutiny if only the gross impacts 

were captured. Without assessing additionality it is not clear what the intervention is adding 

over and above what would have happened anyway. As a result, it might present a 

misleading picture of the value of a programme due to the fact that only the direct impacts 

of a programme are measured, and the wider impacts, or how the project may have 

impacted on other activities, are not taken into account. In addition, the process of teasing 

out the additionality of an intervention helps programme/initiative developers and policy 

makers to gain a better understanding of all stages of an intervention’s lifecycle, to make a 

comparison between actual achievements and the objectives of a programme, and to 

thereby identify unintentional outputs/outcomes.  

Overall, the process of defining, or calculating / estimating additionality is crucial to 

maximise the impacts of an intervention, and to ensure it delivers real results. At the end of 

the process, it draws lessons from the evaluated programme to inform the work of 

stakeholders, and also the development and evaluation of future similar projects.  

Measuring additionality  

English Partnership (2008) provides practical guidance on the basic information of how to 

take into account the additionality of intervention with the purpose of ensuring the net 

impact could be assessed. The formula from Figure 4.5 displays how to assess the net 

impact, and also presents how to calculate the additionality of the intervention. Here, the 

application of the additionality formula does not focus on precise calculation of every 

element, but does require clarity about the likely scale and nature of an intervention’s 

additional impacts.  

Estimation of the net impact involves adjustments to be made for leakage, displacement, 

substitution and multiplier effects. The first step of calculating additionality is to set out the 

counterfactual scenario which means what would be the case if its antecedent were not 

true, in other words, what would have happened if the intervention had not gone ahead. 

For example, when calculating the impacts boosted by the UK hosting the London 2012 

Games, the counterfactual scenario is defined as what would happened without the London 

2012 Games taken place. The counterfactual has two dimensions: (a) the policy 

counterfactual; (b) the outcome counterfactual.  
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(a) The policy counterfactual: refers to an assessment of the key strategies, policies, 

and initiatives which would have been delivered in the absence of the Games. This 

would normally be done by reviewing the policy and strategic documents and 

conducting key stakeholder interviews to establish the nature, and direction of travel 

of policy, before a given baseline date. In the case of the 2012 meta-evaluation study 

for example a baseline date of 2003 was adopted because it was in that year that the 

British Olympic Association, the City of London, and the British government 

committed to submitting a bid to host the Games. There would clearly have been a 

range of interventions which would have been major drivers of changing people’s 

behaviour in terms of sport participation even if the Games bid had been 

unsuccessful, and many of these policies would have been ‘visible’ before the 

baseline date. Even where policies were already in existence before the baseline, as 

a result of the London 2012 Games, the government may have paid more attention 

to the addressing of such issues resulting in larger injections of funding and policy 

effort into some existing initiatives, and also the implementation of some new 

interventions. Thus by contrasting the two policy scenarios the additional impact of 

policy change can more readily be captured.  

(b) The outcome counterfactual: relates to what results (outcomes) would have 

occurred on the ground in the absence of the Games. Thus for example the national 

and local levels of sport participation may be compared before and after the decision 

was taken to bid for hosting of the Games using data from national surveys. Only 

after the counterfactual analysis being identified can an estimation of the additional 

impact of legacy-related activities be made.  

The assessment of net impact thus expressed in the formula: 

Table 4.2: Net Impact Calculation 

Net Impact = Additionality of Intervention 

Net Impact* = [Gross Impact x (1-Leakage) x (1-Displacement) x (1-Substitution) x (1+Multiplier effect)] 

*after taking into account of the counterfactuals effects 

 

In order to assess the net impact one has to take into account four principal elements: 
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- Leakage: the extent to which the gross impact of benefits generated and intended 

for a particular group, region or country, incorporates beneficiaries from other 

groups, regions and countries. An example here might be where the UK’s coach 

development system training coaches at elite level, produces coaches who 

subsequently take up employment with teams from other countries.  

- Displacement: where new provision displaced other activities or services which had 

previously been supplied, thus where a provider of services launches an ‘Olympic 

Fitness’ facility but this has an impact on the market displacing other providers. 

- Substitution: when consumers of a service or beneficiaries of a project simply 

substitute the new service provision for what they had been previously using or 

benefiting from. 

- Multiplier effect: the extent to which direct benefits from an intervention trigger 

further additional indirect benefits. For example attracting of a family member to a 

jogging club results in other family members participating informally in jogging. 

We outline here an example of an approach to assessing additionality and demonstrating 

associated issues in relation to the Workplace Challenge Programme (WCP). The WCP 

evaluation formed part of another meta-evaluation research project of the impact of the 

London 2012 Games in a non-hosting English region (Leicestershire) (Chen and Henry, 2012) 

which incorporated a meta-synthesis of qualitative and quantitative evidence within a 

county of the impact of the 2012 Games.  

In terms of assessing additionality, the first step was to set out the counterfactual scenario. 

It was indicated in interviews with key stakeholders that the existence of the WCP was not 

directly attributable to the London 2012 Games (in other words, it would have taken place 

anyway). Nevertheless, it was given a greater prominence because of the 2012 Games. In 

terms of the London 2012 impact, a survey of participants (n= 202 of whom 77 were 

reporting participation after the Games)1 indicated that  

1 There were two waves of survey collected respectively in 2011 and 2012. The data reported here was only 
drawn from the 2012 survey as it collected respondents’ participation rate before the Games and after, which 
we believe was more appropriate to the context and well reflected the London 2012 impact (if there is any). 
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• 18% (+/- 8%) of the respondents who either agreed or strongly agreed that ‘the 

publicity material for the London 2012 Games had influenced their decision to 

participate in the WCP programme’, thus the Games appeared to impact upon 

participation rates for the WCP;  

• 32% (+/-10%) participants either agreed or strongly agreed that ‘the publicity 

surrounding the 2012 Games made them more aware of the benefits of taking part in 

sport and physical activity’;  

• Quantitative evidence collected before and after the programme suggested there 

was a statistically significant increase in the level of physical activity participation 

[from Time 1 (i.e. before taking part in the programme) (M= 4.62, SD= 1.71) to Time 

2 (post programme report) (M= 5.95, SD= 2.18), t (60) = -5.81, p< .000 (two-tailed)]2. 

The mean increase in the level of physical activity participation was 1.33 units (30 

minutes of moderate intensity exercise). The eta squared statistic (Eta squared = .36) 

indicated a large effect size. However this was an increase largely on the part of 

people who already participated in sport.  

In terms of exploring the additional outcomes of the WCP there are a number of issues to 

consider. First of all, the issue of displacement was not assessed in this case study though 

interviews with stakeholders did review whether the WCP did displace or replace existing 

schemes or programmes. Secondly, there was leakage in the project in the sense that the 

major impact was on a group outside the target group since it was intended to get the less 

active to become more active but in fact a disproportionate element of the response was by 

the already active. Substitution seems to have played little role in decision-making by the 

target group. This is indicated by the fact that regardless of whether there was any 

substitution a net increase in participation was reported. However, attempting to pinpoint 

(a) whether increased participation in sport through WCP is of sufficient intensity to result in 

wider social, and economic benefits; or (b) whether there is any impact on participation 

rates for individuals who are not on the WCP but who are influenced to participate by those 

who are on the WCP (i.e. the existence of multiplier effects), is problematic. Thus in many 

respects the data on the WCP captures gross rather than net impacts. 

2 For detailed data analysis please refer to Chen and Henry (2012).  
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The importance and issues of assessing the additionality 

This brief example illustrates how, assessing additionality is not always a straightforward 

process. It requires a good understanding, judgement and knowledge of the intervention, 

together with sufficient information with which to assess claims along these four 

dimensions. Nevertheless the establishing of additionality remains critical in relation to the 

question of whether there is a rationale for a given intervention (Georghiou, 1998).  

The addressing of the issue of additionality in evaluation studies, where it is undertaken at 

all, is reported by McEldowney (1997) as tending to rely on only one or two simple 

counterfactual-type questions; and when reporting the results of additional impacts of a 

programme, often only crude measures of additionality (i.e. high or low) are employed. 

Furthermore, information is often collected on these dimensions through key stakeholder 

interviews, but given stakeholder interests this data may be prone to bias, especially when 

interviewees are members of organisations in receipt of funding assistance. 

4.4 Conclusion 

This chapter has sought to provide an outline of a range of policy evaluation techniques that 

have recently begun to be adopted more frequently in the sport industry, illustrating their 

application with practical examples, together with critical analysis of the strengths and 

weaknesses of each.  

In the case of the application of Logic Models, these are regarded in the field as being 

effectively employed to expose the causal assumptions of policy makers and programme 

deliverers.  

In terms of meta-evaluation, its nature and peculiarities make it suitable for large-scale and 

comprehensive evaluation projects, which seek to develop evidence-based approaches to 

outcomes by gathering evidence from a range of projects or policy programmes. Such an 

approach invites the assessment of process (how adequate are the methods adopted to 

evaluate the policy programme?) and in terms of outcome (how robust are our assessment 

of the size and significance of impact). However, this approach has still not been widely 

adopted in sport-related evaluation, and certainly the use of meta-analysis is rarely likely to 
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be appropriate in the open system, dynamic policy contexts in which most sport policy 

interventions take place. 

Similarly, in considering issues of additionality, while its importance has been underlined in 

the above discussion, it should be noted that, operationalising the key concepts has proved 

difficult. Nevertheless despite such problems of operationalisation, taken together these 

principles, mechanisms and models, provide conceptual tools for identifying the questions 

which it is crucial to address in providing realistic evidence-based policy evaluation in 

practice. 
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