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Concept, modalities and levels/approaches of 

‘alignment’ 

 



GPC definition of alignment 
 

“Alignment is the strategic approach taken by Member States to modify their 

national [research] programmes, priorities or activities as a consequence of the 

adoption of joint research priorities in the context of Joint Programming, with a 

view to improving the efficiency of investment in research at the level of Member 

States and the European Research Area”. 

 

Main goals:  

 Optimally using existing national research funds 

 Addressing societal (global) challenges more effectively 

 Structuring & strengthening the European Research Area 

 

Source: ERA-LEARN 2020 Deliverable 4.1- Report on the Definition and Typology of Alignment 

 

 



JPI modalities leading to ‘alignment’ 

(Source: Lesser_ERALEARN Task 4.2_1July 2015.ppt as summary of 

Typology Table of Alignment) 

• Planning (e.g., conduct of joint foresight; mapping) 

• Strategy (e.g., adoption of common strategic research priorities/SRA) 

• Funding (e.g., organisation of joint calls for research proposals) 

• Implementation (e.g., establishment of research alliances, networks of 
researchers, standardisation of scientific techniques and methods) 

• Evaluation and reporting (e.g., alignment of evaluation frameworks) 

• Research infrastructure and data (e.g.,shared use or joint 
infrastructure) 

• Dissemination and uptake (e.g., partnerships with industry) 

Alignment at the 
strategic level 

Funding level 

Operational level Scientific level 

Strategic level 

Operational level 

Funding level 

Operational level* Scientific level* 

* Integrated in the Implementation level as presented previously 

https://www.era-learn.eu/alignment/definition-typology
https://www.era-learn.eu/alignment/definition-typology


Alignment levels/approaches and enabling actions 

Levels/approaches Possible enabling / confirming actions (alignment criteria) 

Strategic level Mapping of synergies, complementarities and gaps between 
programmes; joint foresight activities; Consensus building meetings; 
Joint decisions on priority areas; procedure of considering SRIAs in 
national programming cycles;  

Funding level Ability to fund foreigners / foreign institutions located abroad; 
Implementation of real common pot; harmonised timing and rules of 
funding;  

Operational level Common/harmonised rules for project reporting, monitoring and 
evaluation; common/harmonised rules and timing of participation;  

Scientific level Development and adoption of databases and/or terminologies; 
development of standards in research practices and/or research 
outputs; shared use of research infrastructures;  joint creation of 
infrastructures; adoption of open science and open data approaches; 



Alignment-related impact indicators 
(Source: amended from ERA-LEARN 2 Del. 4.3 Report) 

• changes in national research priorities 

• changes in research priorities of agencies 

• alignment of national agendas 

Alignment at strategic 
level 

• Changes in legislation to allow payments to foreign researchers 

• Changes in national budgets re national / regional programmes 

• Changes in national budgets re international activities 

Alignment at funding 
level 

• Common programme monitoring and evaluation schemes 

• Harmonised rules and procedures for participation 

• Coordination of timing in funding & programme implementation  

• Multinational evaluation schemes; joint monitoring 

Alignment at 
operational level 

• changes in national research programmes’ themes 

• Programme clustering 

• Standardisation of research practices 

• Agreed rules and procedures for joint access to research 

Alignment at 
scientific level 

https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications


Theories, tools and challenges in ‘impact assessment’ 



Theory-based evaluation 

• “Theory-based evaluation examines conditions of programme 

implementation and mechanisms that mediate between processes 

and outcomes as a means to understand when and how programmes 

work.” (Weiss, 1997, p. 68) 

• Programme theory: the theoretical assumptions underlying an 

intervention according to which the intervention should work 

• what works for whom in which area and under what conditions? 

(conditionality and causality) 

• Enables identification of expected and unexpected impacts 

 

 

 

 

 



Intervention Logic Model  

(or Logical Framework Analysis) 

A tool for structuring all the information needed to build a programme 

theory is the Intervention Logic Model, the main elements being:  

• The inputs of the programme (i.e. human, financial and infrastructural);  

• The programme activities; 

• The direct outputs of the programme activities; 

• The outcomes i.e. the more distant  results, and  

• The impacts, either intermediate or global impacts, i.e. more distant, 

indirect and far reaching. 



Programme theory vs. Intervention logic  

• Programme theory leads to / requires, but is NOT, the intervention logic 

(Why / under what conditions ≠ what / how) 

• Programme theory tries to capture the response and underlying 

reasons for such response ≠ intervention logic captures the activity 

• A logic model is an illustration of a programme’s main components 

while the programme theory is the explanation of this model’s 

components and inter-relations.  

• Thus, a Logic Model that is underlined by the respective programme 

theory is the appropriate tool to use 



Objectives’ Hierarchy 

The outputs, results and impacts of the programmes activities have 

to be linked and checked against the programme objectives and the 

wider policy goals.  

 

This requires building a so-called Objectives Hierarchy. In this, the 

objectives are structured hierarchically linking the lower-level 

objectives (i.e. operational) with the higher-level objectives (i.e. 

strategic, intermediate and global).  



•pool national research efforts 
to tackle common European 
challenges more effectively in a 
few key areas 

Global impacts 

• raise biological efficiency of 
European agriculture; respond 
to increased food demand; 
operate agriculture within 
accepted limits; resilience in 
agricultural & food sys. 

Intermediate 
impacts 

•S&T; economic; capacity & 
network building; symbolic; 
policy; organisational / 
behavioural; societal; 
environmental; health 

outcomes 
(immediate 

impacts) 

•methods, scenarios, modelling, 
monitoring, assessment, 
valuation, tech. solutions, 
databases, standards, training, 
mobility, awareness-raising, 
capacity building 

Outputs 
(project level) 

•Smart, sustainable, inclusive growth 

•Effective national research systems; 
Optimal TN co-operation 
&competition; Open labour market 
for researchers; Gender equality 
&mainstream; Digital ERA 

Global objectives 
(Europe 2020 & 

ERA related) 

•Improve alignment of national / 
European programmes 

•Increase high quality research 

•Improve the societal impact on the 
challenge of food security, agric. CC 

Intermediate 
Objectives (JPIs; 

H2020) 

•promoting synergies and reducing 
trade-offs between food supply, 
biodiversity and ecosystem services 

Specific 
objectives 

(Specific network 
- FACCE – JPI) 

•pool national research efforts to 
tackle common European 
challenges in a few key areas 

•excellent science, industrial 
leadership and tackling S.C. 

Operational 
objectives (calls' 

objectives: FACCE 
- JPI+BiodivERsA) 

Linking results with objectives 
(Source: example based on JPI FACCE amended from ERA-LEARN 2 Del. 4.3) 

https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications


Intervention logic and Objectives hierarchy are part of a Programme 

Theory Matrix (Funnell, 2000). A programme theory matrix includes  

1) intended outcomes,  

2) activities and resources of programme,  

3) success criteria,  

4) programme factors affecting success,  

5) non-programme factors affecting success,  

6) performance information (examples for points 2 to 5) 

7) sources of data 

 

 

Programme Theory Matrix 

Intervention logic model and Objective Hierarchy 

Indicators, data sources, data collection and analysis methods 



Non-programme factors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Programme factors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

An integrated framework of impact delivery 
(incl. Logic Model, Objective Hierarchy and Programme theory) 

Global impacts 

Intermediate 
impacts 

outcomes 
(immediate 

impacts) 

Outputs  

(project level) 

Global 
objectives 

(Europe 2020 & 
ERA related) 

Intermediate 
Objectives (JPIs; 

H2020) 

Specific 
objectives 
(Specific 
network) 

Operational 
objectives  

Programme 
Activities 

Programme 

Resources 



JPI 

JPI 

JPI 

JPI 
Project/ 
activity  

Art 
185 

Art 
185 

Art 
185 

Art 
185 

Project/ 
activity  

Levels of impact assessment in P2Ps 

ERA-
NET 

ERA-
NET 

ERA-
NET 

ERA-
NET 

Project/ 
activity  

Project/ 
activity  

Project/ 
activity  

Project/ 
activity  



Overall levels of impact assessment in P2Ps 

Thematic/
scientific 

Level 

Instrument 
level (incl. 
JP process) 

Individual 
network 

Project/ 
activity 

O
n

 p
o

lic
y 

/ 
so

ci
et

y 

Global 
 

 
 
 

European 
 
 
 
 
 
 

National 



Assessment issues 

Source: CIA4OPM, 2011. Adopted from European Commission, 2004, p. 39. 



Impact assessment challenges 

• Timing and periodicity – link to monitoring 

• Diversity of methodologies 

• Identification of users and beneficiaries 

• Counter-factual and benchmarking 

– The issue of attribution / contribution 

• Sector/challenge specificities 

• Scope of impacts 

– Multiplicity of impact types 

– Intended/unintended impacts 

– Short/medium/long term impacts 

• Indicators and impact valuation 

 

 
 

 

 

 



Towards an impact assessment of alignment 

• Examples of existing frameworks for monitoring and 

evaluation of JPIs 

• Alignment as a pre-condition as well as an impact 



JPND Monitoring & Evaluation Framework 
(Source: 

http://neurodegenerationresearch.eu/uploads/media/Monitoring_and_Eval

uation_Framework_1.8Mb_.pdf) 



Example of an Intervention Logic Model  
(Source: amended from Impact Assessment Framework for JPND) 

Challenges Rationales Objectives Activities Outputs Outcomes Impacts 

Joint Programming Process (policy level) 

Scientific focus and societal view 

http://neurodegenerationresearch.eu/uploads/media/Monitoring_and_Evaluation_Framework_1.8Mb_.pdf
http://neurodegenerationresearch.eu/uploads/media/Monitoring_and_Evaluation_Framework_1.8Mb_.pdf
http://neurodegenerationresearch.eu/uploads/media/Monitoring_and_Evaluation_Framework_1.8Mb_.pdf
http://neurodegenerationresearch.eu/uploads/media/Monitoring_and_Evaluation_Framework_1.8Mb_.pdf


FACCE-JPI 

Evaluation 

Framework 

Source: 

Framework for 

monitoring and 

evaluation of 

FACCE-JPI and its 

joint actions  

Deliverable no. 3.5  

FACCE CSA  

September, 2013. 

https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities
https://www.faccejpi.com/faccejpi/Strategic-Research-Agenda/Evaluation-and-Monitoring-of-FACCE-JPI-activities


JP AMR Monitoring & Evaluation Framework 
(Source: http://www.jpiamr.eu/activities/) after JPISTOCOWORK D3_3 

Report on Evaluation Principles) 

Alignment at 
scientific 

level 

Alignment at 
operational / 
funding level 

Alignment at the 
strategic level 

http://www.jpiamr.eu/activities/
http://www.jpiamr.eu/activities/
http://www.jpiamr.eu/activities/


JPIs to Co-Work Framework 
(Source: D3_3 Report on Evaluation Principles) 



A first cross-read between different frameworks 

• The frameworks relying on theory-based evaluation seem to include 

same elements (obj – inputs – activities – results) and deal with same 

evaluation issues and indicator types  

• …but they neglect to conceptualise the underlying programme theory 

and rarely bother about governing structures and processes as these 

are usually institutionalised, thus taken for granted. 

• The JPI-specific ones do focus on structures and processes (including 

activities) as well as impacts, but they cover only some impact levels 

and they do not capture the interlinkages among impacts as well as 

between impacts and objectives (i.e. the programme theory) 

• Is a combination possible?  



Alignment as a condition as well as an impact 



Alignment as a condition for impact achievement 

Alignment at operation level (or programme interoperability) i.e.  

• compatible timing across different programmes,  

• common or compatible rules in funding and participation in research 

activities and  

• Joint monitoring / evaluation of projects 

And also, alignment at strategic / planning level i.e. 

• level of complementarity and synergies between the national 

programme and the ERA-NET  

• existence of cooperation agreements between national programmes 

a key factor for enhancing degree of achievement of impacts 

 

(Source: ERA-LEARN 2020 Policy Brief on impact assessment of networks – 2015) 

 

https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications


JPI Impact types  
(Source: ERA-LEARN 2020 Policy Brief on impact assessment of networks – 2015) 

• within and across nations;  

• for JPI partners and JPI beneficiaries 
(Enduring) connectivity  

• in science, strategic thinking, project management 

• multidisciplinarity 
Capacity-building 

• level of ministries and agencies;  

• level of research, businesses and society 
Attitude/Culture Change  

• visibility increased for certain areas 

• influences in national and international level agendas 
Conceptual  

• changes to organisation for better national coordination 

• development of strategies in new areas 
Structural 

• ultimate impact: finding solutions to deal with the 
challenges addressed Instrumental 

https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications
https://www.era-learn.eu/publications/other-publications


JPI Impact types and alignment 

 

(Enduring) 
connectivity  

Capacity-building 

Attitude/Culture 
Change  

Conceptual  

Structural 

Instrumental 

Alignment at 
Funding level 

Alignment at 
Strategic level 

Alignment at 
operational level 

Alignment at 
scientific level 

 

 

Shared 
understanding / 

trust 

Shared/Streamlined 
practices /        

opening up of pgms 

Harmonisation / 
Standardisation 

Shared approaches 
in dealing with GC 

Shared priorities 

Improved national 
coordination 

 

 



Impacts chain (time-wise and relation-wise) (tbc) 

Longer-term impacts 

Instrumental Enduring Structural 
Enduring 

connectivity 

Intermediate Impacts 

Conceptual Attitude Structural 

Immediate impacts 

Connectivity Capacity-building 

Alignment at 
operational level 

Full-scale alignment 

Alignment at 
scientific level 

Alignment at funding 
level 

Alignment at strategic 
level 



Preliminary conclusions 

a) There are different levels and modalities of alignment that need to 
be assessed - alignment is not a single concept but is spread (or its 
pre-conditions are spread) within several different types of impacts 
rather than being a single impact on its own.  

b) There are activities as well as structures, processes and 
governance mechanisms that can lead to alignment impacts  

c) We need to think of a programme theory before jumping to logic 
frames or other impact frames. Impact achievement can be 
enhanced or hindered by specific conditions that may be 
programme but also non-programme specific.  

d) An alignment type of impact framework can be built based on 
broader impact assessment theories and practices and JPI 
specificities some of which are reflected in existing JPI frameworks. 



 

Thank you for your attention! 
Effie.amanatidou@manchester.ac.uk  

 

The floor is yours now! 
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