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Evidence clearly demonstrates that implemen-
tation of public policies in Serbia leads to bro-
ken promises. Although the Government Annu-
al Work Plan sets goals and planned activities, 
these are often left unattained in practice, while 
there is no mechanism to measure the results 
or impacts of activities conducted. In contrast 
to Serbia, the decision makers in countries with 
a more developed political culture are under 
constant public scrutiny, which calls for effec-
tive policies, credible and reliable data and evi-
dence-based policy making in general.

Bearing in mind the context of democratic con-
solidation and economic transition in Serbia, 
holding the policy makers accountable through 
institutionalised mechanisms and practices se-
ems to be an imperative. Moreover, monitoring 
the implementation of reforms and evaluating 
their effects are particularly important in the 
process of the country’s accession negotiations 
with the European Union. Specifically, an ef-
fective and sustainable implementation of the 
acquis will essentially determine the very dy-
namics of the negotiations, and eventually Ser-
bia’s membership in the EU.

How to get results in public policy? Is civil so-
ciety in Serbia able to engage in monitoring and 
evaluation processes and contribute to them? 
Current circumstances demonstrate a clear 
lack of constructive opposition on the political 
scene and a deficiency of critical public, as well 
as citizens’ disinterest in becoming more acti-
ve in social issues. Thus, civil society organisa-
tions (CSOs) are expected to take responsibility 
to present facts and arguments, develop critical 
thinking and mobilise citizens. Moreover, the 
European integration process and the acces-
sion negotiations require additional CSO enga-
gement, as they are expected to provide know-
ledge from their areas of expertise and to act 
as a corrective mechanism of the government. 
Simultaneously, CSOs are confronted with fi-
nancial challenges: foreign donors, the biggest 
source of support to the CSOs in Serbia, are gra-

dually retreating from the country, which ma-
kes it impervious to think of new sustainable 
CSO models.

The aim of this study is to highlight the aspect 
of monitoring and evaluation in the policy-ma-
king process, which is much neglected in Serbia. 
The study aims to demonstrate the importance 
of monitoring and evaluation in increasing the 
quality and transparency of decision-making. It 
will do so, first by analysing the conditions of 
CSO participation in the sectors of public admi-
nistration and social policy and employment in 
Serbia; and second, by analysing the capacity of 
line ministries and in general, the government 
administration in Serbia to conduct monitoring 
and evaluation tasks. The comparative aspect of 
the analysis and comprehensive research have 
the goal to illustrate good examples and practi-
ces across EU member states. In return, the aim 
is to provide ideas and recommendations so as 
to establish policy monitoring and evaluation in 
Serbia, as well as to achieve a more relevant and 
more constructive engagement of CSOs in this 
regard.

In addition to this study, the project “Achieving 
Effective Policy Monitoring and Evaluation thro-
ugh Evidence Supplied by the Civil Society” in-
corporated awareness raising activities on the 
topic and communication with relevant actors, 
especially during the round table discussion 
which mainly gathered CSO representatives; 
a public debate with the government authori-
ties, renowned CSO representatives and foreign 
experts, as well as capacity building activities 
aimed at civil servants and CSO representatives 
in relation to performing adequate policy mo-
nitoring and evaluation. The project is funded 
by the European Union via Civil Society Facility 
Programme, and co-funded by the Office for Co-
operation with the Civil Society of the Republic 
of Serbia.

The project team would like to express a special 
gratitude to those who significantly contributed  

i. Foreword
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to the quality of this study with active involve-
ment, openness to the researchers and provi-
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thank Ivana Ćirković, Director of the Office for 
Cooperation with the Civil Society of the Re-
public of Serbia; Žarko Šunderić, Team Leader 
of the Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction 
Unit of the Goverment of the Republic of Serbia; 
Dragica Ivanović, Head of Department of the 
Active Employment Policy in the Employment 
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Veteran and Social Affairs; Martins Krievins, 
SIGMA expert; as well as interviewees from the 
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thuania (Egle Rimkute, Inga Kirstukaitė, Nijolė 
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The aim of this study is to promote a discussion 
on possible models of institutionalising policy 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) in Serbia, as 
well as on the means available to include civil 
society organizations (CSOs). In the context of 
democratic consolidation and economic trans-
ition in Serbia, mechanisms and practices of 
holding policy makers accountable are gradual-
ly being established. Moreover, monitoring the 
implementation of reforms and evaluating the-
ir effects are particularly important in the ac-
cession negotiations with the European Union 
(EU), since the effective and sustainable im-
plementation of the acquis will essentially de-
termine the very dynamics of the negotiations, 
and eventually Serbia’s membership in the EU. 
However, in Serbia there are no sufficiently de-
veloped structures and procedures that would 
allow a permanent monitoring of results. Ad-
ditionally, there are no well-established modes 
of cooperation between the governmental and 
non-government sector in that regard, while 
examples of good practices remain rudimenta-
ry.

The study provides an overview of CSO invo-
lvement in policy M&E in Serbia and the level 
of institutionalization of these activities. The 
methodology of the study is based on a quali-
tative approach. In addition to the analysis of 
available primary and secondary documents 
through desk research, the dominant method of 
analysis was a multiple case study of good prac-
tices across EU Member States, which served as 
a source of ideas on future improvements of the 
emerging M&E system in Serbia.

In basic terms, policy monitoring involves data 
collection during policy implementation and 
then processing, analysing and making use of 
the collected data in the planning of further 
steps in the implementation. Policy evaluation 
entails the use of analysed data at stage of mo-
nitoring so as to assess the performance, effi-
ciency and/or final effects of the policy that is 
being or was implemented.

There is no systematic approach to policy M&E 
in Serbia. The system of policy planning, as a 
groundwork for regulating M&E, is not suffi-
ciently consolidated, while the hierarchy of 
plans and strategic documents of the govern-
ment is not clearly established and their func-
tional relationships are not determined. Due 
to a lack of a “top-down” prioritisation (centre 
of government performing a greater role in 
regards to the coordination of ministries’ the 
work and quality control), line ministries deve-
lop sectoral strategies without taking into ac-
count whether they fit the country’s long-term 
and medium-term development goals. As a re-
sult, there is approximately one hundred stra-
tegies in force with different time frames and 
conflicted goals, which represents an obstacle 
to consistent implementation. In addition, the 
majority of strategic documents is not linked 
to the budget framework, nor do they contain 
a financial frame for their implementation and 
clearly defined performance indicators, which 
in most cases leads to no monitoring of the stra-
tegy implementation. The strategic planning 
system is insufficiently coherent, which signi-
ficantly impedes the development of the M&E 
system and good practices in this area.

Furthermore, the policy M&E culture in Serbia 
is still not adequate: there is a lack of under-
standing of the importance of M&E processes, 
mechanisms by which they are conducted and 
actors that they should/could gather; the M&E 
market is underdeveloped on both the supply 
and demand side; the institutional environ-
ment does not offer its full support to the deve-
lopment of an evaluation culture. Additionally, 
the M&E culture is underdeveloped due to unfa-
vourable historical conditions and weak efforts 
made towards building an enabling environ-
ment necessary for its advancement.

The research within this project revealed that 
some of the biggest challenges of CSOs involve-
ment in M&E are the scarcity of cooperation be-
tween state representatives and CSOs, the lack 

ii. In Brief
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of a systematic approach to cooperation and 
the low awareness of the importance of M&E. 
Weak organisational and human capacities of 
CSOs, as well as a strong need for additional 
trainings, further hinder the establishment of a 
constructive cooperation. Institutional mecha-
nisms which are more adequate for ensuring 
CSO involvement in M&E would contribute to 
a clearer understanding of their role. Namely, 
this role is multifaceted and includes (1) mo-
nitoring public policies within their field of 
expertise and raising public awareness on tho-
se issues, (2) advocating of a particular appro-
ach or solution to a problem, (3) conducting re-
search activities and generating studies useful 
for policy M&E, or (4) providing services for the 
purpose of policy M&E.

In the areas of social policy and employment in 
Serbia, there are a few examples of well-deve-
loped M&E practices that could serve as a role 
model for a systematic involvement of CSOs in 
M&E. In the employment sector, a number of in-
stitutions have a prominent role in monitoring 
the implementation of the National Employ-
ment Strategy. In the social policy sector, it is 
the Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Unit 
(SIPRU) which plays the central role in M&E 
and allows CSOs to take part. 

Comparative practice illustrates CSO participa-
tion in M&E activities, however those cases are ra-
rely institutionalized. Their involvement is mostly 
concerned with writing independent reports and 
exercising pressure on officials to deliver credible 
data. Organisations that provide services to the 
citizens, such as those which help the socially vul-
nerable, are in some cases the primary producers 
of the data that is then used by the government 
as official facts. In most cases, however, those data 
serve to the government only as supplementary 
sources during the monitoring process.

The analysis of the practice in EU Member Sta-
tes demonstrates a number of examples of CSO 
involvement in policy evaluation. Alongside 
several think tanks and independent research 
institutes specialised in producing studies and 
evaluation reports, the research showed that 
CSO representatives tend to be wary of taking 
part in evaluation. The reason stated is the fear 
that those activities would compromise the 
reputation of an otherwise independent and 
neutral actor, who is working in public interest. 
This position might seem paradoxical at first, 
considering that external evaluations are con-
ducted specifically with the aim to obtain an 

independent opinion. However, in such circum-
stances where there are ever less opportunities 
for achieving financial sustainability, evaluation 
reports could serve as one of the options for en-
suring diversity of CSO funding sources.

After examining models in the comparative 
practise, there are three possible scenarios for 
Serbia in order to establish an M&E system gro-
unded on evidence supplied by the civil society. 
The first option is a system suitable for a low 
evaluation culture and insufficiently construc-
tive relations between the CSOs and decision 
makers. In such a system, the centre of govern-
ment would have a higher level of authority and 
control in relation to the ministries, to ensu-
re that ministries are gradually acquiring the 
skills necessary to conduct a proper M&E. CSOs 
would be members of the working groups for 
monitoring, but also external actors, in terms 
of independent political participation, placing 
pressure on the authorities to submit data, as 
well as producing relevant data and analyses 
for the purpose of independent M&E. This mo-
del is designed according to the initial phase of 
building the M&E system in Lithuania.

The second option goes further than the first 
in terms of strengthening the effectiveness of 
M&E and CSO involvement. It is suitable for 
countries where CSOs have a considerable in-
fluence and significance in the political life and 
where decision makers are ready to accept cri-
ticism, in other words – countries with a deve-
loped evaluation culture. Such a system would 
be results-oriented, which would strengthen 
the evidence-based policy making. As a result 
of their knowledge and experience, the mini-
stries would become more independent from 
the centre of government, in terms of choosing 
the means of monitoring and evaluation. This 
combined model is based on a system applied 
by the European Commission. 

The third option requires the deepest reforms 
and a particularly high level of evaluation cul-
ture and evidence-based policy making. This 
option sees the civil society as an integral part 
of the political life, a constructive critic of the 
government and an integral part of the M&E 
system, as well as a primary data producer 
competing to participate as an external evalu-
ator. Such a system would be results-based and 
the centre of government would have a role in 
examining the compliance between horizontal 
and cross-sectoral policies. The inspiration for 
considering this model was the Finnish system.
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Considering the analysed situation in Serbia, 
the first option would be the most applicable in 
the short and medium term. Its advantage lies 
in the high level of feasibility, for it would ac-
tually represent a continuation of the on-going 
efforts to build a strategic planning system and 
M&E structures, as well as to increase relevance 
and influence of CSOs in decision-making. With 
the recently established Public Policy Secreta-
riat (PPS), it seems that the basic requirements 
are present and that the centre of Government 
has the capacity to take up the role described 
in the first option. This model provides a basic 
CSO involvement in the structures designed 
for policy monitoring (e.g. cross-sectoral pu-
blic groups, and/or councils), however due to 
a limited capacity, the state would be obliged to 
take into account and consider the comments of 
CSOs, without necessarily adopting them. Even-
tually, as the development of an evaluation cul-
ture and capacity in both public administration 
and civil society sectors proceeds, this basic 
model could progress into the second option, 
and in the best case scenario, after several go-
vernment mandates it could even evolve into 
the third option. 
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While conducting the project activities (se-
lection of interviewees and panellists for the 
round table and public debate),1the research 

1 Based on: “Basic Terminology and Frameworks for Moni-
toring and Evaluation”, UNAIDS, 2009, p. 18-20; European 
Commission, DG Secretariat General, “Evaluation Guideli-
nes”, November 2013, p. 7-8.

Context and 
assumptions

Refers to social, political and economic circumstances in the area of 
applied policy, and their potential impact. Assumptions are based on a 
thorough understanding of the contextual factors and evidence-based 
knowledge.

Subject of M&E Characteristics of the problem/policy that should be resolved with 
intervention.

Goals
Should reflect the necessities of the intended intervention and the 
relationship between the problem and the circumstances that existed 
prior to considering the intervention. 

Indicators
Qualitative or quantitative variables suitable for a reliable measuring of 
outcomes, assessing performance or detecting changes resulting from the 
intervention.

Inputs Data/assets needed in policy implementation (e.g. material and human 
resources for road construction).

Activities Based on inputs, actions taken towards policy implementation. 
Outputs Direct results of the intervention (e.g. number of km of constructed road).

Outcomes Current or short-term results, defined on the basis of the specified 
intervention goals.

Impact Broadly defined changes in a longer period of time, based on general 
intervention goals.

Monitoring A systematic data collection towards gaining insight of the specific policy 
at a given time in relation to the targets and results.

Evaluation
A logical continuation of the monitoring process: based on the data 
and information collected during monitoring, evaluation analyses and 
measures the impact of the implemented policy.

Civil sector  
Includes not only citizens’ associations, but also media, trade unions and 
employers as social partners, as well as other relevant social actors who 
jointly participate in the reform process and in building a mutual trust in 
the overall democratization of institutions and society in general.

iii. Introductory Remarks and Key 
Terms1

team sought to ensure an equal representation 
of male and female participants.2 

2 From 38 interviewees 20 are females; 4 out of 6 round 
table panellists and 4 out of 7 public debate panellists.
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I. Introduction

I.1. Context
Improving country performance and effective-
ness of public policies require continuous re-
visioning, measuring achieved vis-à-vis target 
goals, and their relation, as well as evaluating 
the results and success of realised activities. To-
day, governments are facing a constant pressu-
re from citizens and are strongly influenced by 
public opinion to improve their administrative 
and economic efficiency. Among other reasons, 
the increasing number of complex and techni-
cal issues which require expertise compel de-
cision-makers to seek assistance from external 
actors. In order to meet the constant demands 
of different stakeholders to deliver results, in 
developed countries the state apparatus has 
gradually accepted result-oriented public ma-
nagement. Under such circumstances, M&E are 
a powerful tool and an integral part of a pro-
perly designed and implemented government 
policy.

Serbia has not been immune to these trends. 
Having in mind the context of democratic con-
solidation and economic transition, as well as 
the accession negotiations, one is witnessing 
the development of mechanisms and practices 
for placing pressure on decision-makers and 
calling for responsible action and political be-
haviour. However, there are neither established 
structures and procedures allowing a systema-
tic result monitoring, nor appropriate modes of 
cooperation of the governmental and non-go-
vernmental sectors in this regard. Additionally, 
good practice examples are rudimentary. 

The subject of this study is to indicate the po-
ssibilities of effective policy M&E with eviden-
ce supplied by the civil society organisations 
(CSOs). In basic terms, policy monitoring invo-
lves data collection during policy implementa-
tion and then processing, analysing and using 
the collected data in the planning of the next 
steps in policy implementation. Policy evalu-
ation involves the use of data analysed under 

the monitoring process to assess the perfor-
mance, efficiency and/or final effects of the po-
licy that is being or was implemented.

The aim of this study is to promote a discussion 
on potential models of institutionalising policy 
M&E in Serbia, as well as on means of including 
CSOs in these activities. In the context of the im-
minent membership negotiations, monitoring 
the implementation of reforms and evaluating 
their effects are particularly important since 
the effective and sustainable implementation 
of the acquis will essentially determine the very 
dynamics of the negotiations. As stated in the 
EU Negotiating Framework for Serbia presen-
ted on 21 January 2013, “Serbia will be requ-
ested to indicate its position in relation to the 
acquis and to report on its progress in meeting 
the benchmarks, including by providing relia-
ble and comparable statistical data on reform 
implementation as required [emphasis added]. 
Serbia’s correct transposition and, where ap-
propriate, implementation of the acquis, inclu-
ding effective and efficient application through 
appropriate administrative and judicial struc-
tures, will determine the pace of negotiations.”3 
In addition, the Framework indicates that the 
action plans based on screening reports pre-
pared by the Commission for particular nego-
tiating chapters should be developed through 
a transparent process of consultation with all 
relevant stakeholders to ensure maximum sup-
port for their implementation.4 Action plans 
for Chapters 23 – Judiciary and Fundamental 
Rights, and Chapter 24 – Justice, Freedom and 
Security will have to include a timeframe for 
the implementation of the recommendations 
from the screening reports, as well as a reliable 

3 Inter-Governmental Conference on Accession to the Eu-
ropean Union – Serbia, Accession Document, Negotiating 
Framework, point 48, p. 19. Available at: �http://regi-�http://regi-
ster.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&t=PDF&gc=tru-
e&sc=false&f=AD%201%202014%20INIT˃
4 Ibid., point 11, p. 5.
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estimate of costs and financial means.5 Strong 
administrative capacity will also be important 
for an effective control of the EU Instrument for 
Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA).6 The use and 
management of IPA funds will be subject to in-
creased and more complex M&E on the part of 
the EU, in particular the Commission’s Directo-
rate General for Enlargement,7 which implies 
that Serbia will be requested to thoroughly 
monitor and report on the effects of the funds 
spent.

The aforementioned demonstrates that for a 
successful outcome of the negotiations process 
and the future EU membership of Serbia, along-
side solid capacities for policy M&E in the pu-
blic administration, non-governmental actors 
also need to be empowered in order to be able 
to participate in this process. The increased 
EU emphasis on M&E and on sustainability of 
meeting the EU membership criteria including 
transparency and inclusiveness of the process, 
shows an exceptional precedent in the current 
EU enlargement policy compared to the pre-
vious enlargements. During negotiations with 
the countries that have so far joined the EU, 
the Commission did not have control mecha-
nisms developed to such an extent that it me-
asures the implementation of reforms. There-
fore, observing policy M&E through the prism 
of membership negotiations, in particular the 
candidate’s administrative capacities to mana-
ge these activities, could be considered as a new 
and unexplored field in the academic and policy 
communities. At the same time, since good mo-
nitoring and evaluation require transparency, 
expertise and analytical skills, the potential of 
CSOs as resources for conducting independent 
analyses for the purpose of policy M&E in Ser-
bia has also not been explored or sufficiently 
taken advantage of.

5 European Commission, DG Enlargement, presentation 
on the new negotiation approach for the chapters 23 and 
24, available at: <http://www.seio.gov.rs/upload/docu-
ments/eu_dokumenta/seminar_pristupni_pregovori/
new_approach_accession_negotiations.pdf>
6 Conference on Accession to the European Union – Ser-
bia, Accession Document, Negotiating Framework, point 
37, p. 17. Available at: <http://register.consilium.europa.
eu/doc/srv?l=EN&t=PDF&gc=true&sc=false&f=AD%20
1%202014%20INIT>
7 See European Commission, “Guidance Document on 
Monitoring and Evaluation – European Regional Fund 
and Cohesion Fund”, January 2014. Available at: <http://
ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/2014/
working/wd_2014_en.pdf>

I.2. Methodology, Scope and 
Structure of the Study
CSO involvement in policy M&E process is a 
relatively new practice and therefore not fa-
miliar enough. It also represents an under-re-
searched field in the current literature, which 
has been predominantly focused on CSOs’ role 
in monitoring and evaluation of foreign donors’ 
and international organisations’ development 
programmes. Since the establishment of an in-
stitutionalised state-level system is a precondi-
tion for a systematic CSO involvement in policy 
M&E, this study mainly focuses on examining 
the available state systems and practices in the 
field.

The methodology of the study is based on a qu-
alitative approach, which is considered to be 
the most appropriate to meet the requirements 
of the study due to the possibilities of inductive 
research. In addition to the analysis of availa-
ble primary and secondary documents thro-
ugh desk research, the dominant method was a 
multiple case studies analysis. Considering the 
underdeveloped M&E system in Serbia, resear-
chers aimed to identify best existing practices. 
The comparison of the systems and practices in 
Serbia, on one hand, and in Lithuania, Finland 
and the EU, on the other, proved to be useful 
since the foreign experience offers to be highly 
instructive for Serbia, bearing in mind their de-
veloped M&E systems and different practices of 
involving CSOs in these processes. Data was col-
lected through the technique of interviews with 
civil servants, representatives of professional 
and academic communities, representatives of 
ministries and state institutions in Lithuania 
and Finland, EU officials, as well as using data 
and information from available documents. For 
a more detailed explanation of the methodolo-
gy, including the approach of this study, techni-
ques for the selection of interviewees and an 
explanation of the choice of case studies, please 
see Annex I.

The study is focused on policy M&E research, 
specifically on the policies, which are used by 
the state to intervene or implement a previously 
defined work programme/strategy documents. 
Therefore, it does not attempt to interfere with 
either the characteristics of the M&E of inter-
national development projects or other pro-
grammes that do not include the participation 
of state authorities, or with the ex-ante form of 
evaluation. Admittedly, numerous studies rela-



How to Get Results in Public Policies?16

ted to development projects M&E were of great 
importance for a conceptual understanding of 
these categories, however, the purpose of the 
study requires a special focus on public policy, 
more specifically on the examination of systems 
and structures necessary for conducting M&E. 
The underlying reason for such a focus is the 
underdeveloped policy M&E system in Serbia, 
the previously described conditions regarding 
the accession negotiations, as well as the need 
for a strategic consideration of the possibilities 
for CSO participation and contribution to these 
processes.

The study is divided into five chapters. Follo-
wing the first, introductory chapter, the second 
chapter provides the analytical framework, in-
troducing the reader to the basics of the moni-
toring and evaluation concepts and CSO invo-
lvement in those activities. The third chapter 
provides an overview of the situation related to 
the situation in Serbia – the legal and institutio-
nal framework, as well as the existing practices 
of CSO involvement in M&E. The evaluation of 
three options for building an M&E system in 
Serbia are given in the fourth chapter, on the 
basis of the examined models of Lithuania, Fin-
land and the European Union. Finally, the fifth 
chapter summarises the research results and 
gives arguments for the selection of one of pre-
sented options, including a number of general 
recommendations.
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II.1. What is Monitoring and What 
is Evaluation?
Despite the fact that the two notions are most 
often being used jointly, as a syntagma, monito-
ring and evaluation are two separate concepts, 
with their own definitions, logic and methods 
of conducting. Monitoring is a systematic data 
collection for the purpose of gaining insight in 
particular policies at a given time in relation to 
targets and results.8 Data collection is perfor-
med by monitoring the developed indicators, 
which should be logically and content-wise 
related to the identified goals. Information col-
lected in this way (based on monitoring of in-
dicators) serves as a basis for the notification 
on the development of policies/programmes, 
which also gives an insight into the perceived 
problems during the intervention. Evaluation 
is a logical continuation of the monitoring pro-
cess: based on the collected data and informa-
tion from monitoring, evaluation analyses and 
measures the impact of the implemented poli-
cy. Evaluation provides data, which show if the 
desired effects are achieved and answers the 
question of why targets and outcomes are or 
are not being achieved.9 The main task of evalu-
ation is to use the information gained through 
monitoring to determine the relevance and su-
stainability of the given policy by observing the 
impact it had, the achieved effects and reached 
goals.10 In that regard, evaluation should provi-
de credible and useful information for incorpo-
rating the lessons learned into decision-making 
and policymaking processes.11 In the best-case 

8 J. Z. Kuzek, R. C. Rist, “Ten Steps to a Results-Based Mo-
nitoring and Evaluation System”, The World Bank, 2004, 
p. 13.
9 J. Z. Kuzek, R. C. Rist, “Ten Steps to a Results-Based Mo-
nitoring and Evaluation System”, The World Bank, 2004, 
p. 13.
10 J. Z. Kuzek, R. C. Rist, “Ten Steps to a Results-Based Mo-
nitoring and Evaluation System”, The World Bank, 2004, 
p. 12.
11  Ibid.

scenario, evaluation will offer a comparative in-
sight into ex ante and ex post situation and ana-
lysis of positive and/or negative developments 
during the intervention. 12

Therefore, by comparing the two definitions, it 
can be concluded that they are distinct but yet 
complementary. Unlike evaluation, monitoring 
is limited to the relation between the imple-
mentation and the outcomes of the accompli-
shed activities.13 While monitoring provides in-
formation on the situation and status of a policy 
at a given time in relation to the targets, evalu-
ation aims to explain why targets and outcomes 
are or are not achieved. The complementarity 
is illustrated by the fact that if a monitoring sys-
tem sends signals that the intervention going 
off track, then an information gained through 
evaluation helps clarify the reality and changes 
noticed.14 

A systematic policy M&E first developed in the 
United States before the World War I, in the so-
cial policy field: e.g. researches were conducted 
on topics such as literacy of the population and 
on the decrease of the mortality rates. By the 
third decade of the 20th century, social scien-
tists developed rigorous research methods 
for assessing social programmes in numerous 
fields.15 After the World War II, an intensive de-
velopment of programme measurements eva-
luation emerged on the European continent as 
well, and scientific articles and books on evalu-
ation research encountered a rapid growth. At 
the beginning, the evaluations were initialised 
and designed by the social scientists. Eventual-
ly, decision-makers started to show interest in 
the evaluations of the scientists due to the qu-

12 Monitoring and Evaluation, Chapter 5, available at: 
<http://www.ifad.org/hfs/tools/hfs/bsfpub/bsf_7.pdf> 
13  Ibid.
14 Kuzek, Rist, op. cit., str. 13.
15 H. Peter Rossi, Mark W. Lipsey, Howard E. Freeman, “Eva-
luation: A Systematic Approach”, seventh edition, Sage Pu-
blications, Inc., 2004, p. 8.

II. Policy Monitoring and Evaluation 
and the Role of Civil Society – 

Analytical Framework
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The Place of M&E in the Policy Cycle18

If policymaking is seen as a continuous cycle, 
starting from the policy formulation phase and 
continuing with policy implementation, policy 
M&E are conducted in the last stage of the cycle, 
when it is necessary to assess the effectiveness 

18  Based on: Milena Lazarević, Sena Marić and Amanda 
Orza, “Policymaking and EU Accession Negotiations: Get-
ting Results for Serbia,” European Policy Centre, GIZ, De-
cember 2013, p.15.

          Evaluation

 • Analysis why intended results are or  
    are not achieved

 • Examines the implementation  
    process

 • Explores unintended results

 • Provides insight for “lessons learned” 

  • Points on positive aspects of policy  
    implementation 

 • Provides recommendations for  
    improvement/change of the given policy 

Table 1: Complementary Roles of M&E 16

ality of their work and findings. That today evo-
lved into a situation when public authorities, 
administration and general public are the main 
drivers of the evaluation16activities.17

16 Based on UNAIDS, “Basic Terminology and Frameworks 
for Monitoring and Evaluation”, UNAIDS, 2009. and J. Z. 
Kuzek, R. C. Rist, “Ten Steps to a Results-Based Monitoring 
and Evaluation System”, The World Bank, 2004, p. 15.
17  Ibid., p. 9.
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           Monitoring

 • Clarifies programme objectives

 • Links activities to their objectives

 • Translates objectives into  
    performance indicators 

 • Collects data on indicators and  
    compares actual results with targets

 • Reports on policy development  
    and draws attention on problems
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of the given policy and bring a decision on its 
future steps (Diagram 1).19

All three stages of policymaking are inter-de-
pendent and inter-linked.20 For successful M&E 
it is important to predefine the desired results 
and indicators for measuring target achieve-
ment during the policy formulation phase. If 
policy foundations are well-laid, through pro-
per policy formulation, the second stage – po-
licy implementation – is also likely to be suc-
cessfully realised. As each implementation has 
its flaws, the role of M&E is precisely to point 
out these limits. The indicators and targets, 
predefined in the first policymaking stage, as 
well as implementation experience, should se-
rve as benchmarks, which will provide answers 
to the question of whether and to what extent it 
is necessary to revise and improve the existing 
policy. If properly carried out, M&E offers a con-
stant source of feedback which helps policyma-
kers to achieve the desired results. 21

Benefits of Policy M&E

Depending on the context, the M&E system has 
different purposes and objectives, which can be 
interconnected and complementary, and can 
roughly be sorted as follows:

�� Reporting (ethical purpose): Informing citi-
zens and policymakers on the outcomes of 

19  Based on interview with officials from European Com-
mission Secretariat-General for Evaluation, Brussels, 1 
April 2014. 
20 For more on policy formulation, see Milena Lazarević, 
Sena Marić and Amanda Orza, “Policymaking and EU Ac-
cession Negotiations: Getting Results for Serbia,” Europe-
an Policy Centre, GIZ, December 2013.
21 J. Z. Ruzek, R. C. Rist, “Ten Steps to a Results-Based Mo-
nitoring and Evaluation System,” The World Bank, 2004, 
p. xii. 

a certain policy: the way in which the po-
licy has been implemented and the extent 
to which its objectives have been achieved. 
This indirectly encourages decision-maker 
accountability, as well as an increased awa-
reness and need for evidence-based policy 
making.

�� Better management (managerial purpose): 
Policy M&E provides answers relevant for 
the internal organisation and rational hu-
man and financial resources management 
of state institutions responsible for the gi-
ven policy.

�� Decision initiation (decision-making purpo-
se): M&E results serve as an engine for dri-
ving decisions about whether to continue, 
change or terminate the way in which a par-
ticular policy is being led.

�� Learning (development purpose): The M&E 
system helps public administration autho-
rities to better understand the processes 
and goals of the policies in which they are 
engaged.22 

The benefits of a well-established and functio-
ning policy M&E system are numerous for both 
decision makers and public administration in-
stitutions on the one hand, and for external sta-
keholders, on the other.

�� For public administration: Information con-
tinuously acquired through the M&E system 
allows policymakers and civil servants to le-
arn from their mistakes and improve their 
work and efficiency. 

22 Adapted from Linda G. Morra Imas, Ray C. Rist, “Put do 
rezultata: Dizajniranje i provođenje efektivnih razvojnih 
evaluacija,” World Bank, 2009, p. 11. 

Diagram 2: Interconnectedness between the basic elements of monitoring and evaluation19 
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�� For external actors (citizens, CSOs, business 
associations and others): Data obtained 
through M&E are used for assessing govern-
ment work, as well as measuring its results, 
drawing conclusions and making decisions 
regarding future steps. 23

An effective M&E system actually increases 
state actor responsibility in terms of achieving 
the promised results. At the same time, M&E 
can be seen as tools for building trust between 
the state and citizens as well as a constructive 
partnership between public administration and 
non-governmental actors, who can both mutu-
ally benefit from the M&E system.

Selecting Data for Conducting M&E

One of the conditions for effectively conducting 
M&E is to establish an evidence-base or to ga-
ther data that will be most useful for building 
M&E system. Therefore, it is necessary to deve-
lop a data selection methodology, which meets 
technical standards, while at the same time pro-
vides usable data. In other words, the challenge 
is to find a proper balance between the rigorous 
technical data requirements – verifiable and re-
23  According to: R. Daft, “Organization Theory and Design,” 
South-Western, Cengage Learning, 2013; R. M. Burton, B. 
Obel, G. DeSanctis, “Organizational Design: A Step by Step 
Approach,” Cambridge. Second edition, 2011.

liable data, on the one hand, and data relevance, 
i.e. the data that will have a utility value, on the 
other hand, because if one of these components 
is missing, the data will be obsolete. For this re-
ason, it is necessary to find a formula that will 
help render credible and methodologically ri-
gorous data understandable and usable.

A variety of relevant actors who formally or 
informally assess and criticise the processes 
or outcomes of a certain policy are involved in 
the M&E system.24 In general, actors included in 
government policy M&E can be divided in two 
groups:

�� Data providers – individuals or organisa-
tions who are a source of useful information 
for the purposes of policy M&E (statistical 
offices, institutes, civil society organisa-
tions, research centres, etc.)

�� Data users – individuals or organisations 
who use the information obtained through 
M&E for drawing their own conclusions and 
making decisions about their future actions. 

24  M. Howlett, M. Ramesh, “Studying Public Policy: Policy 
Cycles and Policy Subsystems,” Oxford University Press, 
1995, p. 207.

Diagram 3: From data through information to knowledge23
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To ensure the successful functioning of the M&E 
system, data providers and data users need to 
work closely together. However, their coopera-
tion is most often faced with various challenges.

The initial challenge when it comes to the ac-
tors is how to overcome the gap and foster dialo-
gue between these two groups – data providers 
and data users – who rarely cooperate.25 On the 
one hand, data producers know how to collect 
and generate relevant data, while on the other 
hand, data beneficiaries know what data they 
need, when and why.26 The gap mostly lies in 
the fact that the data generated by the provi-
ders, no matter how technically correct and re-
liable, is not at the same time the exact data ne-
eded by users – it is not relevant enough. How 
to acquire data and how to critically approach 
it is becoming an increasing important skill for 
policymakers. Without such knowledge it is dif-
ficult to ensure demand for evidence and data 
and consequently, to establish the practical usa-
bility of the data.27 

Another big challenge in terms of cooperation 
between the data providers and data users 
lies in compliance with the neutrality require-
ment. The issue of the neutrality of the actors 
who have been entrusted with preparing M&E 
studies on certain policies is one of the key 
challenges in terms of ensuring validity and 
credibility. Comparative practice shows that 
M&E reports can be prepared internally – by 
the competent ministerial department, or by 
external actors – scientific institutes, research 
CSOs, consultancies or a consortium of organi-
sations, engaged by the government via tender 
process. Self-evaluation by state actors per se, 
raises concerns about neutrality, however, it 
is essential in terms of encouraging a sense of 
“ownership” and responsibility over a given 
policy. In addition, self-evaluation is useful for 
identifying the limits and challenges of the in-
ternal organisation and management.28 On the 
other hand, the neutrality and independence 
of the evaluations conducted by organisations 
engaged by the state is questionable, since it is 
in their interest that the government is satis-
25  Marco Segone, presentation “Country-led M&E Systems,” 
UNICEF CEE/CIS, 2009. Available at: <https://www.you-
tube.com/watch?v=Ezfl7NrqE9E>.
26  Ibid.
27  T. Tzavaras Catsambas, S. De Silva; D. Dhar, “Evaluation 
and Civil Society: Stakeholder’s Perspectives on National 
Capacity Developments,” UNICEF, 2009, p. 30.
28  Telephone interview with a former high-level employee 
of the Government of Lithuania, 30January 2014.

fied with the findings and tone of the reports so 
that they may be rehired in the future as well.29 
Finally, although independent expert organi-
sations and institutes represent neutral actors 
conducting evaluations, in light of their narrow 
expertise in particular areas, they often unreali-
stically estimate the benefits of a given policy or 
overemphasise the possible risks as a result of 
selecting the wrong methodology and data for 
the purposes of M&E.30 The question of neutra-
lity in the M&E process is thoroughly discussed 
in Chapter III. 

II.1.a. Prerequisites for a Functioning 
System of Government Policy M&E

A functioning policy M&E system is considered 
to be a system that is (1) cost-efficient and (2) 
effective in terms of its performance. Building a 
functioning system of government policy M&E 
requires fulfilling several important prerequ-
isites of a political, administrative, technical, 
technological and human nature. These precon-
ditions can be systematised in two groups: (1) 
building capacity for establishing a functional 
M&E system (2) building a M&E culture. 

Building Capacity for Establishing a 
Functional M&E System

In order to develop a functioning policy M&E 
system, political prerequisites should be ad-
dressed first. This implies a strong political de-
termination of decision-makers to introduce a 
M&E system and practices, to publicly release 
data on their work plan and to provide insight 
into the distribution of the state budget, all of 
this must be supported by data acquired thro-
ugh the constant updating of the statistical da-
tabase. While a functioning M&E system is on 
the one hand, a useful tool for evidence-based 
decision-making, on the other hand it may im-
pose limits on decision-makers, since the com-
mitment to a particular policy course and the 
obligation to report information decrease the 
space for political manoeuvring.31 It is there-
fore no wonder that establishing a continuous 
and sustainable M&E system in countries with 

29  Interview with a SIGMA representative, Belgrade 16 
January 2014.
30  Interview with a SIGMA representative, Paris, 31 Janu-
ary 2014.
31  J. Z. Ruzek, R. C. Rist, “Ten Steps to a Results-Based Moni-
toring and Evaluation System,“ The World Bank, 2004, p. 
21.
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an underdeveloped democratic political culture 
poses a specific challenge.

Along with securing political support for the es-
tablishment of a M&E system, it is necessary to 
ensure that the technical requirements are met 
– the administrative and technical capacity-
-building of the public administration. In other 
words, it is necessary to establish a methodo-
logy for creating indicators and a methodology 
for collecting and analysing performance data 
in relation to the indicators set. In that regard, 
in order to conduct M&E and measure policy 
outcomes, it is essential that the state has solid 
statistical capacity – accurate, verifiable, trans-
parent data that is publicly available.32

Fulfilment of the political and technical pre-
requisites will not lead to a functioning M&E 
system unless state officials possess the skills 
to manage the available methodology and data. 
Therefore, in parallel with the establishment 
of a M&E system, the strengthening of the ca-
pacity of civil servants to conduct analyses and 
use data for policy M&E is needed.33 One of the 
main challenges with respect to training civil 
servants is how to select relevant data which 
will be useful for M&E, and how to manage 
the available data, much of which adds no va-
lue to this process.34 Specifically, high-level ci-
vil servants (i.e. Assistant Ministers) should be 
trained in strategic evaluation planning, con-
ducting evaluations, and promoting and using 
the evaluation results in further activities.35 
Moreover, middle-level civil servants (Heads of 
Departments and Sectors) should be trained in 
understanding the role and importance of eva-
luation and managing the process.36

Building a M&E Culture

Besides developing technical capacity, building 
an efficient and effective policy M&E system 
requires raising awareness among citizens and 
decision-makers. In order to stimulate the M&E 
process, a data collection practice should exist, 
but that is not the only factor. It is essential that 
society as a whole believes that such practices 
will have a beneficial impact on society and its 
32  Ibid, p. 22.
33  Ibid.
34  Ibid.
35  T. Tzavaras Catsambas, S. De Silva; D. Dhar, “Evaluation 
and Civil Society: Stakeholder’s Perspectives on National 
Capacity Developments,” UNICEF, 2009, p. 23.
36  Ibid.

progress, and that they therefore need to be de-
veloped. In other words, society has to foster a 
policy M&E culture.

Culture can be defined as a unique system of 
shared behavioural assumptions, beliefs, va-
lues   and norms common to a certain group of 
people, organization or a society as a whole in a 
certain period of time.37 Every society is at some 
point characterised by specific beliefs, lifestyles 
and behaviours. In the context of policy M&E, 
there are cultures that highly value M&E as an 
important activity in the policy-making pro-
cess, and there are those that do not recognise 
the importance of these activities. A stable envi-
ronment, in which M&E are fostered, places a 
highly value on the performance and results of 
a certain policy, seeks for evidence and consi-
ders evidence as truly pertinent in the decision-
-making process. Consequently, “evaluation 
culture” is defined as a culture which decisively 
monitors information on policy performance 
for the purposes of using that information for 
better management of the policymaking pro-
cess and provision of better results/effects of 
implemented policies.38

An evaluation culture is characterised by the fol-
lowing: (1) constant and systematic data collec-
tion with the aim of reviewing and questioning 
the actions taken, (2) learning by doing, and (3) 
an investigative approach to problem solving.39

(1) A culture that values M&E has a positive atti-
tude towards systematic data collection becau-
se this produces knowledge which is essential 
to examining its performance and actions. An 
evaluation culture, therefore, encourages self-
-examination and self-reflection. The emphasis 
within this culture is put on: 

37  G. Hofstede, “Culture’s Consequences,” 2nd ed., Sage 
Publications, 2001.
38  J. Mayne, “Building an Evaluative Culture for Effective 
Evaluation and Results Management,” ILAC Working Pa-
per 8, Rome Institutional Learning and Change Initiative, 
2008; Vladimir Balakirev et al., “New trends in Develop-
ment Evaluation,” M. Segone (ed), UNICEF, 2006. 
39  According to/Adapted from: : J. Mayne, “Building an 
Evaluative Culture for Effective Evaluation and Results 
Management,” ILAC Working Paper 8, Rome Institutional 
Learning and Change Initiative, 2008; A. Berthoin Antal, 
U. Lenhardt, R. Rosenbrock, “Barriers to Organizational 
Learning,” in: M. Dierkes, A. Bethoin, J. Child, I. Nonaka 
(eds) Handbook of Organisational Learning & Knowledge, 
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2003; Country-led Evalu-
ations and Systems: Practical experiences of the Cen-
tral and Eastern European Region, Regional Workshop, 
Prague, Czech Republic, June 19–20, 2006.
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�� Consistent and continuous revision of the 
actions taken by decision-makers;

�� Searching for credible and relevant eviden-
ce for drawing conclusions on policy ef-
fects/impacts;

�� Use of data on effects/impact to revise exi-
sting activities and find support for their 
continuation, or termination if their effects 
are inadequate;

�� Fostering continuous dialogue, based on 
tolerance and diversity, between all parties 
interested in policy effects.

Focus 1: Evaluation Culture in Finland

According to respondents from Finland, from 
both the governmental and non-governmen-
tal sectors, the evaluation culture in Finland 
is highly developed. It is characterised by: 
good cooperation between data producers 
and data users; public opinion that demands 
reasonable and evidence-based decision-
-making; and a high level of usability of eva-
luation results, which is manifested through 
the incorporation of findings into the poli-
cy-making process. Representatives of the 
Labour Institute for Economic Research, an 
independent research institute, believe that 
the evaluation culture in Finland has not 
been developed to the same extent as in the 
case of the UK for example; however, as the 
most important element they stress the fact 
that state actors in Finland do not prevents 
the publishing of scientific results acquired 
through research. On the contrary, critical 
assessments of government performance are 
highly valued by government actors.40 A re-
spondent from the Ministry of Social Affairs 
emphasised that the evaluation culture has 
further improved with Finland’s member-
ship in the EU (Finland acceded to the EU in 
1995), since every EU directive requires ex 
ante and ex post impact assessment.41

(2) A culture that highly values   M&E encoura-
ges learning from its own experience as well 
as from that of others, systematically working 
to gather evidence that will substantiate the 
validity of certain actions, or confirm and pro-

40 Interview with Mr. Heikki Taimi, Labour Institute for 
Economic Research, Helsinki, 26 May 2014.
41 Interview with Mr. Koho Arto, Advisor to the Ministry for 
Social Affairs and Health of Finland Helsinki, 27 May 2014.

ve that certain decisions were inadequate and 
therefore their implementation should be stop-
ped (experience, evidence-based learning). Le-
arning can occur based on proper experience 
(learning by doing) or based on the experience 
of others (learning by listening and observing – 
vicarious learning).42 

For this to be feasible, it is necessary:

�� To offer the possibility of analysing past ac-
tions;

�� To designate the time for learning from 
experience based on the performance mo-
nitoring of existing or previous actions ta-
ken by the government and competent mi-
nistries;

�� That information regarding poor results is 
made available for assessment and proces-
sing, so that useful recommendations for 
future actions can be provided;

�� To provide stimulus and support for the dis-
semination and transfer of knowledge;

�� To consistently develop mechanisms for the 
creation, transfer and retention of knowled-
ge; 

�� To provide the opportunity to learn from 
others (e.g. best practices benchmarking). 

Focus 2: Evaluation Culture in Lithuania 
– The Case of Increased Accountability of 
Public Enterprises 43

Government Coordination Centre (GCC) is 
an independent institution under the Priva-
tisation Agency, whose main function is to 
monitor public enterprises, provide advice 
and guidance for their proper development 
and analyse their results. After examining the 
work reports that enterprises are required to 
submit four times a year, GCC prepares qu-
arterly reports that assess the companies’ 
performances, and then publishes a compre-
hensive annual report evaluating their work 
and results. The purpose of this institution is 

42  Adapted from: A. Berthoin Antal, U. Lenhardt, R. Rosen-
brock, “Barriers to Organizational Learning”, u: M. Dierkes, 
A. Bethoin, J. Child, I. Nonaka (eds) Handbook of Organisa-
tional Learning&Knowledge, Oxford University Press, Ox-
ford, 2003.
43 Interview with Mr. Marius Barys, Director, Government 
Coordination Centre, Vilnius, 17 March 2014.
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to make the work of public enterprises more 
transparent and to increase management ac-
countability for running a good business and 
producing better results. Awareness that pu-
blic companies were not being efficiently ma-
naged existed when this institution was esta-
blished. There was also strong pressure and 
support from the business community. In the 
past three years, GCC has significantly contri-
buted to increasing the transparency of sta-
te institutions, promoting learning based on 
past mistakes and on the experience of public 
enterprises in other countries, particularly in 
Scandinavia. GCC has received a very positive 
response from the business community, since 
the money from the state budget allocated for 
private sector development increases if public 
enterprises operate more efficiently.

(3) A culture that highly values M&E encoura-
ges investigation and research as an approach 
to solving problems and implementing changes. 
Investigation (exploration) includes problem 
solving through experimenting with new types 
of activities and procedures, taking risks and in-
novation. That implies:44

�� Searching for methods to ensure a better and 
more efficient performance of activities;

�� Supporting risk taking.

On the other hand, a weak evaluation culture is 
characterised by the following: 

�� Data on policy performance is collected, but 
is not used for improving the actual policy 
in question;

�� Data on policy performance is collected, but 
is not communicated to the public and/or is 
not available; 

�� The necessity for learning from experience 
and based on policy performance is reco-
gnised, but the exact time and method for 
such learning activities are not determined 
(unstructured process); 

�� Evidence-based policymaking is advocated, 
but in reality the status quo is maintained;

44  J. Mayne, “Building an Evaluative Culture for Effective 
Evaluation and Results Management,” ILAC Working Pa-
per 8, Rome Institutional Learning and Change Initiative, 
2008.

Finally, in the extreme case, there is the situation 
in which performance data is not collected at 
all, society does not show a defined awareness 
on the importance of questioning policy perfor-
mance nor the need to use existing knowledge 
in order to learn something new and apply it to 
support evidence-based policy making. 

Generally speaking, prior to becoming EU Mem-
ber States and in the immediate years following 
their accession, Central and Eastern European 
countries had weak evaluation cultures, mainly 
due to their political and historical institutional 
frameworks. The lack of the evaluation culture 
was reflected in the following:

�� Misunderstanding, abuse and lack of evalu-
ation in many cases. 

�� A negative perception of evaluation, which 
was replaced by audits or inspections of po-
licies and procedures. 

�� Lack of communication between the go-
vernment and the NGO sectors, and inade-
quate and non-transparent dissemination 
of evaluation studies and hence their limi-
ted use;

�� Lack of common norms, indicators and na-
tional standards for conducting evaluation. 

�� Lack of sufficiently developed supply and 
demand in the evaluation market. Evalu-
ation associations rarely existed, evaluation 
market participants were isolated, relying 
on personal contacts, and in some cases lo-
cal evaluators did not exist at all. On the de-
mand side, a strategy or policy framework 
for the development of an evaluation com-
munity was missing.

�� Limited financial and trained human reso-
urces for conducting evaluations.45

Evidence-based policy making

Countries that need to work on building a pu-
blic policy M&E system significantly differ in 
terms of meeting political, technical and human 
preconditions. Therefore, the possible models 

45 Country-led Evaluations and Systems: Practical experi-
ences of the Central and Eastern European Region, Re-
gional Workshop, Prague, Czech Republic, June 19–20, 
2006. <http://www.ideas-int.org/home/index.cfm?navI-<http://www.ideas-int.org/home/index.cfm?navI-
D=1&itemID=1&CFID=846584&CFTOKEN=22211385>
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for building a M&E system should reflect a co-
untry’s specific needs and current capacity. In 
relation to meeting the preconditions for buil-
ding a national M&E system, countries can be 
classified into four groups:46

�� The first group consists of countries with a 
low level of evidence and data availability, 
where decision-makers lack strong mana-
gerial skills as well as the capacity to use 
them. There is no evidence-based but rather 
opinion-based policymaking in these coun-
tries. Due to such conditions, policymaking 
very often does not lead to the desired re-
sults. It is necessary for these countries to 
adopt measures and build a M&E system 
that will at the same time focus on incre-
asing both evidence supply and demand, 
and on improving the dialogue between 
data producers and data users.47 

�� The second group includes countries that 
show a strong awareness and need for evi-
dence-based policymaking, but lack the 
technical capacity. These countries need to 

46  Adapted from: Ministry of Finance of the Republic of 
Lithuania, “Evaluation Capacity Building in Lithuania: 
Experience and Lessons”, 2013, p. 9 and Marco Segone, 
“National Evaluation Capacity Development: conceptual 
framework”, UNICEF, slide 13, available at: <http://www.
slideshare.net/globalfinland/evaluation-capacity-devel-
opment-in-partner-countries-marco-segone-unicef>
47 Ibid, p. 31.

build a M&E system that will focus on in-
creasing availability and enhancing quality 
of data, while both balancing measures for 
improving the evidence base, and ensuring 
a sustainable national evaluation system.48

�� Contrary to the previous case, the third gro-
up includes countries that have a strong 
basis for evidence collection and manage-
ment, but lack the political will and “de-
mand” by decision makers to ensure its use 
during policy-making, or decision makers 
lack capacity for that purpose. In this given 
case, it is necessary to build a system with 
an emphasis on fostering dialogue between 
data producers and data users, as well as on 
measures which will increase the demand 
for data and evidence.49 

�� The fourth group relates to countries in 
which evidence and data are available and 
are properly used for the purpose of M&E. 
Data producers and data beneficiaries 
complement each other and cooperate ef-
ficiently. This represents an ideal case that 
is entirely non-existent in practice, but it is 
something that developed countries strive 
towards.50

48  Ibid.
49  Ibid, p. 32.
50  Ibid.

Diagram 4: The levels of evaluation capacity building 45
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An institutionally grounded and functioning 
M&E system is a characteristic of countries 
with a developed evaluation culture and evi-
dence-based policy making. In order to ensu-
re the selection of the best option for formu-
lating a certain policy, it is necessary to make 
sure that political decisions are backed up with 
evidence and relevant data. This is achieved 
through ex ante impact assessment during the 
policy designing phase, as well as through re-
trospective evaluation, during or after policy 
implementation.51 When observing policyma-
king as a constant cycle, M&E would, as men-
tioned, come after the policy formulation and 
policy implementation phases. However, even 
though it is useful to make distinctions betwe-
en the basic policy phases in order to properly 
understand the policy cycle, it should be noted 
that all the phases are interconnected and in-
ter-dependent. That means that ex ante impact 
assessment, conducted during the policy for-
mulation phase, and retrospective evaluation 
complement each52other: evaluations rely on 
impact assessments in order to identify the an-
ticipated policy implementation methods, whi-
le the already conducted evaluations contribute 
to impact assessment with respect to determi-
ning whether a certain policy has been success-
fully implemented in comparison to expecta-
tions and whether there is a potential need for 
its revision.53 

M&E systems have been built in countries that 
practise evidence-based policymaking for it is 
impossible to foresee with certainty all of the 

51  European Commission, DG Secretariat General, “Public 
Consultation on Commission Guidelines for Evaluation,” 
November 2013, p. 6.
52  Adapted from: Marco Segone, presentation “Country-
led M&E Systems,“ UNICEF CEE/CIS, 2009. Available at: 
<https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ezfl7NrqE9E>
53  Ibid, p. 7. 

effects of a policy. Namely, after the government 
decides to design a policy in a certain way, une-
xpected changes and results may occur during 
implementation since the policy is not only af-
fected by particular government interventions, 
but also by other factors. This makes it more 
difficult to understand the influence of govern-
ment interventions and their effect on indivi-
dual policy.54 Therefore, even if during the for-
mulation phase options are selected based on 
evidence and through an inclusive and transpa-
rent process, unexpected and unknown effects 
of the chosen options prompt the need for con-
stant and continuous M&E.

Performing M&E helps improve the quality of 
policymaking as it reveals policy implementa-
tion problems, problems caused by unforeseen 
circumstances, changes caused by interven-
tion and in general, lessons that should serve 
for better policy planning and implementa-
tion. The scope of the M&E system will largely 
be determined by the level of development of 
policy planning, policy formulation and policy 
implementation aspects of policymaking. For 
instance, if the government work programme, 
strategic documents and their implementation 
are not in line with each other and no mecha-
nism for monitoring their relation and com-
pliance exists, it will be extremely difficult to 
assess the achievement of the targets set in 
these documents. In contrast, under ideal con-
ditions, it is desirable that M&E are closely lin-
ked to policy planning and policy formulation. 
On the one hand, when determining a course of 
government action it is important to set a me-
thod and timeframe for conducting M&E, alre-
ady at an early stage. On the other hand, M&E 
results should be used and incorporated in the 
54  Peter Rossi, Mark Lipsey and Howard Freeman, “Evalua-
tion – a Systematic Approach,“ SAGE publications, 7th edi-
tion, 2004, p. 219. 

Table 2: Positioning depending on data availability  
and the level of decision-makers’ awareness51

DECISION-
MAKERS’

AWARENESS
(CULTURE) 

DATA AVAILABILITY  
Weak  Strong 

Weak 
 

Strong 

GROUP I GROUP III 

GROUP II GROUP IV 
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next policy cycle.55 Monitoring and evaluation 
are a key component of evidence-based policy 
making, serving as a mechanism for enhancing 
the quality of decisions made and the efficiency 
of their application.56

Focus 3: The Place of Evidence-Based Poli-
cymaking in M&E

Within the framework of the European Com-
mission’s Smart Regulation, evaluations are 
a key component with respect to providing 
critical evidence-based analyses of present 
or already implemented EU policies and pro-
grammes. Smart Regulation covers the whole 
policy cycle – from policy planning and for-
mulation, through decision-making, to eva-
luation and revision, in order to ensure that 
political choices are made based on the most 
reliable data and evidence. Evaluations are 
used to assess whether interventions have 
met the requirements and expectations. Tho-
rough evaluations are useful for learning by 
doing and learning from mistakes, and the 

55  Ibid.
56  Ministry of Finance of Republic of Finland, “Govern-
ments for the Future – Main Report,“ Novembar 2013, p. 9. 

knowledge gained is then incorporated into 
the decision-making process. In that way the 
quality and impact of the next planned ac-
tions is enhanced.57 Most EU Member States 
use the Commission’s “Evaluation Guideli-
nes”, which are formed on the basis of Smart 
Regulation principles.58

Lithuania, as an EU Member State since 2004, 
over the past 10 years has greatly improved 
its policy-making system, which is largely due 
to the pressure and needs arising from EU 
membership.59 Lithuania is, after Estonia, the 
most successful Member State in terms of ab-
sorption rates of EU structural funds (70.8% 
in 2013)60, which is a testament to the suc-
cess of its public administration in properly 
designing, programming, implementing and 
evaluating the performance of programmes 

57 European Commission, op. cit., p. 6.
58 Interview with representatives of the Secretariat-Gene-
ral of the European Commission, Brussels, 1 April 2014.
59 Interview with researchers from Public Policy and Ma-
nagement, Vilnius, 17 March 2014.
60 Inside Europe, „“Absorption rates - Structural and Cohe-
sion Funds - EU-27,“ available at: <http://www.insideuro-
pe.eu/node/403#sthash.56c9J2xa.dpuf>

Diagram 5: Dependence of policy phases and strategic planning on M&E  
(Source: authors’ data compilation)
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conducted through structural funds. The ri-
gorousness and complexity of the Commis-
sion’s assessments have positively impacted 
Lithuania, leading it to develop and improve 
its policymaking system, with a particular fo-
cus on M&E (see more in Chapter V.1).

The policymaking system in Finland is cha-
racterised by a very rich market of data col-
lectors and producers. It includes the official 
national statistical agency, government agen-
cies, health, social security and welfare funds, 
as well as public scientific institutes and local 
authorities. All of them provide a rich source 
of data and information, which is used as a 
starting input in deciding on the course of a 
future policy. Apart from them, independent 
academic institutes, who primarily deal with 
economic issues, also occupy an important 
position when it comes to the production of 
information and evidence; their studies and 
analyses are regularly requested by state au-
thorities. The received data is used, checked 
and updated continuously, throughout the 
entire policy cycle.

II.1.c. How to Measure Policy Results?

There are three M&E methods in the compara-
tive practise of European countries: (1) classic 
method (2) results-based method, and (3) “hy-
brid” method, a mixture of the classic and re-
sults-based methods.

The classic way of conducting M&E is based on 
observing policy implementation – a continu-
ous process of collecting and analysing infor-
mation and comparing it to see if the policy has 
been properly implemented in relation to the 
expected results.61 This type of M&E is designed 
in order to provide information on administra-
ting, implementing and managing intervention. 
It fits with “process oriented evaluation,” which 
tends to provide answers on how, why and un-
der what conditions policy targets have or have 
not been achieved. Process oriented evaluation 
usually seeks information about the contextual 
factors, mechanisms and processes which de-
termine the success of a particular policy.62

61 J. Z. Ruzek, R. C. Rist, “Ten Steps to a Results-Based Mo-
nitoring and Evaluation System,” The World Bank, 2004, 
p. 16.
62  Government of the United Kingdom, HM Treasury, “The 
Magenta Book: guidance notes for policy evaluation and 
analysis,” HM Treasury, 2011, p. 11.

The deficiencies of the classic M&E approach 
based on observing the implementation pro-
cess, have led to the development of results-
-based monitoring and evaluation. Results-ba-
sed M&E record policy results in relation to the 
achievement of specific, measurable, feasible, 
relevant and time-limited targets set in advan-
ce. Results-based monitoring can be defined as 
a management strategy that focuses on perfor-
mance and achievement of outputs, outcomes 
and impacts.63 Accordingly, impact evaluation 
attempts to addresses the question of policy 
impact on specific outcomes for different target 
groups. In addition, it provides policy impact 
assessment, both on the basis of the expected 
results outlined in the initial plan and compa-
red to another policy, or using counter factual 
analysis.64

These definitions signify that results-based 
M&E do not exclude the classic, process-orien-
ted method, but they use its findings to go a 
step further to monitor the way in which im-
plementation leads to achieving targets. The-
refore, results-based monitoring implies both 
monitoring of implementation and monitoring 
of results. Monitoring of policy impact involves 
collecting data on performance quality, based 
on specific guidelines that had been develo-
ped.65 

Traditional systems focused on implementa-
tion have been designed in order to provide 
answers to questions concerning the complian-
ce between the targets and achieved activities, 
and questions of whether and to what extent a 
certain policy has been implemented. The qu-
estions asked are: “Have the necessary resour-
ces been mobilised? Have the set activities been 
conducted? Have the planned outputs (e.g. cer-
tain services) been achieved?” This approach is 
focused on providing answers concerning the 
very process of policy implementation. Howe-
ver, it is inadequate for understanding the re-
asons behind the success or failure of a policy, 
and that is exactly the advantage of a results-
-based approach. A results-based approach is 
suitable for measuring the way in which results 

63  N. Lamhauge, E. Lanzi and S. Agrawala, “Monitoring and 
Evaluation for Adaptation: Lessons from Development Co-Development Co-
-operation Agencies,” OECD Environment Working Papers, 
No. 38, OECD Publishing, available at: <http://dx.doi.or-
g/10.1787/5kg20mj6c2bw-en> 
64  The Magenta Book, op.cit., p. 11. 
65 J. Z. Ruzek, R. C. Rist, “Ten Steps to a Results-Based Mo-
nitoring and Evaluation System,” The World Bank, 2004, 
p. 24.
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are achieved, by observing the broader context 
in which the policy is implemented.66

The main advantages of a results-based M&E 
system are the following:

�� Evidence on results: for every benchmark it 
is necessary to build a system that will pro-
vide information on its progress; 

66  Based on: European Commission, DG Secretariat Gen-
eral, “Evaluation Guidelines,” November 2013, p. 8. 

�� Learning effect: knowledge about what 
works well and where adjustments are ne-
eded; 

�� Management and control: making strategic 
and management decisions based on data 
monitoring; 

�� Dialogue with partners on the chosen stra-
tegy and operational planning;67

67 J. Z. Ruzek, R. C. Rist, “Ten Steps to a Results-Based Mo-
nitoring and Evaluation System,” The World Bank 2004, p. 
17.

Diagram 6: The logic of intervention 65

M&E Subject Impact

Results

OutputsInputsObjectives

Other actors also shape the interventionUnder the Government Intervention

Effects

External Factors
Impact

Table 3: Differences between the traditional and the new approach to policy monitoring 66

 

Elements of implementation-based
monitoring Elements of results-based monitoring 

Description of the problems and situa-
tion before intervention

Benchmarks for activities and immedi-
ate veri�ication sources; 

Collection of data on inputs, activities 
and outputs;

Systematic reporting on inputs 

Systematic reporting on outputs 

Direct link to intervention (or a series of 
interventions) 

Provides information on administration, 
implementation and management 
versus wider questions of intervention 
effectiveness 

Baseline data describes the problem or 
situation before intervention 
Indicators for outputs 
Collection of data on short-term 
outputs/results as well as on whether 
and in which way they contribute to the 
achievement of outcomes
Stronger focus on perception of modi�i-
cation among the relevant actors 
Systematic reporting with more qualita-
tive and quantitative information on  
progress towards expected impact 
Cooperation with strategic partners 
Provides information on the success or 
failure of partnerships in achieving 
desired results. 
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By combining and connecting implementation 
progress with progress in achieving the desired 
objectives or results of a government policy and 
programme, M&E are useful tools of public ad-
ministration.68

Focus 4: Ten steps for designing, building 
and sustaining a results-based M&E system69

1. Conducting a readiness assessment; ana-
lysis of current state.

2. Agreeing on which outcomes to monitor 
and evaluate. 

3. Selecting key indicators to monitor out-
comes.

4. Analysing baseline data on indicators.

5. Selecting realistic targets. 

6. Monitoring results. 

7. Conducting evaluation. 

8. Reporting findings.

9. Using findings.

10. Sustaining the M&E system within the 
organisation. 

II.2. CSOs in Monitoring and 
Evaluation: Context and 
Comparative Practice 
In the situation where the state is not the sole 
actor with a monopoly over information, de-
cision-makers face problems relating to the 
utility of available information and knowledge 
during policy planning and making. Until two 
decades ago, efforts to improve good governan-
ce had primarily been focused on strengthening 
the very government – its administrative capa-
city, audit mechanisms, independent agencies 
etc. However, due to the “information revolu-
tion,” the “top-bottom” approach to enhancing 
public accountability showed only partial suc-
cess in establishing good governance, in both 
developed and developing countries.

68  Linda G. Morra Imas, Ray C. Rist, “Put do rezultata: diza-
jniranje i provođenje efektivne razvojne evaluacije,” World 
Bank, 2009, p. 109.
69  Ibid., p. 25.

Namely, successful governance in countries with 
a democratic political culture requires two-way 
communication and ensuring that citizens, arti-
culating their interests, are heard and involved 
in the policymaking process. For this reason, 
there have been growing demands for a “bot-
tom-up” approach, meaning increased engage-
ment of citizens and CSOs in holding authorities 
accountable.70 The concept of social accounta-
bility is, in that sense, useful in explaining the 
phenomenon of political accountability based 
on direct or indirect civil sector engagement in 
governance:71 civil society organisations (CSOs) 
engage in activities that pressure authorities to 
behave in a politically responsible manner, whi-
le at the same time promote critical thinking 
and raise citizens’ awareness and interest in so-
cio-political issues.

Over the last three decades, European coun-
tries have seen a significant decrease in voter 
turnout, as well as in political participation in 
general. The European Parliament elections, 
held in May 2014, also affirmed this and revi-
ved the debate on the EU’s “democratic deficit”. 
Accordingly, an active civil society is regarded 
as a solution to the deficiencies of representa-
tive democracy, upon which EU Member States 
are founded. Namely, citizens in representative 
democracies delegate their power to a group 
of representatives, who are then, within the 
scope of their mandate, to a certain level inde-
pendent and often alienated from voters.72 Civil 
society plays an essential role in preventing the 
growth of the gap between the voters and the 
elected: through their activism, exerting pres-
sure on government officials and advocating 
and channelling requests through institutional 
mechanisms, they trigger an increased political 
and social engagement of citizens. Civil society 
activism, therefore, contributes to making re-
presentative democracy more participative. It 
is in that light that the concept of “participatory 
democracy” has emerged.73

70  Carmen Malena, “The Role of Civil Society in Holding the 
Government Accountable: a Perspective from the World 
Bank on the Concept and Emerging Practice of Social Ac-
countability”, World Bank, 2004, str. 5. 
71  Ibid., str. 7.
72  Enrique Peruzzotti, “The Workings of Social Account-
ability: Context and Conditions”. Workshop Generating 
Genuine Demand with Social Accountability Mechanisms, 
World Bank Office, Paris, 2nd November 2007. 
73  Carne Ross, “The Leaderless Revolution: How Ordinary 
People Can Take Power and Change Politics in the 21st 
Century,” Simon & Schuster, 2011. 
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One way of using social responsibility in order 
to enhance good governance is through civil 
sector participation in policy74M&E.75 Bearing 
in mind the characteristics and differences be-
tween monitoring and evaluation, in terms of 
the skills needed to carry out these tasks, the 
contributions that can offer in this area are very 
diverse. Namely, this primarily depends on the 
internal capacities of CSOs, their profile and the 
type of activities they do. To ensure a better un-
derstanding of the opportunities for CSO invo-
lvement in M&E, the following part explains the 
preconditions for active CSO involvement and 
classifies different types of CSOs and their cha-
racteristics. Afterwards, an analysis of the diffe-
rent models of CSO involvement in M&E will be 
presented. 

74  Nicola Jones, Fletcher Tembo, “Promoting Good Gover-
nance through Civil Society–Legislator Linkages”, Over-
seas Development Institute, 2008, p.3.
75  Ibid.

II.2.a. Political and Social Preconditions 
for Involving CSOs in M&E 

Democratic principles, such as the freedom of 
speech and the freedom of assembly, often tend 
to be taken for granted, without critically exami-
ning the question of whether a lack of respect for 
these values diminishes the significance of CSOs 
in society. Therefore, the basic preconditions for 
ensuring effective CSO involvement in the entire 
policy-making cycle should be examined.

Living conditions in countries with very high 
poverty rates have a negative impact on civil 
society development, for they stifle public spi-
rit as well as prospects for social engagement.76 
This statement applies for both developing and 
transitional countries, such as Serbia. If the ma-
jority of citizens must worry first and foremost 
about meeting their basic survival needs, the 
chances that they will be motivated to actively 
participate in public life are very poor.77

76  Vukašin Pavlović, “Civilno društvo i demokratija,” Official 
Journal of the Republic of Serbia, 2006, p. 106–109. 
77  Zoran Stojiljković, professor, Faculty of Political Sciences, 
speech at a round table discussion: “Civil Society in Mem-
bership Negotiation between Serbia and EU,” 8 May 2014.

Focus 5: Models of CSO contribution to good governance 73

1. Building state capability  
a. Participatory policy and budget formulation  
b. Delivering basic services 
c. Providing training to civil servants   
d. Delivering civic education; raising citizens’ awareness about their rights and freedoms 
e. Mediation to achieve greater ef�iciency of judiciary (access to justice)  

2. Building state accountability  
a. In�luencing international standard setting (e.g. lobbying for legislation on 

transparency, adherence to international commitments on human rights)   
 

b. Carrying out investigation and research (e.g. monitoring and evaluating government
policy through social audits) 

c. Demanding answers from the state (e.g. questioning state institutions about 
progress, parliamentary public hearings)

a 
 

d. Applying sanctions where the state is found to be lacking (e.g. protests, boycotts,
strikes or negative publicity)  

3. Building state responsiveness on the citizens’ needs  
a. Identifying and voicing the needs of citizens  
b. Pursuing social inclusion through strategies including advocacy, feeding back

research results and informing debates and social mobilisation
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 An ideological or any other kind of collecti-
vism is another enemy of civil society.78 If poli-
tical and social power lies predominantly in the 
hands of the state and if the state has control 
over media and the freedom of speech, there 
will not be much room for CSO activism. 

Assuming that the above-mentioned political 
and social preconditions are met and under the 
condition that there is “supply and demand”, 
an enabling environment for CSO engagement 
in policy M&E will be created in countries with 
democratic values and tradition. On the supply 
side, this implies that political awareness and 
a developed “evaluation culture” exists among 
the political elite and decision-makers, while 
on the demand side it implies that CSOs po-
ssess the knowledge, skills and capacity to act 
as partners to the state in these activities.

�� Political awareness and evaluation culture

Members of the political elite and decision-ma-
kers need to be aware of the benefits that this 
sector and a developed culture of cooperation 
between the government and NGOs, can bring. 
Accordingly, a favourable legal and institutional 
environment for performing M&E should be en-
sured, which includes a developed legal frame-
work and practice in the field of free access to 
information of public importance.79

�� Knowledge and skills of CSOs

On the other hand, CSOs must possess strong 
internal capacities and analytical skills for 
M&E. In that sense, these organisations need to 
constantly work on improving and investing in 

78  Ibid.
79  Marie Gildemyn, “Towards an Understanding of Civil 
Society Organisations’ Involvement in Monitoring and 
Evaluation: Unpacking the Accountability and Feedback 
Function of M&E,” Institute of Development Policy Man-
agement, June 2011, p. 19.

Table 4: Different models of cooperation between government and civil sectors  
in PRS implementation

Government openness exists Government openness does not exist

Developed civil sector 
Civil society integrated into
government processes. 

Civil society organises itself
independently of the government 

Underdeveloped civil sector
Civil society signi
icantly
represented in government
body in charge of M&E

 

Independent mediator
organisation  

their human resources. Besides that, CSOs need 
to be capable of effectively articulating and po-
sitioning their interests to government repre-
sentatives.

�� Continuity and sustainability

CSOs will not be able to improve their knowled-
ge and skills if they cannot ensure sustainable 
funding. Under the conditions that states rece-
ive foreign assistance for administrative capaci-
ty building M&E processes need to be ongoing 
and built into the system, rather than depen-
dent on individual and time-bound projects.80 

In the field of social policy, several different in-
stitutional models of cooperation between go-
vernment and civil society have been observed 
in countries implementing the Poverty Reduc-
tion Strategy, particularly in the areas of Strate-
gy implementation, monitoring and evaluation. 
Those models can be divided into the following 
groups:81 

1. Independent “mediator” organisation.

An organisation of this kind typically has exter-
nal financial sources. In the case of countries 
implementing the Poverty Reduction Strategy 
(PRS), this is usually a donor community. This 
organisation mediates between the govern-
ment and NGO sector on a series of questions 
regarding the Strategy: it works on strengthe-
ning government institutional capacities for de-
veloping and implementing the Strategy, contri-
butes to increasing CSOs’ knowledge of public 
administration and also works on familiarising 
the governmental sector with the characteri-

80  One of the conclusions from a round table discussion: 
“Policy M&E with Evidence Supplied by the Civil Society,” 
held on 26 May 2014 within this project.
81  The classification is based on the report: “Implemen-
tation Process of Poverty Reduction Strategy in Serbia, 
Recommendations for Including Civil Society”, Annex 4: 
Examples from other countries.
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stics of CSOs. Additionally, an independent me-
diator organisation works on involving CSOs in 
policy-making, activity planning, as well as in 
implementation monitoring. Forming an orga-
nisation of this kind is suitable when adequate 
constructive cooperation between the two sec-
tors is lacking. However, in order to sustain for 
a long period of time and to maintain its inde-
pendence, the mediator body needs to ensure 
long-term donor support.

2. Integration of civil sector into government 
processes

This implies that civil sector representatives 
are involved in the work of several government 
bodies that, among other things, deal with is-
sues relevant to the PRS. In order for this insti-
tutional arrangement to endure, a high degree 
of government openness to CSO involvement in 
government mechanisms must exist. This also 
implies that civil society representatives po-
ssess adequate knowledge and capacities for 
working within public administration and not 
succumbing to government influence, and also 
for communicating efficiently with other civil 
society representatives in order to maintain 
the legitimacy of the process. Additionally, co-
untries need to have a strong donor community 
that will contribute to strengthening civil socie-
ty development and civil society involvement in 
key policymaking processes.

A crucial disadvantage of this system is the fact 
that many civil sector representatives are si-
multaneously involved in the work of several 
bodies in order to ensure consistency, meaning 
that they are expected to invest a large amount 
of time working on this problems. 

3. Civil society organised independently of the 
government

An example of this is the non-governmental ne-
twork of CSOs which was formed following the 
development of the Poverty Reduction Strategy 
in Zambia. This network is financed by interna-
tional donors and members themselves. Some 
of its most important activities include CSO ca-
pacity building through trainings for PRS moni-
toring and implementation, publication of do-
cuments on poverty, advocacy, and developing 
policy measures and activities.

Considering that one part of the funding comes 
from the members of this network, some of the 
most important preconditions for the effecti-

ve functioning of this model are CSO coheren-
ce, capacity for collective action, as well as the 
will to cooperate for the purposes of achieving 
a common goal. Additionally, a strong presence 
of international organisations who provide fi-
nancial and technical support to the network’s 
work is also necessary. 

4. Government body supporting research and 
dialogue on poverty 

The basic aim of this body is M&E of PRS imple-
mentation. Despite the fact that this is a state 
institution, the majority of the members of this 
body are representatives of NGOs, the academic 
community and members of religious organisa-
tions and unions. The main task of this body is 
to collect and analyse data on PRS implementa-
tion, conduct research, organise meetings and 
seminars as well as gather all data bases in one 
place and record good practice examples. 

For this institutional arrangement to function, 
the government needs to be open and ready to 
accept that this body, which structurally is pre-
dominantly government body, is led by a CSO 
representative majority. Furthermore, it is ne-
cessary to ensure that the government takes 
into account research results while formulating 
its policies and activities. Finally, long-term fi-
nancial support for the work of this body after 
donors withdraw must be ensured. 

II.2.b. Profile of CSOs with Capacities to 
Perform Policy M&E

This section provides a classification of CSOs 
based on the main type of activities they do. For 
the purposes of this research, such a classifica-
tion proved to be most appropriate due to the 
possibility of identifying CSO potential and li-
mitations in performing M&E activities. 

CSOs working directly with citizens 

The main feature of these organizations is di-
rect service delivery and support to citizens 
in the areas of their expertise, for example, by 
providing psychological and social support to 
victims of violence; encouraging civic activism 
in environmental protection; through the pro-
vision of legal aid services, etc. Given that they 
have direct access to target groups, the work of 
these organisations can serve as credible data 
for policy monitoring. In Lithuania, CSOs imple-
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menting government social welfare programs 
at the local level are required to submit to the 
government data obtained through programme 
implementation and monitoring,82 while in Fin-
land data obtained from CSOs is not used as an 
official, but rather as a supplementary source. 83

Focus 6: Cooperation Between the  
Government and NGO Sector in Finland

Within the framework of the Cross-sectoral 
action plan for reducing social exclusion, po-
verty and health problems developed for the 
period of 2011-2015 by the Ministry of Social 
Affairs and Health of the Republic of Finland, 
one of the seven topics identified is impro-
ving the effectiveness of the work of NGOs.

They are considered to be key players in the 
promotion of health, wellbeing and inclusion, 
due to their role as providers of services, infor-
mation and assistance that are excluded from 
public services. The action plan recognises that 
cooperation between the public and NGO sec-
tors is needed in order to achieve the objectives 
in this field and it covers issues such as taxation 
and funding of non-profit organisations and 
the need to revise public procurement legisla-
tion. Some of measures include strengthening 
NGOs’ role as assistance and special services 
providers, the allocation of additional funds for 
this purpose and clarifying provisions on tax 
exemptions and fundraising.84 

The main advantage of local “activist” orga-
nisations is their direct engagement with ci-
tizens, which allows them to collect primary 
data. This data is then used for measuring the 
achievement of predetermined indicators 
and it shows the extent to which the set po-
licy objectives have been met. Therefore, the 
data collected by these organisations serves 
for the purposes of policy monitoring, as well 
as a primary source for assessing the achie-
vement of expectations of a certain policy 
or programme. The primary contribution of 
these organisations is therefore the produc-
tion of data for monitoring purposes.

82  Interview with the Director of the Department for Stra-
tegic Planning in the Ministry of Labour and Employment 
of Lithuania, Vilnius, 18 March 2014.
83  Interview with the Head of Department for Monitoring 
and Evaluation in the Ministry of Social Affairs of Finland, 
Helsinki, 27 May 2014.
84 Ministry of Social Affairs and Health of Finland, brochu-
re on the Action Plan, available at: <http://www.stm.fi/c/
document_library/get_file?folderId=42733&name=DL-
FE-24515.pdf>

Focus 7: CSOs as Participants in  
Monitoring Working Groups

Comparative practice indicates that several 
models of CSO involvement in M&E exist. 
One model is consultative work within offi-
cial working groups and committees in an 
established system.

In Lithuania, the State Progress Council wi-
thin the Office of the Prime Minister is an 
advisory body made of members of the Go-
vernment (ministers of the most relevant mi-
nistries) and independent individuals from 
the academic and professional community, 
CSO representatives and business associa-
tions. The Council was established with the 
aim of monitoring progress towards the tar-
gets set in the strategic document “Lithuania 
2030”. During its meetings, the Council di-
scusses strategic issues, policy planning and 
target achievement, and provides guidelines 
for further development, taking into account 
long-term strategic objectives. Council me-
etings are held twice a month and Committee 
members receive preparatory material be-
fore every meeting. The heads of ministerial 
departments responsible for strategic plan-
ning and analysis participate in the meetings 
on behalf of the ministers. 

Brussels-based think tanks, European Sta-
bility Initiative (ESI) and Open Society Fo-
undations – Europe, are actively involved in 
the monitoring of the EU enlargement policy. 
Namely, while preparing the annual progress 
reports for the EU candidate countries and 
potential candidates, the European Com-
mission invites these think tanks for consul-
tations, during which views are exchanged 
on the topics that should be included in the 
reports, and these organisations are invited 
to present their opinions on each country’s 
progress in various fields. The legitimacy for 
these thinks tanks to be consulted during the 
preparation of the annual reports stems from 
their many years of research in countries co-
vered by enlargement policy. The European 
Commission values these organisations’ sug-
gestions, which is evident in the final Pro-
gress Reports, where certain formulations 
are often based exactly on the suggestions of 
either of them.85

85 Telephone interview with Open Society Foundations re-
searcher, Belgrade, 15 April 2014.
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CSOs Engaged in Advocacy, Oversight and 
Research

CSOs specialized in advocacy activities pressu-
re officials to act socially and politically acco-
untable. These organisations are typically well-
-established and recognised among the wider 
general public and also have a strong access to 
media. Through their activities, these organi-
sations have gained recognition as an indepen-
dent voice, acting in the general interest. 

In terms of policy monitoring, the advantages of 
these organisations are very significant, since 
through their activities they draw public atten-
tion to the shortcomings of government policy 
implementation. However, their disadvantage is 
that they often tend to base their arguments on 
negative criticism: they do not act in a construc-
tive way, offering certain options and solutions. 
They lack the analytical and research capacity 
for these types of activities, and they often have 
no time and resources for the development of 
these capacities.

Think tanks and research institutes/centres are 
non-profit CSOs specialised in policy research. 
Employees within these organisations typically 
have solid academic backgrounds and are dedi-
cated to analysis and research. Besides develo-
ping new ideas and studies, think tanks desire 
to have their ideas and findings taken into acco-
unt by decision-makers and experts, therefore 
they also advocate, disseminate their ideas and 
views through the media and organise public 
meetings.86 

Focus 8: EU Enlargement Policy

European Stability Initiative (ESI) - a think 
tank based in Berlin, Istanbul, and Brussels – 
advocates for changes in enlargement policy, 
based on its findings resulting from years of 
monitoring this policy. One of its recent ini-
tiatives relates to the introduction of a diffe-
rent progress reporting method for candida-
te countries: ESI believes that the European 

86  There is no uniform definition of think tanks. Studies 
which cover profiles and impacts of think tanks on policy-
making aren’t numerous. See: Diane Stone, “Think Tanks 
and Policy Analysis”, u: Frank Fischer, Gerald J. Miller. & 
Mara S. Sidney (eds.) Handbook of Public Policy Analysis: 
Theory, Methods, and Politics, New York, Marcel Dekker 
Inc. 2006, 149–157; James McGann, “Global Think Tanks: 
Policy Networks and Governance (Global Institutions)”, 
Routledge, 2011; Stephen Boucher, “Europe and its Think 
Tanks: a Promise to be fulfilled”, Notre Europe, 2004.

Commission’s reports are too brief, unintere-
sting and incomprehensible to the majority 
of EU and candidate countries citizens, even 
to those interested in enlargement. In this 
way, the Commission has been causing aver-
sion among EU citizens towards further en-
largement, while at the same time failing to 
offer a sufficiently transparent and compre-
hensible assessment of candidate countries’ 
progress. In an effort to gain support for its 
ideas, ESI has been meeting with Commission 
officials and diplomats from Member States 
and presenting their ideas at many scientific 
gatherings and conferences. According to ESI 
analysts, their initiative has had positive re-
ception and it could produce tangible chan-
ges, judging by the reaction of senior officials 
of the Commission and Member States.87

The potential of research-oriented organisa-
tions, in terms of providing support to the go-
vernment throughout the entire policy-making 
process, seems to be insufficiently utilised.88 
Namely, these organisations are a great poten-
tial resource in terms of “filtrating” large amo-
unts of information and rendering them useful 
for policymaking: they often serve to bridge the 
gap between the academic community and de-
cision-makers, serving the public interest as an 
independent voice capable of transferring and 
translating applied research into a language and 
form that are comprehensive, reliable and ac-
cessible for both decision makers and the wider 
general public. These organisations are capable 
of generating complex research and analysis 
and providing ideas and arguments which can 
help policymakers make informed decisions.89 
Organisations with such a profile have a solid 
basis for developing M&E capacities.

Globally, more frequent implementation of the 
evaluation and establishment of the evaluators’ 
associations took place in the 1980’s, first in Ca-
nada, Australia and the USA, and a decade later 
in Europe. Nowadays, there is quite an extensi-
ve network of evaluators’ associations interna-
tionally, regionally and locally.90 One of them is 
IDEAS (International Development Evaluation 
Association), formed in 2002 in Beijing (China) 

87 Interview with ESI senior analyst, Brussels, 2nd April 
2014.
88  James McGann, “Global Think Tanks: Policy Networks 
and Governance (Global Institutions),” Routledge, 2011, 
p.16.
89  Ibid.
90  For more, see <http://www.evalserbia.com>
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as an independent association of professional 
evaluators, those interested in evaluation and 
who believe in the importance of seeking cre-
dible data which can contribute to the realiza-
tion of development goals.91 The mission of the 
IDEAS network is to improve and expand the 
practice of evaluation, contribute to the deve-
lopment of knowledge and capacity-building 
for evaluation through network expansion, par-
ticularly in developing countries and countries 
in transition.

Given that think tanks and independent rese-
arch institutes have solid research and analyti-
cal capacities, they possess the skills required 
for public policy evaluation, which is not the 
case with other types of CSOs. Besides that, the-
ir advantage in relation to other competitors in 
the “evaluation market”, which mainly consists 
of consultancies and private audit firms, lies in 
the fact that they are typically non-profit orga-
nisations acting in the general public interest.

However, despite this, comparative research on 
international practice has shown that a relati-
vely small number of these organisations deci-
de to specialise in evaluation activities. 

Focus 9: CSOs in Finland and Lithuania

Independent research institutes in Finland 
regularly participate in public tenders re-
leased by ministries for the preparation of 
evaluation reports/studies. Since the requ-
irements of the contracting authority (the 
ministries in this case) are complex and the 
institutes themselves do not have the adequ-
ate capacity to conduct the entire evaluation, 
in most cases they join a consortium with 
other organisations. According to analysts at 
the Labour Institute of Economic Research 
in Helsinki, the advantages of having these 
organisations perform evaluations are their 
strong academic qualifications and knowled-
ge of complex methods, as well as “academic 
ethics,” which makes them approach every 
analysis in an objective and thorough way. As 
a result of this fact, any doubts regarding the-
ir neutrality have proved invalid. Precision, 
expertise and objectivity are the main assets 
of independent research institutes in compa-
rison to other external evaluators in Finland 

91  IDEAS held its first global meeting in New Delhi (2005) 
and two regional meetings in Prague (2006) and Niamey 
(2007). The second global meeting was held in Johannes-
burg, South Africa, in March 2009.

and the main reason that their work and fin-
dings are valued by decision-makers and the 
professional community.92

The policymaking process in Lithuania is 
characterised by a very effectively developed 
and elaborated policy M&E system (see sec-
tion V.1.a). When it comes to evaluation, the 
majority of ministries carry out external eva-
luations and engage external actors for evalu-
ation studies. A call for an evaluation study is 
announced via a public tender, and potential 
contractors are required to propose metho-
dologies for conducting the evaluation. After 
the tender process is finished, based on the 
predetermined criteria the tender is awar-
ded to the highest rated applicant (service 
provider). Among the applicants are in most 
cases consortia, consisting of consultancies. 
However, one think tank, Public Policy and 
Management Institute (PPMI) which is spe-
cialised in generating studies and evaluation 
reports in various policy areas, has become 
prominent in this field. 

In fact, until Lithuania became a member of 
the EU, the main sources of funding for this 
think tank came from bilateral foreign do-
nors and the EU, which supported research 
projects in the areas of the harmonisation of 
the legal and institutional system of Lithu-
ania with European standards. At that time, 
state authorities showed only a superficial 
interest in this organisation’s work and after 
the completion of the project, they were lo-
sing interest for managing their activities 
according to the organisation’s recommen-
dations. However, the situation significantly 
changed with Lithuania’s membership in the 
EU and with the recognition of the need for 
and importance of evidence-based policy-
making. Under the current circumstances, 
government and state authorities appreciate 
this organisation’s expertise, for which it re-
gularly wins tenders for evaluation reports, 
and their researchers receive regular tra-
ining on understanding and applying com-
plex evaluation methods.93

92 Interview with director and senior researcher in Labour 
Institute, Helsinki, 26 May 2014.
93 Interview with PPMI director, Vilnius, 21 March 2014.
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II.3. Limitations and Challenges of 
Involving CSOs in Monitoring and 
Evaluation 
The limitations and challenges CSOs face when 
conducting M&E are related to both their in-
ternal restrictions and external environment 
and working conditions. In terms of internal 
limitations, one of the primary challenges for 
CSOs is how to maintain the analytical skills 
of its experts at a high level and how to ensure 
their continuous improvement. This challenge 
is exacerbated by the need to ensure financial 
sustainability and to find long-term and stable 
sources of funding.94 In particular, since CSO 
funding, in countries in the Central and Eastern 
Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia region, is 
predominantly based on time-limited projects, 
these countries experience complications in 
terms of organisational capacity, meaning they 
lack funding for training.95

With respect to external limitations, one rela-
tes to different understandings of the benefits 
of M&E, on one hand by decision-makers, and 
by researchers on the other. While decision-
-makers are primarily interested in acquiring 
information, researchers are focused on infor-
mation quality and reliability. Due to these dif-
ferences, there is an information utility gap be-
tween the two communities, which they must 
overcome. Decision-makers are often unaware 
of the benefits of these detailed and extensive 
reports and analysis that CSOs produce, or do 
not see a way to find the relevant data. On the 
other hand CSOs, as data producers, often sup-
pose that data beneficiaries are not motivated 
enough to use their products.96 Therefore, the 
basic challenge remains how to improve com-
munication between the decision-makers and 
civil sector,97 and how to improve the complete 
legal environment for mutual cooperation, and 
evaluation culture in general.

In spite of the fact that CSOs work indepen-
dently, in the public interest, the question that 
arises is to what extent these organisations are 
capable of conducting an objective analysis. In 
fact, as policy objectives are often not clearly 
and unambiguously defined, it is difficult to de-
termine to what extent they are achieved. The 
94  Gildemyn, op.cit, p. 19.
95  USAID, “The 2012 CSO Sustainability Index for Central 
and Eastern Europe and Eurasia”, 16. Edition, 2012, p. 4.
96  Segone, presentation, op.cit.
97  Gildemyn, op.cit, p. 20

possibilities of conducting an objective analysis 
are also limited by the difficulties of developing 
evaluation standards for assessing government 
performance. Namely, in dealing with citizens’ 
subjective requests and socially constructed 
problems, complex qualitative indicators are 
needed.98 Therefore, it is important that state 
authorities, before delegating M&E to CSOs, cle-
arly establish the Terms of Reference and the 
results expected from M&E executors. Setting a 
clear definition of M&E objectives and indica-
tors is a complex and time-consuming task, and 
according to a respondent from the Ministry of 
Finance of Lithuania, sometimes this is even 
harder than conducting the evaluation process 
itself, since the quality of this document deter-
mines the quality of the very evaluations.99

CSOs can become involved in M&E either thro-
ugh joint working groups with government re-
presentatives, or independently. Both models 
have their pros and cons. On the one hand, by 
participating in working groups together with 
state representatives, CSOs have direct access 
to data and information that are often availa-
ble only to public administration bodies. Since 
data availability and reliability are essential for 
conducting M&E, this is a way to increase the 
prospects of acquiring quality data. Additional-
ly, involving CSOs in joint M&E through working 
groups allows the possibility of conducting peer 
evaluations as well as self-evaluations, which 
then creates a system of “checks and balances” 
and thus influences the quality of their work.100

On the other hand, working jointly with state 
authorities can jeopardize the independen-
ce and integrity of CSOs, which is why these 
organisations often decide to perform these 
activities independently. Respondents from Li-
thuania and Finland emphasise the necessity of 
having a clear division of work between govern-
mental and non-governmental actors as this is a 
way to ensure these actors take ownership and 
responsibility of a particular task, which then 
ensures better performance.101

98  M. Howlett, M. Ramesh, “Studying Public Policy: Policy 
Cycles and Policy Subsystems,” Oxford University Press, 
1995, p. 226.
99  Interview with representatives of the Ministry of Fi-
nance of Lithuania, Vilnius, 19 March 2014.
100  Irène Hors, “Fighting Corruption – What Role for Civil 
Society? The Experience of the OECD,” OECD, 2003, p. 14.
101  Interview with representatives of the Office of the 
Prime Minister of Lithuania, Vilnius, 17 March 2014; In-
terview with a representative of the Ministry of Social Af-
fairs of Finland, Helsinki, 27 May 2014.
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Involving CSOs in policy M&E offers plenty of 
possibilities in terms of pressuring the govern-
ment to act responsibly. However, merely par-
ticipating in these processes is not sufficient 
– CSOs must develop additional action strate-
gies which would call on governments to act 
responsible and would produce real effects, re-
action and the adoption of measures in accor-
dance with CSO requirements.102 At the same 
time, the fact that CSOs often do not know how 
to communicate in a sufficiently “bureaucratic” 
way, can be a problem as this makes it more dif-
ficult for them to approach government repre-
sentatives.103

Central and Eastern European countries are an 
example of “lost opportunities” for more active 
CSO engagement in these processes. Namely, 
although the legal and institutional working 
environment in these countries has been en-
hanced since their accession,104 some note that 
the majority of registered organisations are in 
fact passive, they lack sustainable funding and 
public support and have no significant influ-
ence on public opinion.105 Additionally, many 
successful CSOs have failed to adequately train 
their “second generation” researchers and acti-
vists, which led to their disappearance from the 
scene. Finally, it is noted that CSOs in this region 
lack the skills and knowledge to find new fun-
ding sources, taking into consideration the wi-
thdrawal of bilateral international donors and 
the fact that the activities these CSOs specialise 
in are incompatible for considerable share of 
EU funding.106 Some of the experiences of the 
civil society sector in this region could be par-
ticularly useful when it comes to finding modus 
vivendi of CSOs in Serbia in the next 10 years 
and also considering M&E as possible focus of 
attention.

Focus 10: Arguments Against CSO Involve-
ment in Producing Evaluations

Bruegel and CEPS (Centre for European Poli-
cy Studies), two think tanks based in Brussels, 
share the opinion that think tanks should not 

102  Gildemyn, op.cit, p. 21.
103  Vesna Atanasova et al., “Open Government – Fostering 
Dialogue with Civil Society,” OECD, 2003, p. 104. 
104  See USAID, “The 2012 CSO Sustainability Index for Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe and Eurasia,” 16th edition, 2012.
105  Darina Malova, “Notes on the State of Civil Society in 
Central and Eastern Europe,” Civil Society Forum, Bratisla-
va, 2009. Available at <http://www.csf.ceetrust.org/pa-
per/36/>
106  Ibid.

be involved in performing M&E. According to 
a Bruegel representative, think tanks should 
be mainly focused on generating ideas, stra-
tegic thinking and imposing agendas on de-
cision-makers, primarily in the policy design 
and policy formulation phases. They argue 
that thinks tanks lack access to information 
which is in the hands of the state, thus decre-
asing their chances of producing high quality 
evaluation reports.107 A CEPS representative 
pointed out that participating in the evalu-
ators market would negatively impact the-
ir credibility, since the majority of existing 
evaluators (consortia of consultant and au-
dit firms) have a bad reputation in the eyes 
of the public. For that reason think tanks, as 
non-profit actors with independent research 
activities, would be placed on an equal fo-
oting with them.108

European Commission representatives also 
believe that think tanks should not be invo-
lved in evaluation process due to specificities 
in policy and decision-making at the EU le-
vel. The role of such organisations is to hold 
politicians accountable with their objective 
analyses and studies. By starting a debate 
and placing pressure, think tanks shape pu-
blic opinion compelling politicians to submit 
credible data that other actors can use later 
on for generating evaluation reports.109

107 Interview with a Bruegel representative, 1 April 2014.
108 Interview with CEPS senior analysts, Brussels, 3 April 
2014.
109 Interview with a representative of European Commis-
sion Secretariat-General, Brussels, 1 April 2014.
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III.1. Legal and Institutional 
Framework
Serbia has no systematic approach to policy 
M&E. The system of policy planning, which 
would act as a basis for regulating M&E, is not 
sufficiently consolidated, while the hierarchy of 
strategic documents and the government plan-
ning process is not clearly established and the-
ir functional relations are not specified.110 Due 
to the lack of “top-down” prioritisation, where 
the centre of government performs a greater 
role in coordinating the work of ministries and 
quality control, line ministries develop sectoral 
strategies without taking into account whether 
they fit the country’s long-term and medium-
-term development goals. As a result, there are 
approximately over one hundred strategies in 
effect, all with different time frames and con-
flicted goals, which represents an obstacle to 
consistent implementation. In addition, the ma-
jority of these strategic documents is not linked 
to the budget framework, nor do they provide a 
financial implementation framework or clearly 
defined performance indicators, which in most 
cases leads to a lack of monitoring of strategies’ 
implementation.111 Thus, the strategic planning 
system in Serbia is not coherent enough, which 
significantly impedes the development of the 
system and good M&E practices.

Along with the lack of prioritisation and strate-
gic planning, policymaking in Serbia is charac-
terised by underdeveloped policy formulation 
phase. Namely, decisions are made with no at-
tention to priority definition, problem analysis, 
identification of policy options and their com-
parison, impact assessment and selecting the 
most desirable option. This makes it impossible 
to set indicators for measuring the success of a 
policy, monitoring its implementation and eva-
luating its general impact.112

110  Milena Lazarević et al. “Kreiranje politike i pregovori za 
pristupanje EU – kako do rezultata za Srbiju,” European 
Policy Centre, GIZ, 2013, p. 41.
111  Ibid., p. 51–53. 
112  Ibid., p. 31–38.

The Public Administration Reform (PAR) Stra-
tegy, adopted in January 2014, among other 
things envisages improvement in terms of 
strategic planning and policy coordination. It 
envisages the adoption of the Methodology of 
Integrated Policy Planning System which regu-
lates the strategic planning process, from deter-
mining Government priorities and objectives, 
via the strategic plans of state administration 
bodies to the development of the Government 
Annual Plan, and it ensures the linkage betwe-
en this process and the programme budgeting 
process.113 Precisely, with respect to M&E the 
Strategy states that M&E are “essential pre-
conditions for improving policy efficiency and 
effectiveness in achieving objectives”, and that 
it is “necessary to enhance administrative ca-
pacities and technical knowledge in the areas 
of statistics, analysis and projection, which are 
crucial for the formulation of reliable economic 
and development policies based on accurate 
data”.114 The draft PAR Action Plan, which at the 
time of the printing of this study was in the pro-
cess of public hearing, details these provisions 
of the Strategy, especially keeping in mind the 
role of the newly established National Public 
Policy Secretariat.

The Law on State Administration prescribes 
that “state administration organs shall monitor 
and verify the state of affairs in the areas un-
der their domain, examine the consequences of 
the affirmed state of affairs, and either, depen-
ding on their jurisdiction, undertake measures 
themselves or propose that the Government 
adopt regulations and measures within its ju-
risdiction”.115 However, research has shown that 
ministries, even when they collect data and in-
formation, do not have a sufficiently developed 
capacity for conducting analyses for M&E pur-
113  Public Administration Reform Strategy “Official Gazette 
of the Republic of Serbia,” 020-656/2014, p. 21. Strategy 
is available at: Government of the Republic of Serbia’s in-
ternet page.
114  Public Administration Reform Strategy, op.cit., p. 23.
115  Law on State Administration of the Republic of Serbia, 
“Official Gazette RS” number 79/2005 and 101/2007, Ar-
ticle 13.

III. Policy M&E in Serbia – Emerging 
Concepts
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poses. According to the research findings, only 
some strategic documents and their respective 
action plans are being monitored, mainly thro-
ugh the preparation of regular or periodic re-
ports on the implementation of these strategies 
and action plans.116 However, in case of pro-
blems or discrepancies in the implementation 
of strategies and action plans, the data gained 
through monitoring is not being incorporated 
into decision-making, nor have practices for the 
monitoring of the implementation and impact 
of legal regulations been identified..117

Excluding the positive practices of the Social 
Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Unit (SIPRU), 
policy evaluation does not exist. Ex post evalu-
ations are typically undertaken exclusively as a 
result of external initiatives and pressure, wi-
thin the framework of technical assistance pro-
jects or CSO support.118 

III.1.a. State Administration Sector

Methodology

The Public Administration Reform Strategy 
(PAR Strategy) emphasises that the previous 
system of PAR M&E was not conducted in a sys-
tematic manner, but rather it was founded on 
ad hoc and inconsistent reporting. It introduces 
obligatory quarterly/semi-annual reports for 
all actors involved, which are to be submitted to 
the competent ministry (Ministry of Public Ad-
ministration and Local Self-Government), and 
will be subject to deliberation at the meetings 
of the PAR coordination structures which will 
be discussed below.

The strategy envisages the adoption of a special 
methodology for producing monitoring reports, 
which will include structured data, comments, 
recommendations and an annex providing deta-
ils on the implementation of the applicable Ac-
tion Plan, its outcomes and monitoring results. 
In addition to the methodology, the development 
of other instruments is also envisioned, such as 
standardised reporting procedures and an info-
-system software for monitoring the implemen-

116  Milena Lazarević and Marko Obradović, “Map of Policy 
Cycle at Central Government Level in Serbia,” Reforming 
Policy Coordination and the Centre of Government – Third 
Phase, project funded by the European Union, Beograd, 
2014. 
117  Ibid.
118  Ibid.

tation process for individual Action Plans etc. 
Regarding evaluation, the Strategy indicates that, 
in addition to the internal evaluation system, it is 
necessary to ensure independent external evalu-
ation, through the engagement of educational and 
other expert institutions, civil society, relevant in-
ternational organisations and independent con-
trol bodies. Finally, it is important to stress that 
the Strategy aims to use obtained information for 
the planning of corrective activities when its im-
plementation lags behind the planned schedule 
and expected results.119

PAR Coordination Structures

In terms of structures for coordinating the re-
form, which includes conducting M&E, the 
Strategy indicates that the coordination of PAR 
Strategy implementation will be carried out at 
four levels, and provides detailed descriptions 
of their composition, roles and functions. Ho-
wever the PAR monitoring and coordination 
structure envisioned in the Strategy is, to a cer-
tain extent, revised in the Action Plan for the im-
plementation of PAR Strategy.120 In this regard, 
the purpose of the Action Plan, as a document 
that operationalises the Strategy, is to simplify 
the rather complex and somewhat fragmented 
structure outlined in the Strategy, without com-
promising its thoroughness and comprehensi-
veness.121

At the first level the reform is monitored by the 
Division for PAR Implementation and Profes-
sional Development within the Department of 
Public Administration, Labour Relations and 
Salaries in the Ministry of Public Administra-
tion and Local Self-Government.122 With the for-
mation of this department, the internal capacity 
for conducting these activities has been establi-
shed for the first time in the ministry respon-
sible for the coordination and implementation 
of public administration reform. Also, while 
the Strategy envisioned including “contact po-
ints” from other state administration bodies as 
part of the first coordination level, the Action 

119  Ibid.
120  Draft Action Plan for the Implementation of PAR Strat-
egy in the Republic of Serbia, August 2014. <www.mduls.
gov.rs> 
121  Interview with the representative of the Office of the 
Minister of Public Administration and Local Self-Govern-
ment, 20 August 2014. 
122  Rulebook on Internal Organization and Job Systemati-
sation in the Ministry of Public Administration and Local 
Self-Government, August 2014.
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Plan indicates that the Inter-ministerial Pro-
ject Group, composed of these contact points, is 
in fact a part of the second coordination level. 
This means that the Project Group composed of 
ministry secretaries has been eliminated from 
the structure, although it could be understood 
that “contact points” from state administration 
bodies may be appointed at the secretary-level 
or assistant director for general affairs-level.123 
Contact points are in fact individuals within 
each state administration body who would be 
responsible for the monitoring, reporting and 
evaluation of Strategy implementation.124 At the 
time of the conclusion of this study, additional 
details regarding the profile of these individu-
als were not known, although an interviewee 
from the Cabinet of the Minister pointed out 
that they could be representatives of ministry 
secretariats and/or other organisational units 
in charge of general affairs, planning and repor-
ting, and similar. Regarding the specific tasks of 
the Inter-ministerial Project Group, the Strate-
gy states:

“The Inter-ministerial Project Group has a pro-
fessional role in the coordination and monito-
ring of the PAR Strategy implementation pro-
cess. The tasks of Project Group members are 
directed, first of all, towards professional co-
ordination and reporting on PAR Strategy im-
plementation. This mechanism will secure the 
active participation of all relevant public autho-
rities in the PAR process.”

The Strategy also envisages specific tasks for 
the Inter-ministerial Project Group, including, 
“adoption of reports on implementation and 
evaluation of results achieved by the PAR Strate-
gy (or respective Action Plan on the basis of the 
findings provided by the organisational units of 
the ministry responsible for public administra-
tion operations)” as well as engagement in the 
evaluation of the results of PAR Strategy imple-
mentation (each member within the scope of 
their jurisdiction). The description of Project 
Group tasks does not elaborate on monitoring 
tasks (e.g. consideration of the fulfilment of Ac-
tion Plan indicators is not mentioned), except 
that, it includes the adoption of reports. When 
it comes to evaluation, the engagement of the 
Project Group in this activity is anticipated, but 
123  Interview with the representative of the Office of the 
Minister of Public Administration and Local Self-Govern-
ment, 20 August 2014.
124  PAR Strategy 05 number 020-656/2014, section III.A.3. 
Improving the system of strategic planning and policy co-
ordination.

no further description is given as to how this 
role will be carried out. Project Group meetings 
would be held on a monthly basis or even more 
often if needed, upon the proposal of MPALSG. 

Although the Strategy did not envisage the invo-
lvement of external representatives in the work 
of Inter-ministerial Project Group (civil society 
in particular), the Ministry, encouraged by its 
participation in the “Policy M&E with Evidence 
Supplied by the Civil Society” project, has been 
considering the possibility of involving them in 
the Group.125 In that case, SECO - “Sectoral Civil 
Society Organisations”, which was formed by the 
Serbian Office for European Integration with the 
aim of involving CSOs in the programming of EU 
pre-accession assistance, would be a useful struc-
ture, since PAR is one of the sectors in which the-
se organisations are organised.126 This approach 
would ensure the representation of organisations 
involved in the Project Group, as well as the disse-
mination of information towards other CSOs acti-
ve in the field of PAR, who are part of this sectoral 
network (around thirty organisations).127

At the third level – representing at the same time 
the first political coordination level – the Colle-
gium of State Secretaries, formed by the PAR Co-
uncil (fourth coordination level) as its working 
group, will manage the reform. Unlike the Council 
which involves all relevant ministers, the Colle-
gium includes the secretaries of each ministry (or 
advisors to the ministers), as well as representa-
tives of institutions at the centre of government 
at the deputy minister-level (e.g. State Secretariat 
for Legislation, Office for European Integration, 
National Public Policy Secretariat).128 The Stra-
tegy indicates that the Collegium should “discuss 
issues relevant for public administration reform. 
This refers especially to issues on which no con-
sensus has been reached at the expert level. At 
its regular sessions this body, first of all, addres-
ses the monitoring of reports on evaluation of 
the success of PAR Strategy/Action Plan imple-
mentation. The Collegium of State Secretaries 
proposes content for discussion during regular 
and extraordinary sessions of the Public Admi-

125  Based on an interview with a representative of Office 
of the Minister of Public Administration and Local Self-
Government.
126  See: <http://www.cdspredlaze.org.rs/>
127  Based on an interview with a representative of Office 
of the Minister of Public Administration and Local Self-
Government.
128  Decision on Establishing the Collegium of State Secre-
taries, the Council for Public Administration Reform 28 
August 2014.
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nistration Reform Council.” The Collegium was 
formed during the constitutional session of the 
Council for PAR on 28 August 2014.129 

The fourth management level is the PAR Co-
uncil, a temporary Government working body 
headed by the Prime Minister. His deputy is the 
Minister of Public Administration, while the 
members are relevant line ministers, the Mi-
nister of Finance, a member of Government in 
charge of European integration (the Minister 
without portfolio in the current Government), 
the Secretary General of the Government, the 
Director of the National Public Policy Secreta-
riat and the Director of the State Secretariat for 
Legislation.

The Decision on the Establishment of the PAR 
Council was adopted on July 24, 2014.130 Unlike 
the previous State Administration Reform Co-
uncil, as a result of a mandate expansion to pu-
blic administration reform (until now the Coun-
cil dealt with the reform of state administration 
in a narrow sense) the Council now accumu-
lates a greater number of ministers, whereby 
the criterion for selection was under the com-
petence of individual subsystems within the 
public administration system.131 Consequently, 
the Council consists of for instance ministers in 
charge of public services (education, health, so-
cial welfare, culture, sport), the Minister of the 
Interior, etc. A novelty is also the engagement of 
the Director of the National Public Policy Secre-
tariat – a new institution in the system.

The Decision on the Establishment of the PAR 
Council also defines the tasks of the Council, 
which among others include setting propo-
sals for public administration strategic deve-
lopment; initiating and proposing PAR related 
policies and activities to the government; and 
the promotion and monitoring of reforms, par-
ticularly in terms of incorporating PAR princi-
ples and objectives into sector strategies and 
planning documents. Following processing at 
the MPALSG level and deliberation at the lower 
coordination levels, the Council shall review 
the annual reports on the implementation of 
reforms.
129  Based on interview with a representative of the Office 
of the Minister of Public Administration and Local Self-
Government, 29 August 2014. 
130  Official Gazette of the Republic of Serbia, number 
79/2014.
131  Based on interview with a representative of Office of 
the Minister of Public Administration and Local Self-Gov-
ernment 20 August 2014. 

Perspectives of M&E in the state 
administration sector 

Since the capacity of the ministry responsible 
for M&E is still in its early development phase, 
and the coordination structures are just being 
established, the effectiveness of the envisaged 
system cannot yet be discussed. After exami-
ning the Draft Action Plan for the Implemen-
tation of the PAR Strategy, it seems that moni-
toring of the reform will be almost exclusively 
implementation/process-oriented, since the 
document contains, almost exclusively, process 
and output indicators. An EU and World Bank 
project, titled Monitoring and Evaluation Capa-
city Development for the Western Balkans and 
Turkey, has analysed the current state of PAR 
indicators and has provided assistance to the 
competent ministry in terms of using and ap-
plying the indicators developed within the fra-
mework of this project. However, at the time of 
the printing of this study, the final report on the 
results of the above mentioned project, which 
would have given insight into the observed si-
tuation in the area, had not yet been released. 
It can be concluded that the creation of condi-
tions for results-based M&E will certainly have 
to wait until some future version of the Action 
Plan, and maybe even the PAR Strategy. Never-
theless, the detailed provisions in the strategic 
and planning documents on M&E coordination 
structures, as well as the steps made in relation 
to their establishment by the time of the publi-
shing of this study, represent a big step forward 
in comparison to previous PAR phases.

III.1.b. Social Policy and Employment 
Sectors

In the social policy and employment sectors in 
Serbia, there are a few examples of a well-de-
veloped M&E system. In the employment sec-
tor, several institutions play a prominent role in 
monitoring the implementation of the National 
Employment Strategy, while in the social policy 
sector, it is the Social Inclusion and Poverty Re-
duction Unit (SIPRU) that plays a central role in 
M&E.132

Monitoring of the achievement of targets set 
through the employment policy is conduc-
ted via the National Employment Strategy for 

132  The World Bank Group, “Monitoring and Evaluation Ca-
pacity Development for the Western Balkans and Turkey,” 
INCEPTION REPORT P128734, April 2013, p. 86–89.
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2011-2020, which is connected to the National 
Employment Action Plan (NEAP) where the 
objectives of the employment policy, measures 
for achieving these targets, funding as well as 
the institutions monitoring its implementation 
are defined. Active employment policy measu-
res and other planned activities within NEAP 
are implemented by the ministry in charge for 
employment affairs, the National Employment 
Service (NES) as well as other state bodies, in-
stitutions and social partners.

In the social welfare sector, SIPRU has a promi-
nent role. It has for over a decade been conso-
lidating the work of several ministries, other 
state institutions and the non-governmental 
sector in formulating, implementing, monito-
ring and reporting on the Poverty Reduction 
Strategy (PRS). Despite the fact that the Social 
Welfare Strategy was in force only until 2009 
and that no new strategy has been adopted for 
the period until 2020, the designing and moni-
toring of the indicators relevant for the social 
welfare field are still being conducted through 
SIPRU activities. Consequently, in 2011 the Go-
vernment adopted the First National Report on 
Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction in the 
Republic of Serbia for the period of 2008-2010. 
In this regard, the SIPRU team actively worked 
on defining new indicators for social exclusion, 
as well as on collecting data for these purposes, 
but above all on carrying out, for the first time 
in our country, the SILC survey (Statistics on in-
come and living conditions).

In addition to these two strategies, there are al-
most 20 horizontal strategies regulating areas 
such as work safety, aging and violence against 
children, and jurisdiction over these issues is 
typically shared between the Ministry of Labo-
ur, Employment, Veteran and Social Policy and 
other institutions. In terms of the monitoring 
of these strategies, each ministry uses its own 
indicators thus there is no conformity and coor-
dination between the different institutions. Mo-
reover, there is no one unique sectoral strategy 
covering the entire field of social policy and em-
ployment.

Social policy sector

After 2001, the main objective of social welfa-
re system reforms was above all to make the 
system stable, given the significant destruction 
of the system during the 90s, and then to im-
prove its efficiency. Considering the nature of 

social welfare services, building a new system 
necessitated the active involvement of the non-
-governmental sector in the formulation and 
implementation of social policy measures, and 
afterwards in the evaluation of their effects. 
Two projects, designed to stimulate coopera-
tion between the governmental and non-go-
vernmental sectors, were linked to the establi-
shment of the Fund for Financing Associations 
of Persons with Disabilities in 2002, and the 
Social Innovation Fund one year later.133

In terms of the legal framework within a period 
of one year, the Social Welfare Law was amen-
ded twice, which was also the case with the Law 
on Financial Support to Families with Children 
(amended for the first time after 20 years). So-
cial service reforms included the establishment 
of the Social Innovation Fund, which supported 
social services delivery at the local level. The 
Fund was a unique institution in the region in 
that it encouraged cooperation between local 
self-governments and CSOs and it aimed to 
transpose local innovations in delivering social 
services to the national level.

However, it is important to mention that the 
work on the adoption and implementation of 
the Poverty Reduction Strategy was one of the 
most successful processes, and it provided the 
impetus for change in various parts of the so-
cial welfare system, from the legal framework 
to changes in the way of delivering services at 
the local level. Following the example of other 
countries in drafting the PRS and monitoring 
its implementation, Serbia also recognised the 
importance of the role of civil society organisa-
tions in all stages of this process. In this regard, 
the PRS implementation team played an impor-
tant role in liaising the governmental and the 
NGO sector and in actively promoting involving 
CSOs in PRS drafting, as well as in the M&E of 
its implementation. Later, the team evolved into 
the Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Unit 
and to this day, it continues to be recognised as 
a key actor in these processes.

Employment sector

In the employment sector, monitoring is most 
evident in relation to the National Employment 
Strategy. Since the adoption of the first Strategy 
for the period of 2005-2010, and then the new 
one for the period of 2011-2020, the achieve-
133  Boris Begović et al., “Četiri godine tranzicije u Srbiji,” 
Center for Liberal-Democratic Studies, 2005, p. 348.
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ment of strategy objectives has been monitored 
intensively. Namely, a National Employment Ac-
tion Plan (NEAP) is drafted each year, defining 
the objectives of the employment policy, measu-
res for their achievement, funding as well as the 
institutions that monitor their implementation.

Active employment policy measures and other 
activities planned under NEAP are implemen-
ted by the Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
National Employment Service (NES), as well as 
other state bodies, institutions and social part-
ners.

The efficiency and effectiveness of the active 
employment policy programmes and measu-
res, established within NEAP and implemen-
ted by NES, are monitored via the Agreement 
on National Employment Service Performance, 
concluded between the Ministry and NES. This 
Agreement closely regulates duties, respon-
sibilities, objectives, and results in the field of 
employment policy for a given year, deadlines 
for implementing specific programs and me-
asures, accountability of individual institutions, 
reporting methods, etc. Every three months the 
NES submits a work report as well as an annual 
performance overview. Reports on NEAP enfor-
cement are not submitted to a special ministry 
unit, but rather to a working group consisting 
of representatives of the line ministry, the Mi-
nistry of Finance, the Ministry of Youth and 
Sports, the Standing Conference of Towns and 
Municipalities, unions, the Employers’ Associa-
tion, the Belgrade Chamber of Commerce and 
representatives of the Serbia Investment and 
Export Promotion Agency (SIEPA). It is impor-
tant to emphasise the fact that employees of the 
Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia are 
also members of the working group, which is 
important in terms of collecting the necessary 
data for designing new and monitoring current 
indicators in the field of employment.

The employment Sector within the Ministry de-
livers annual reports on the implementation of 
NEAP to the Government, based on the reports 
on conducted activities which are submitted by 
the rest of the ministries and institutions.

Indicators for monitoring employment strate-
gy implementation through NEAP are defined 
by NES, more specifically by its branch offices, 
while the Directorate has an advisory role in 
defining indicators. Data used for reporting 
purposes comes from external sources, mainly 
from the Labour Force Survey and RAD Survey, 

which are carried out by NES, other ministries 
and social partners. During the development of 
new indicators, according to Ministry of Labo-
ur representatives, the European Employment 
Strategy is consulted.134

In addition, the Ministry is involved in projects 
being implemented by international develop-
ment institutions. For instance, the World Bank 
project relating to the capacity of Western Bal-
kans countries in the area of M&E, and specifi-
cally in the development of indicators, contains 
several recommendations for the employment 
sector.135 World Bank experts have proposed 
a list of indicators which should be developed 
and monitored in the following period. In Ser-
bia, the majority of these indicators are already 
being monitored through NEAP, but some, such 
as the following, are missing:

�� Coefficient of employment variation betwe-
en regions: the Working Group on NEAP 
monitors the rate of employment and 
unemployment by region, classified by sex, 
however, the Working Group requires addi-
tional expertise, more than currently availa-
ble among Ministry employees, in order to 
calculate variation rates between regions. 
In terms of calculating new indicators, such 
as this one, the consent of the members of 
the Working Group who are employed in 
the Statistical Office of the Republic of Ser-
bia (SORS) is required.

�� Share of employees in sectors with above-
-average productivity: this is an example 
of an indicator including a factor (produc-
tivity) that is not regularly monitored even 
by SORS (the latest data was published in 
2012).

Until now, evaluations, especially in the field of 
active employment policy, have been conduc-
ted through EU pre-accession assistance pro-
jects, predominantly by international but also 
domestic experts, given that the Ministry lacks 
the financial resources to independently hire 
institutions who would conduct evaluations. 
This year the project titled, “Support to Eviden-
ce-Based Employment Policy Creation,” funded 

134  Interview with Dragica Ivanović, Head of the Active Em-
ployment Policy Department, Employment Sector, Minis-
try for Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs.
135  World Bank Group, “Monitoring and Evaluation Capac-
ity Development for the Western Balkans and Turkey: 
Developing Sector Level Indicators,” P128734, 2014, p. 
17–18.
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by the European Union through the Delegation 
of the European Union to the Republic of Serbia 
and implemented by the HD European Consul-
ting Group (HD ECG) in consortium with Pole 
Emploi, Office for Economic Policy and Regio-
nal Development (EPRD) and FREN, by the time 
of the writing has reached its final phase in its 
implementation. The beneficiary institution, 
apart from the Ministry of Labour, is National 
Employment Service. Project implementation 
began in November 2012 and lasted until Sep-
tember 2014. The aim of the project was to em-
bed a forecasting, monitoring and evaluation 
system into the designing and implementing of 
active labour market policies. The overall objec-
tive of the first project component was to assist 
with the improvement of methodologies for 
forecasting, monitoring and evaluation. In ad-
dition, the project aimed to improve the use of 
evidence obtained from surveys in the develop-
ment of both NEAP and operational planning in 
the National Employment Service. The second 
component sought to improve procedures for 
the preparation of NEAP for 2014 and 2015 – 
on the basis of labour market and monitoring 
evidence, in line with EU priorities for employ-
ment policy and on the basis of the evaluation 
of the effectiveness of previous NEAPs.

III.2. Civil Society in Serbia and 
M&E Experience 
Civil society entails not only civic associations, 
but also media, trade unions and employers as 
social partners, as well as other relevant social 
actors who jointly participate in reform proces-
ses and in building overall mutual trust, both 
within the democratisation of institutions and 
society as a whole.136 CSOs are “… organisatio-
nal structures whose members have objectives 
and responsibilities that are of public interest 
and who also act as mediators between the 
public authorities and citizens.”137 This study, 
however, perceives civil society in a narrower 
sense, by focusing on civic associations, non-
-governmental organisations and independent 
research centres/institutes.
136  For information on the civil sector in Serbia, see: Balkan 
Civil Society Acquis Strengthening the Advocacy and Mon-
itoring Potential and Capacities of CSOs, “Serbia Report 
2013 Monitoring Matrix for Civil Society Development,” 
Balkan Trust for Democracy, Civic Initiatives, 2013.
137  Opinion of the European Economic and Social Commit-
tee on the role and contribution of civil society organisa-
tions to the building of Europe (CESE 851/1999), 1999, p. 
21. Available at: <http://www.eesc.europa.eu/resources/
docs/actes_sco_en.pdf>

Research on the involvement of the civil sector 
in policy M&E is based on: (1) desk research 
of secondary sources on civil society in Serbia, 
(2) analysis of the results of an online survey 
conducted by the LET’S… (Hajde da…) orga-
nisation between April 23 and June 3, 2013, 
which included 220 civil society organisations 
in Serbia and (3) analysis of empirical data col-
lected through special field research within the 
framework of this project: between March and 
May 2014 interviews with CSOs, round table 
discussions and an online survey were organi-
sed. In that way 20 civil society organisations, 
predominantly based in Belgrade and most of 
them founded after the democratic changes in 
2000, were included. Most of the organisations 
surveyed are involved with policy oversight and 
advocacy, and a minor part with research acti-
vities and the direct empowerment of citizens. 
Almost all of these organisations are financed 
by foreign donors on a project basis. In other 
words, these organisations do not have stable 
and permanent funding sources.

The extensive research conducted by the LET’S… 
organisation revealed that Belgrade and Vojvo-
dina have the highest number and concentration 
of CSOs. Almost 65% of all CSOs are registered 
in these two regions. The research also showed 
that there was a significant increase in the num-
ber of CSOs during the 2000s. The majority of 
organisations (56%) were founded in 2005 or 
later, while less than a quarter (22%) were esta-
blished before 2000. This growth trend continu-
ed even after the outbreak of the economic crisis 
(the periods of 2005-2009 and 2010-2013 had 
the same percent of established organisations). 
The most common areas these organisations 
work in are social services (19%), environment 
(18%), education and research (18%), children 
and youth care (17%), law, advocacy and politics 
(13%) and culture (11%). All other areas of ac-
tivity are represented by a considerably smaller 
number of organisations.

III.2.a. Organisational Characteristics of 
CSOs in Serbia 

Civil society organisations are generally small 
or micro-organisations, with a particularly 
small number of employees. The average num-
ber of employees in these organisations (ap-
proximately three employees according to the 
findings of this study) is lower (in some cases 
multiple times) than the average number of as-
sociates or volunteers.
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In terms of organisation and methods of work 
applied, this could mean the following:

I Civil society organisations in Serbia are “orga-
nisations of committed individuals”: 

�� They are formed by the individuals with 
a vision and strong ideas, who live for the 
problem based on which they founded the 
organisation, and therefore they consider 
the idea and the very organisation as “their 
own”.

�� To ensure that things are going as planned, 
the leader of the organisation coordinates 
work using direct control, which is cogniti-
vely and physically very demanding. 

�� That, also, probably indicates a low level of 
work formalisation and standardisation – 
and this can lead to improvisation and me-
thodologically contestable initiatives.

�� CSO representatives (leaders) are capable 
of dealing with all of these challenges mo-
stly because they are young and highly edu-
cated, but this enthusiasm is not endless. 
Thus, CSOs in Serbia are primarily orga-
nisations of highly committed individuals 
(young, highly educated and self-conscious) 
who have the energy to tackle a problem in 
the area of their interest.

�� As such, they typically avoid delegating, so 
the range of control – number of people di-
rectly controlled by them – can significan-
tly increase and exceed their physical and 
cognitive capacities, endangering the effi-
ciency of management. In carrying out their 
activities, CSOs rely on their associates and 
volunteers, however if this number incre-
ases such that one person coordinates/con-
trols a large number of volunteers, this can 
lead to organisational mismatches, which is 
certainly one of the reasons for inefficien-
cies in the performance of CSOs.

II Organisational structure and human resources:

�� In structures of this kind, everyone does eve-
rything: due to a small number of employees 
there is no specialisation, rather employees 
conduct a fairly broad range of activities. 

�� To succeed in this, their knowledge and 
skills have to be very diverse (from opera-
tional to managerial).

�� The positive consequences of such activities 
can be employees’ and volunteers’ satisfac-
tion with the diversity and flexibility of the 
work. 

The negative aspects can be low productivity as 
well as frustration and dissatisfaction caused 
by work overload and the incompatibility of 
tasks. Therefore, despite the fact that they may 
favour the lack of work monotony, people enga-
ged in these organisations might be frustrated 
with the volume and inconsistency of the tasks 
they are assigned to. 

The practice of involving CSOs in policy M&E 
in Serbia remains underdeveloped. CSO repre-
sentatives in Serbia believe that the general 
public does not recognise at all, or does not 
sufficiently recognise, the significance of policy 
M&E and civil society organisations are still not 
properly being involved in these processes. In 
close relation to this is the fact that among the 
activities of these organisations, the practice of 
policy M&E is underrepresented. Fortunately, 
some organisations do have some experience in 
this area, so it cannot be said that there have 
never been any CSOs in Serbia involved in the 
M&E of a certain policy.

Focus 11: Security Sector 

M&E activities are a part of almost every pro-
ject that is carried out by the Belgrade Centre 
for Security Policy. Each monitoring is run on 
the basis of a specific methodology developed 
depending on the topics covered. The project 
titled, “Partnership for Integrity in Security 
Sector,” monitors the process of adopting and 
implementing integrity plans as well as pu-
blic procurement in the security sector. Mo-
reover, the project “Mapping and Monitoring 
of the Security Sector Reform in Serbia” has 
initiated regular monitoring of the progress 
of the security sector reform in Serbia and of 
Serbia’s security integration. Consequently, 
special indicators, methods and instruments 
for monitoring and measuring the pace and 
scope of the reform were defined, and the re-
search results were presented in the “Yearbo-
ok of Security Sector Reform in Serbia”. The 
implementation of anticorruption measures 
in the police as well as citizens’ and police 
officers’ views on police corruption are mo-
nitored via the “A-COP: Civil Society Against 
Police Corruption” project. In addition, this 
organisation is a member of the “PrEUgovor” 
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coalition, which monitors the EU accession 
negotiation process on Chapters 23 and 24, 
particularly the following topics: the fight 
against corruption in the security sector, 
human rights protection (including securi-
ty sector employees), gender equality in the 
security sector, migration and security, the 
fight against organised crime, the Schengen 
Agreement and police cooperation. Findings 
are communicated in different ways, mostly 
in the form of reports available online, howe-
ver printed issues exist as well. In addition to 
the reports, the Belgrade Centre for Security 
Policy releases practical policy recommenda-
tions, as well as analyses of specific (current) 
issues. They are active on social media we-
bsites – both the organisation and its indivi-
dual researchers. M&E results are accessible 
on their web page: http://reforma.bezbed-
nost.org and http://korupcija.bezbednost.
org. There also have some additional ways of 
representation, but they are part of advocacy 
activities.

Source: Questionnaire

However, there is a by far greater number of 
CSOs who have never been involved in the abo-
ve mentioned activities and who have no expe-
rience as to how to get involved in and conduct 
such activities. There are two key reasons for 
this situation: (1) the state does not sufficien-
tly stimulate CSOs to get involved in M&E (2) 
CSOs, per se, are not motivated to get involved. 
Most CSO representatives indicate that they 
are committed to this sector for one of two re-
asons: first, the civil sector provides the possi-
bility of doing what they believe is important, 
and second, to contribute to social changes 
through civil society. Alternative motives appe-
ar in a significantly lower number of cases. In 
that sense, it can be concluded that M&E awa-
reness raising, as an important element of the 
policymaking process, is an essential aspect in 
motivating CSOs to engage in these activities. 
Therefore, civil society organisations in Serbia 
will get engaged in policy M&E if they believe 
(1) that it “really matters” to the society, and (2) 
that it can influence changes in society. Conse-
quently, it is necessary to raise the awareness 
of present/future CSO leaders regarding M&E. 

Organisational and human capacity

In order for the policy M&E process to run smo-
othly and continuously, it is necessary for all the 

actors involved in the process to have adequate 
capacities. “Capacity” usually refers to organi-
sational and human potential.

Organisational capacity (organisational skills) 
refers to organisational M&E systems present 
within both state administration bodies and 
CSOs. Organisational capacity also includes pre-
vious experience, work techniques and tech-
nology, as well as a network of relations with 
other organisations and institutions which has 
been developed over time.

Human capacity (human resources) refers to 
the competence and expertise of the people 
involved in this process for conducting M&E 
activities – the knowledge and skills of employ-
ees and associates, but also of the network of 
volunteers which the organisation has and can 
rely on.

In assessing its organisational and human po-
tential, an organisation (regardless of whether 
it represents the state or the civil sector), sho-
uld answer the following questions:138

�� Who possesses the technical skills to design 
and implement a M&E system?

�� Who is skilled for managing such a system?

�� What data systems currently exist and what 
is their quality? 

�� What technology is available for data sup-
port/analysis and processing?

�� What funding is available for designing and 
implementing a M&E system? 

�� What is the organisation’s experience with 
performance reporting systems? 

The surveyed CSOs were highly confident in 
their organisational and human capacities and 
that they meet policy M&E requirements. They 
also believe they have sufficient methodological 
knowledge for properly conducting policy M&E. 
These responses are not surprising considering 
that most of the organisations that participated 
in this study are already developed, respect-
ful and experienced not only when it comes to 
M&E, but they also have longstanding experien-

138  Linda G. Morra Imas, Ray C. Rist, ”Put do rezultata: diza-
jniranje i provođenje efektivne razvojne evaluacije,” World 
Bank, 2009, p. 114.



How to Get Results in Public Policies?48

ce in the civil sector. However, there are a far 
greater number of organisations that have ne-
ver performed M&E – and that do not have the 
experience or adequate organisational, human 
and methodological capacities for performing 
these activities.

Policy M&E can be conducted by an individual 
CSO, particularly if it is a big organisation with 
different skills and a wide base of members/
volunteers. However, in most cases, there is a 
need for cooperation between different organi-
sations and individuals when conducting this 
process, especially if:

�� individual CSOs do not have developed pro-
cedures and/or adequately skilled staff; 

�� individual CSOs do not have contacts or ac-
cess to data, which is of a key importance 
for acquiring evidence on policy implemen-
tation and effects;

�� it is necessary to include more organisa-
tions/individuals in order to ensure an ade-
quate representation of all the relevant gro-
ups in the M&E process.

Surveyed CSOs in Serbia strongly recognise the 
need for intensive cooperation (networking) 
with other organisations instead of acting in a 
competitive manner. This statement is impor-
tant to stress, especially since it is in line with 
trends emerging in M&E markets around the 
world.

III.2.b. Good Practice Examples of CSO 
Involvement in Policy Monitoring

The role of SIPRU in engaging CSOs in 
government policy M&E

In the social policy sector, the Social Inclusion 
and Poverty Reduction Unit (hereinafter SIPRU) 
has been playing a significant role in enhancing 
the dialogue between the governmental and 
non-governmental sectors in recent years.139 
SIPRU was established in 2009, within the Of-
fice of the Deputy Prime Minister in charge of 
European integration, in order to improve Go-
vernment capacity: to develop and implement 
social inclusion policies according to the good 

139  The team was previously named the Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Implementation Team and was formed in 2004 
within the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister of Serbia.

practice examples from all around Europe and 
to provide support for line ministries in develo-
ping and implementing social inclusion policy.

What is particularly worth mentioning is that 
SIPRU grounds its activities on regular con-
sultations with CSOs. Namely, when Poverty 
Reduction Strategy monitoring was the core 
SIPRU activity, the Civil Society Advisory Com-
mittee (CSAC) was established first, and then a 
few years later a programme entitled “Civil So-
ciety Focal Points (CSFP) for the Poverty Reduc-
tion Strategy Implementation in the Republic of 
Serbia” was launched. The programme aimed 
at building partnerships between the govern-
mental and non-governmental sectors, with the 
purpose of ensuring the active participation of 
civil society organisations in the social inclu-
sion and poverty reduction process. Coopera-
tion took place through the implementation of 
the PRS during several stages: policy definition, 
programme implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation.

Bearing in mind the matrix of cooperation 
between the Government and CSOs in pover-
ty reduction, presented in Table 4, it could be 
concluded that SIPRU has become a mediator 
between the governmental and non-govern-
mental sectors in the field of social inclusion. 
Considering the cross-sectoral nature of the so-
cial inclusion issue, SIPRU has been collabora-
ting with several ministries and other relevant 
institutions and encouraging CSOs to engage in 
the M&E of relevant policies. With the support 
of international donors, SIPRU has been fun-
ding the development of analyses by CSO which, 
in the form of recommendations, aim at enhan-
cing the adoption process of better legislative 
solutions in the area of social inclusion. Cross-
-sectoral action is facilitated by its position wi-
thin the Office of Deputy Prime Minister, howe-
ver, SIPRU recommendations are not binding 
whether they are coming from SIPRU experts 
or from an engaged CSO. As shown in the CSFP 
evaluation, CSOs were dissatisfied with the fact 
that no feedback was given on whether the Go-
vernment adopted any of their recommenda-
tions, and which ones.

Although being placed within the Office of the 
Deputy Prime Minister provides certain bene-
fits, at the same time it brings into question 
the independence of SIPRU activities. In addi-
tion, long-term sustainability is dependent on 
project-based donor support. Considering the 
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importance of SIPRU’s role as a bridge connec-
ting the governmental and non-governmental 
sectors, and in promoting policy M&E, it will be 
extremely important to ensure this institution’s 
continuity even after the withdrawal of donors. 
There are several options in this regard. If SI-
PRU remains a government body, the question 
is where would its place be within the govern-
ment structure: would it be become part of the 
ministry in charge of social policy, or would a 
separate office be established? Bearing in mind 
budget limitations and the Government’s inten-
tions to reduce the number of special agencies 
and offices, as well as the fact that the Office for 
Cooperation with Civil Society already exists, 
this option is unlikely. If it becomes impossible 
to maintain donor support, the human capacity 
of SIPRU will be challenged: its staff currently 
consists of well-paid local experts and it also 
has the possibility of engaging international 
consultants. It will not be possible to financially 
support this type of human resources if a switch 
to budgetary funding is made.

“Civil Society Focal Points for PRS 
Implementation” Programme 

Formulation and monitoring of PRS imple-
mentation in other countries included the bro-
ad participation of actors from various social 
spheres, especially from the civil sector. This 
practice was also applied in Serbia. The Civil 
Society Advisory Committee (CSAC) was esta-
blished first, followed by the “Civil Society Fo-
cal Points (CSFP) for the PRS Implementation” 
Programme. Bearing in mind that it is only with 
this programme that true institutional coope-
ration between the Government and CSOs has 
been initiated and that an evaluation has been 
done on their established mechanisms of co-
operation and communication, a more detailed 
reflection on CSFP as well as key findings and 
recommendations from the mentioned evalu-
ation is provided below.

The programme recruited seven NGOs which 
led the so-called clusters – areas that PRS speci-
fically focuses on such as: people with disabili-
ties, Roma population, women, youth, refugees, 
etc. CSFP lasted for a year, and the end result 
was a document containing several recommen-
dations for including CSOs in the PRS implemen-
tation process. These recommendations, despi-
te being defined specifically for social policy, 
could be used to overview the possible forms 
of cooperation between the governmental and 

non-governmental sectors in other policy M&E 
areas as well, such as e.g. public administration.

 “Civil Society Focal Points (CSFP) for the Pover-
ty Reduction Strategy Implementation in the 
Republic of Serbia” was a programme aimed at 
facilitating CSO participation in defining, imple-
menting and monitoring the measures adopted 
by the Government and other relevant actors 
throughout the PRS implementation process. 

As mentioned, the programme included seven 
organisations whose role was to manage their 
cluster – a group of CSOs dealing with the same 
issues.140 There was also a Programme Mana-
gement Unit (PMU) with a coordinating role, 
which belonged to the Centre for Development 
of Non-profit Sector (CDNS) from Belgrade.

CSFP evaluation was intended to show to which 
extent the set objectives had been achieved, as 
well as to summarise the experiences and re-
commendations of the participating CSOs in 
terms of further enhancing cooperation betwe-
en the governmental and non-governmental 
sectors. The following are the most important 
results of the evaluation:141

In terms of achieving the first objective, CSFP 
was, according to the programme evaluation 
report, designed to channel information about 
the work of government offices to CSOs, and at 
the same time to introduce these government 
institutions to the work of the NGO sector. Abo-
ve all, the programme was intended to make 
sure that the views of a large number of CSOs 
and their target groups are incorporated into 
these government institutions’ programmes 
and activities. 

An important question relating to the first ob-
jective is how sustainable will the established 
information exchange and CSO cooperation me-
chanisms be after the termination of this one-
-year programme. According to the evaluation 
findings, CSFP’s resources are sufficient to ena-
140  Roma Information Centre, Kragujevac – in charge of 
Roma issues; Centre for Independent Living of People 
with Disabilities, Belgrade – in charge of issues related 
to people with disabilities; Autonomous Women’s Centre, 
Beograd – in charge of women’s issues; Amity, Belgrade – 
in charge of the elderly; Group 484, Belgrade – in charge 
of refugees and IDPs, Association for Promotion of Mental 
Health in Children and Youth, Niš – CSFP for Children.
141  Civil Society Focal Points for Poverty Reduction Strat-
egy Implementation. Final programme evaluation. Report 
prepared by an external M&E team Stanislava Vučković 
and Vojo Lučić.
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ble the continuation of most of the developed 
mechanisms for communication with CSOs in 
the following period. This is particularly true 
for the online information exchange as this type 
of communication is not very costly. Contrary 
to that, additional funds are necessary for orga-
nising meetings or conferences, therefore after 
the termination of this programme their conti-
nuation is uncertain.

Since the total number of organisations partici-
pating in the work of the programme, measured 
by clusters, significantly increased (from 292 
initially to 545) the programme proved to be 
capable of including the recommendations and 
views of the wider civil society and therefore of 
having good civil society representation.

However, despite the wide participation, CSFP 
representatives believe that CSOs often fail to 
recognise the relation between their activities 
and national strategic documents, thus it is ne-
cessary to further inform and motivate them to 
get involved. This is precisely, in the opinion of 
CSFP, their key role – to act as mediators betwe-
en the government and the CSOs.

In terms of achieving the third objective, it was 
concluded that CSFP is satisfied with the coope-
ration with SIPRU, but not as much with the co-

operation with representatives of government 
institutions with whom they had a chance to 
collaborate during programme implementa-
tion.

At the national and local levels, CSFP and CSOs 
were included in more than 25 processes rele-
vant for improving the position of their target 
groups. These processes were mostly related 
to different national strategies. However, accor-
ding to some CSOs, collaborating with govern-
ment institutions and exchanging contacts was 
greatly facilitated by the PRS Team. In other 
words, SIPRU acted as a true mediator betwe-
en the governmental and non-governmental 
sectors, as evident from a statement made by a 
representative of CSFP for children:142 “Essen-
tial consultations took place at a very operatio-
nal level, between CSOs and representatives of 
line ministries. At this level, important informa-
tion and experiences were exchanged[...] What 
proved to be crucial in facilitating contact and 
cooperation with the line ministries is the fact 
that the PRS Team, who facilitated and suppor-
ted this type of collaboration between CSOs and 
the line ministries, stood behind this program-
me. This illustrates the need to have a delega-
ted body within the system in the future as well, 

142  Ibid., p. 22. 

Table 5: Overview of objectives and the level of their accomplishment according  
to the surveyed CSOs 

OBJECTIVES ACHIEVEMENT  
Development of communication
 mechanisms between governmental
and non-governmental sectors
which will enable ef�icient
information exchange

 
 

� CSFP became organisations through which
government institutions spread relevant
information about marginalised groups to all
other civil society organisations
CSFP’s resources are suf�icient to enable
the continuation of a large part of the developed
mechanisms for communication with CSOs
in the future as well

 
� 

 
Within the clusters, CSOs consult and
de�ine the recommendations and 
views of the wider civil society 

 

� All focal point organisations responsible for
managing clusters had included other relevant 
CSOs in de�ining recommendations for the most 
important processes and policies 

Participation of CSOs in key
procedures related to PRS
implementation by the Government 
(policy de�inition, programme 
implementation, monitoring and 
reporting)

 

 

� CSFP are satis�ied with the cooperation with 
SIPRU, but not as much with the cooperation 
with representatives of government institutions 
with whom they had the chance to collaborate 
during program implementation 
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who would have the task of supporting coope-
ration between CSOs and government bodies 
and line ministries.”

During a round table discussion held within 
the framework of this project,143 a representa-
tive of CSFP for children pointed out that, when 
speaking of child-related policy M&E, the most 
important thing for them is to primarily focus 
on the needs of their target group. The primary 
task is to focus on delivering quality services for 
children; supplying the state with data (e.g. in 
the case of M&E) is of a secondary importance 
to them.

Experience of CSFP with line ministries

As stated in the evaluation, during the CSFP 
programme, CSOs learned much about the way 
in which public administration works. This was 
certainly due to the numerous contacts made 
with government representatives during the 
drafting of national strategies, as well as other 
documents significant for the poorer parts of 
the population who are the focus of CSOs. 

The CSFP evaluation indicated the following de-
ficiencies in terms of the cooperation between 
the governmental and non-governmental sec-
tors:

�� Line ministries rarely initiated contact with 
CSFP. In most cases they were only respon-
ding to CSFP calls.

�� The mechanism of delegating contact per-
sons from the line ministries to act on be-
half of the ministry was very well remarked, 
but during programme implementation it 
turned out that cooperation greatly depen-
ded on the delegate’s abilities and perso-
nal affinity towards the project. In order to 
achieve maximum effects in the implemen-
tation of the CSFP programme, it was neces-
sary to further define the contact person’s 
tasks and level of responsibility, and/or to 
establish a plan for information flow and 
cooperation between the CSOs and contact 
persons during implementation.

�� In most cases there was no feedback pro-
vided on how many recommendations had 

143  Round Table: “M&E in Serbia with the evidence sup-
plied by civil society – possibilities for involvement and 
good practices”, Belgrade, Hyatt Regency Hotel, 29 May 
2014.

been adopted and had become a part of of-
ficial policies, on their implementation and 
monitoring. 

CSFP for women described the cooperation 
with the ministries and the PRS Team in the fol-
lowing manner: “Despite the fact that the Auto-
nomous Women’s Centre, as the CSFP for wo-
men’s issues and a women-oriented CSO, was 
better than ever before informed on state po-
licies [...] although there was a large number of 
comments and a large number of meetings were 
attended – the number and type of government 
bodies that initiated the cooperation, without 
the support of the PRS Team, is negligible. Even 
when initiative was taken, it was mostly for the 
purposes of collecting data on CSO activities 
which needed to be included in government 
reports, or making comments on certain docu-
ments. In addition, this was most often conduc-
ted without providing any feedback on how the 
data was used or with uncertain (to minimal) 
information as to how the comments impacted 
the documents, which is certainly demotivating   
for all CSOs (especially bearing in mind that the 
information or comments were always deman-
ded within a very short time).”144

Focus 12: A CSO Representative’s  
Reflection on How CSOs are Perceived by 
the State 

During the round table discussion organised 
within the framework of this project, Vlade 
Satarić, a representative of Amity, an organi-
sation that also participated in the CSFP pro-
gramme, pointed out: 

“While working, we often received comments 
from civil servants stating that it is inappro-
priate for CSOs to comment the work of the 
ministries… The state, however, lacks the 
capacity for transforming data into infor-
mation and knowledge… Activities should 
not be reduced only to writing reports, but 
to an analysis of the effects as well. CSOs 
should therefore be careful and remain well 
informed. They should have a role in asking 
questions and placing pressure on the state 
authorities. Through the CSFP programme 
the capacities of participating organisations 
were strengthened. The good thing is that we 

144  Civil Society Focal Points for the Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Implementation. Final programme evaluation. 
The report was prepared by the members of external M&E 
team Stanislava Vučković and Vojo Lučić, p.25. 
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have achieved sustainability – based on this 
experience, later on CSFPs had the opportu-
nity to secure additional funds for their fur-
ther activities.”

Recommendations for enhancing cooperation 
between the governmental and non-govern-
mental sectors can be drawn from the experien-
ces of CSOs in the CSFP programme. The follo-
wing recommendations could be useful for any 
further cooperation between these two sectors 
in the field of policy M&E:

�� The communication between the CSFPs 
and line ministries should be thorough-
ly planned and designed. Above all, it was 
necessary to clearly define the roles and 
responsibilities of both sides and plan mu-
tual activities during the implementation of 
CSFP programme. 

�� It was necessary to build a system which mo-
nitors whether the recommendations given 
by CSFPs and CSOs are adopted, and a sys-
tem to determine to which extent the recom-
mended measures or strategies developed in 
consultation with CSFPs and CSOs are being 
implemented. If certain measures are being 
accepted, it is important to determine why 
exactly these measures have been chosen, 
and for those that are not accepted, it should 
be determined why they have been rejected.

�� In order to have effective cooperation, the 
governmental and non-governmental sec-
tors each need to be deeply familiar with the 
work of the other: CSOs should be aware of 
how the state administration functions, and 
civil servants should also be familiar with 
the NGO sector. 

Focus 13: Some of CSO Representatives’ 
Answers when Asked about How They 
Believe are Perceived by Government  
Officials 

Ministerial representatives stated that there 
are several reasons for limited cooperation 
with the non-governmental sector:

This sector is not recognised as a resource 
that the government should use;

There is distrust in the civil society sector 
and a general attitude that its opinion is not 
relevant;

Changes in the government and consequent 
changes in ministries prevent the continuity 
of previously established cooperation;

The non-governmental sector is not homoge-
neous in terms of work quality.

Finally, below are some preconditions for inclu-
ding CSOs in Strategy M&E, as proposed by CSO 
representatives in a document relating to the 
implementation of PRS.145 The preconditions 
are general and could apply to M&E of any po-
licy:

�� Good communication with state institu-
tions, which entails defining the ways and 
frequency in which quality information will 
be exchanged;

�� Availability of relevant information, docu-
mentation and materials which would ena-
ble the planning of independent, external 
monitoring;

�� Supply of material resources necessary for 
the active involvement of CSOs in policy 
M&E.

When asked about what else they themselves 
can do in order to improve the quality and vo-
lume of poverty-related research, CSOs pointed 
to the following:

�� to enhance data collection and processing 
methodology, 

�� to improve the knowledge needed to con-
ducting quality M&E in their field. 

145  Poverty Reduction Strategy Implementation Process in 
Serbia. Recommendations for Civil Society Inclusion. Final 
Document. Annex 3 Conclusions of the consultative pro-
cess. Consultants Jelena Marković, Richard Alen and Gov-
ernment PRS Implementation Team. October 2006. 
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IV.1. State Structures for M&E of 
Government Policies: An Analysis 
of Comparative Practise
The following chapter provides an analysis of 
three examined M&E systems, characterised by 
a high level of institutionalisation and a develo-
ped evaluation culture, and which at the same 
time reflect the differences in institutional mo-
dalities. By examining national M&E systems in 
Finland and Lithuania, as well as the EU policy 
M&E system developed by the European Com-
mission, different types of relations between 
the ministries and the centre of government 
can be observed in terms of autonomy in con-
ducting M&E, the impact of the external envi-
ronment and the necessity of building a system, 
data sources and how they are acquired, and 
finally the methods used for conducting M&E.

IV.1.a. Centralised System (Lithuanian 
Model) 

Although evaluations were conducted earlier, 
within the framework of the PHARE and SA-
PARD assistance programmes, Lithuania insti-
tutionalised its evaluation activities in 2003, 
in the context of the drafting of the Single Pro-
gramming Document 2004-2006 and Lithuania-
’s preparation for EU membership.146 The sys-
tem for conducting evaluations was developed 
for the 2007-2013 budgeting and programming 
period and based on centralised evaluation 
planning and coordination and cross-sectoral 
cooperation. The EU structural funds M&E sys-
tem that was developed then retains the same 
structure today: the Ministry of Finance has the 
overall responsibility for planning and conduc-
ting evaluations, while ministries and state in-
stitutions, as intermediary bodies, are in charge 
of planning and conducting the evaluations wi-

146  The Single Programming Document is a document that 
contains strategic social-economic plan and priorities for 
the use of EU structural funds for the period of 2004-2006.

thin their competence. The Evaluation Coordi-
nation Group is a special body whose task is to 
review the planned evaluations, improvements 
in conducting them, terms of reference and the-
ir results, and then provide recommendations 
to the institutions involved in evaluations. Mini-
stries and government institutions that imple-
ment the structural funds are responsible for 
collecting data for monitoring purposes, while 
the Monitoring Committee, as a separate body, 
evaluates the results.147 

The structural funds evaluation system has 
played a great role in shaping the national po-
licy M&E system. By June 2013, 47 evaluations 
of structural funds were conducted in Lithu-
ania, of which 26 were carried out by the Mini-
stry of Finance. Of that number, 34% of evalu-
ations were process/implementation oriented, 
aiming to assess the internal organisation and 
the management system.148 Experiences of the 
Ministry of Finance in terms of planning, mana-
ging the evaluations and enhancing the quality 
of the terms of reference were valuable for the 
further establishment of national structures 
and procedures.149

Interestingly, the Lithuanian M&E system ori-
ginates from a successfully system of national 
documents’ strategic planning in established in 
2002. Strategic planning methodology, appro-
ved and adopted by the Government, regulates 
the mechanisms of drafting and approving stra-
tegic action plans and strategic documents, mo-
nitoring their implementation as well as annual 

147  Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Lithuania, “Evalu-
ation Capacity Building in Lithuania: Experience and Les-
sons,” 2013, p. 6.
148  Ibid. p. 7–8.
149  Interview with officials from the Ministry of Finance, 
Vilnius, 18 March 2014.

IV. Opportunities for Performing Policy 
M&E with Evidence Supplied by the 

Civil Society
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reporting on the activity results.150 That same 
year the principle of programme budgeting 
was introduced, which causally connected the 
budget planning mechanism with the aims and 
priorities articulated in strategic documents.

The established system of strategic documents, 
logically and substantially aligned,151 was signi-
ficant for creating an M&E system since each of 
the document types requires monitoring the in-
dicators and reporting on the progress.

The M&E system has been built gradually, le-
arning from the strategic planning and mana-
gement experience. According to the intervie-
wees, the established system is not the result 
of external pressure, but the need for more 
efficient management and decision-making. In 
addition, a mitigating circumstance in the M&E 

150  Unless otherwise indicated, the following part is based 
on the documents of the Government of the Republic of 
Lithuania, Resolution 827 from June 6, 2002 on the Meth-
odology of Strategic Planning, Official Gazette 57-2312, 
and the Minister of Finance Act from August 13, 2011 
number 1K-281 on the approval of Program Evaluation 
Methodology. Unofficial document translations were pro-
vided by the respondents from the Office of the Prime 
Minister of the Republic of Lithuania. 
151  On top of the hierarchy is the long-term Strategy of De-
velopment of Lithuania, which is aligned with the National 
Development Programme for a 9-year period, with pro-
grammes set for the duration of the government mandate 
(up to 4 years) and short-term documents: cross-sectoral 
action plans for horizontal objectives, strategic action 
plans for s 3-year period, annual priorities of government 
and the ministries.

institutionalisation was the fact that budget 
planning was entirely associated with strategic 
planning.152

The M&E system was formally upgraded in 2011 
by improving management practices and adop-
ting precise provisions regarding results-based 
M&E. Interestingly, the reform was carried out 
through a project153 financed by the European 
Social Fund. In addition, Lithuania is a leading 
member state in terms of using EU structural 
funds for the improvement of the public ad-
ministration. Special attention was paid to the 
improvement of the system for monitoring the 
performance of ministries, government bodies 
and agencies, to promotion of analytical capa-
city, evaluation of budgetary programmes and 
better assessment of decision impacts. Through 
the project, sophisticated trainings on the evalu-
ation process were organised for civil servants 
working in the ministries; a centralised IT sys-
tem was established, containing all the strategic 
documents with benchmarks for their monito-
ring, as well as reports from ministries submit-
ted to the Office of the Prime Minister; and the 
Evaluation Methodology, which the ministries 
were obliged to implement, was adopted.
152  Interview with officials at the Office of the Prime Minis-
ter, Vilnius, 17 March 2014. 
153  It is a project “Improvement of Performance-Based 
Management“ implemented by the Office of the Prime 
Minister and the Ministry of Finance in the period 2009–
2011. The project was prepared by a consortium which 
among others included a think tank Public Policy and 
Management Institute.

Diagram 7 : Preview of the Links between Strategic Documents
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The Lithuanian system is a mixture of a process 
(implementation) oriented and a results-ba-
sed system. The former includes analysis and 
monitoring of the internal organisation of the 
ministries and expended resources, in order 
to detect internal weaknesses, which all things 
considered influences and helps results-based 
M&E run more successful.154 The system pri-
marily relies on performance assessment, for 
which precise regulations and mechanisms 
have been introduced in 2011. A performance 
indicator is an indicator that provides infor-
mation on achieving general and particular 
objectives. The development of performance 
indicators provides a possibility to evaluate the 
overall progress achieved in areas in which an 
institution has performed activities for a certa-
in period of time.155

Performance indicators need to demonstrate 
the qualitative and quantitative results of stra-
tegic action plan programmes. Quantitative in-
dicators are used for expressing facts, figures, 
statistical data and data provided by institu-
tions. They present the inputs, outputs or re-
sult in a quantitative way. Qualitative indicators 
demonstrate the qualitative characteristics of 
an institution’s activities, e.g. an improvement 
or a decline – they indicate whether the results 
were realised in time, whether they correspond 
to beneficiaries’ needs, whether they meet the 

154  Interview with an official from the Office of the Prime 
Minister, Vilnius, 17 March 2014.
155  Ibid, p. 17. 

standards etc. They are developed using evi-
dence gained through interviews and surveys, 
expert discussions as well as other qualitative 
data. The indicator value must enable an as-
sessment of the direction and/or extent of pro-
gress. Indicators can be horizontal or vertical 
and each should contain a technical annex.

Monitoring System

Strategic planning documents, in addition to 
annual operating plans, are subject to systema-
tic monitoring by the following actors:

�� The Office of the Prime Minister is responsi-
ble for the final preparation of Government 
programmes and priorities, strategic action 
plans of the institutions accountable for 
their work to the Government, as well as for 
monitoring the implementation of the long-
-term State Progress Strategy;

�� The Ministry of Finance is responsible for 
the monitoring of the implementation of the 
National Progress Programme (intended 
for the implementation and enforcement of 
the EU 2020 strategy);

�� Ministries are responsible for monitoring de-
velopment programmes and policy areas in 
the scope of their competence, as well as for 
implementation of the strategic action plans 
of government institutions. Almost all mini-
stries have a Strategic Planning, Monitoring  

Diagram 8: Example of Horizontal Performance Indicators Within Institutions 154
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and Evaluation Section within their156inter-
nal organisation, as well as separate M&E 
units.157 

�� Coordinators of inter-institutional action 
plans are responsible for the monitoring of 
their implementation.

The monitoring process consists of the follo-
wing steps: 

�� Heads of ministries, who are responsible 
for policies in the scope of their competen-
ce, send data on performance indicators to 
a centralised IT monitoring system 15 days 
prior to the end of the 3-month period, whi-
le the information on indicators that cannot 
be calculated quarterly is delivered in ano-
ther form. Semi-annual and annual activi-
ty reports should contain an explanation 

156  Adopted from: Office of the Prime Minister of the Re-
public of Lithuania, “Methodology for Formulating and 
Implementing Performance Measures Used in Strategic 
Planning Documents,” 2011, p. 13.
157  Interview with officials from the Office of the Prime 
Minister, Vilnius, 17 March 2014. 

�� justifying the reasons behind the inability to 
reach the set performance indicators’ valu-
es. 

�� This data is used by the Office of the Prime 
Minister for preparing the annual Perfor-
mance Reports, which are submitted to the 
Government. The ministries also submit 
information on the achievement of Govern-
ment priorities. The same data is also used 
for the preparation of public reports on the 
achieved results. The data regarding moni-
toring may indicate the need for program-
me evaluation or for a review of budgetary 
expenditures.

Data monitoring consists of both the planned 
and real indicators values specified in the plan-
ning documents, economic and social indicator 
values as well as other indicators defined by the 
Parliament and the Government. The data ob-
tained through monitoring is entered into the 
IT monitoring system, which is managed by the 
Office of the Prime Minister. The official Natio-
nal Statistics Office collects and reveals statisti-
cal data on the achievement of economic and 
social indicators set by the Government. They 

Diagram 9: Example of the Vertical Logical Link between Indicators155
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cooperate with monitoring units in the mini-
stries and consult with them on data collection 
methods in order to ensure their reliability. 
Furthermore, the Statistics Office is consulted 
when Government priorities indicators, as well 
as long-term and medium-term strategic plan-
ning document indicators, are being developed.

It could be concluded based on the above men-
tioned information that the central role in the 
monitoring system belongs to the Office of the 
Prime Minister. It manages the centralised IT 
system which collects all the monitoring data 
and is the only body with access to the entire 
system; it links, on the one hand, the political 
priorities presented by the Government before 
the start of each mandate, and on the other, the 
ministries whose work it supervises and from 
whom it receives annual reports on programme 
implementation. Additionally, the Office helps 
ministries prepare the mentioned document in 
line with the defined objectives and long-term 
strategic documents.158

Evaluation system

All the programmes and policies that emerge 
from the National Development Programme 
and strategic action documents are evaluated, 
with the aim of assessing the success of imple-
mented, current and planned programmes ac-
cording to one or more of the following aspects: 

�� Compatibility of general and specific policy 
objectives with public needs;

�� Cost-effectiveness ratio in terms of achie-
ving results;

�� The extent to which the general and specific 
objectives are met in comparison to plan-
ned and real indicators;

�� Compatibility of targeted and achieved pro-
gramme/policy results with the needs of di-
rect and indirect beneficiaries;

�� Long-term results and impacts of a pro-
gramme/policy.

Evaluations can, in terms of methods for their 
conduct, be centralised or decentralised. The 
centralised method is applied for the evalu-
ation of the National Development Programme, 
158  Interview with officials from the Office of the Prime 
Minister, Vilnius, 17 March 2014.

as well as for development programmes that 
are implemented by two or more ministries. 
While it is the Ministry of Finance that desi-
gns the evaluations, they are carried out by an 
evaluation working group formed by the Prime 
Minister. On the other hand, the decentralised 
method is used by individual ministries for eva-
luating policies within the scope of their com-
petence. They are carried out by evaluation 
working groups formed by the relevant mini-
ster. Evaluation working groups consist of re-
presentatives of one or more departments, the 
Ministry of Finance and the Office of the Prime 
Minister. The group conducts evaluations and 
prepares an evaluation report which describes 
the evaluation procedure, applied approaches, 
conclusions and specific recommendations.
Concerning the actors performing evaluations, 
evaluations can be conducted internally – wi-
thin the institutions that cover the programme/
policy which is being subject to evaluation; they 
can be performed by a team mixed of competent 
institutions and independent external actors; or 
they can be entirely performed by independent 
external actors. In the first case, they are con-
ducted by civil servants and in most cases the-
se are evaluations of internal organisation and 
programme management, in other words self-
-evaluations of the work of a competent institu-
tion.159 The second type is hardly ever applied 
and so far it has shown limited results, conside-
ring the difficulties emerging from the division 
of work and responsibilities.160 In most cases, 
evaluations are performed by external evalu-
ators, most often by consortia of consultancies 
and audit institutions, which are selected by the 
ministry after a public tendering process.
Therefore, the evaluation process includes all 
state administration institutions: the Office 
of the Prime Minister, the Ministry of Finance, 
line ministries and government bodies. In Ja-
nuary every year, each actor, within the scope 
of its competence, delivers to the Ministry of 
Finance a proposal of the programme to be in-
cluded in the evaluations. On the basis of the 
received proposals and taking into account 
the set criteria,161 the Ministry of Finance dra-

159  Interview with representatives from the Ministry of Ag-
riculture and the Ministry of Social Security and Labour, 
Vilnius, 17 and 18 March 2014. 
160  Interview with a representative from the Ministry of 
Agriculture of Lithuania, Vilnius, 18 March 2014. 
161  In accordance with the priorities of the Government and 
the ministries; financial requests; programme implemen-
tation risks; programme productivity level; the need for 
programme implementation and relevance information.
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fts an annual evaluation plan and delivers it to 
the Government for approval by the beginning 
of February. The approved annual evaluation 
plan establishes the institution and person in 
charge of the evaluation, the name, the subject, 
general and specific evaluation objectives, the 
method of conducting the evaluation (centra-
lised, decentralised), the method of evaluation 
implementation (internal, mixed, external), the 
evaluation type (ex ante, medium-term, retro-
spective), as well as the timeframe for delive-
ring the evaluation report.

Developing terms of reference in the evaluation 
planning phase is a particular challenge for line 
ministries, since it is not easy to define with 
high precision and unambiguously all the qu-
estions which the evaluation should answer.162 
The terms of reference should also define the 
methods and techniques of data collection. 
They include: analysis of secondary resources, 
monitoring data analysis, interviews, surveys, 
group discussions, panel discussions of experts, 
consultations with relevant actors, case studies, 
analysis of performance and cost-effectiveness, 
and statistical analysis. In practice, external 
evaluators have the freedom to propose the 
data processing method. After the termination 
of a public tender process, and during the pro-
cess of selecting evaluators, one of the criteria 
that the ministry (contracting authority) values 
is the explanation for choosing a particular me-
thodology made by applicants – external evalu-
ators.163

The final product of the evaluation working 
group is an evaluation report. It is submitted, 
together with implementation recommenda-
tions, to the Ministry of Finance, the Office of 
the Prime Minister and the institution whose 
program is being assessed. They provide their 
comments within 10 days, which are then taken 
into account and incorporated by the compe-
tent institution within the next 10 days. After-
wards, the final report and recommendations 
are approved.

162  Interview with officials from the Ministry of Finance of 
the Republic of Lithuania and the Ministry of Social Secu-
rity and Labour, 17 and 18 March 2014. .
163  Interview with officials from the Ministry of Finance of 
the Republic of Lithuania, Vilnius, 17 March 2014.

Lithuanian Ministry of Social Security and 
Labour Experiences with M&E164

Within the ministry there are 18 programmes 
(medium-term strategic documents for a pe-
riod of 4 years) which are monitored quarterly 
and annually. For those programmes there are 
234 input, output and outcome indicators, of 
which two thirds are “annual” criteria and one 
third is for quarterly reports. Data for monito-
ring purposes is collected by the Ministry and 
the Statistics Office, together with municipali-
ties, Government offices and NGOs that imple-
ment the Ministry’s projects and programmes. 
Data is sometimes, but not very frequent, acqu-
ired by engaging external researchers, since 
the Ministry does not have sufficient financial 
resources for this. However, according to the 
interviewees, evidence supplied by external ac-
tors is usually the most credible, as it is based 
on sound analysis.

The Ministry’s Strategic Planning and Analysis 
section is responsible for coordinating M&E 
report preparation. The unit for M&E has four 
officers who assess the quality of reports sub-
mitted by other units within the Ministry and, if 
needed, request revisions. The M&E Unit does 
not prepare reports itself because the Ministry 
covers many policies which require professio-
nal expertise. Usually one individual is in char-
ge of monitoring programme development as 
well as preparing terms of reference. Ministry 
evaluations are in most cases conducted inter-
nally – only 10% of evaluations have been per-
formed by external evaluators. As a reason for 
the small number of external evaluations the 
interviewees cited a lack of financial means. 
However, this number should increase in the 
future, since the Ministry intends to apply for 
EU structural funds. 

In terms of particular challenges in the Ministry, 
the interviewees mentioned the difficulties of 
monitoring and evaluating inter-institutional 
action plans, since this requires cooperation 
with other ministries which is very difficult 
because no ministry receives additional funds 
or resources for these activities. In addition, it 
is necessary to share and exchange data with 
other ministries, which can be difficult to do 
with some ministries. 

164  Based on the interview with officials from the Ministry 
of Social Security and Labour, Vilnius, 18 March 2014.
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Most of the data processing methods applied by 
the Ministry are quantitative. The interviewees 
agree that qualitative methods should be im-
proved, but they are much more expensive and 
require more time, because of the need to orga-
nise interviews and to analyse them. For these 
tasks the Ministry applies for funding from EU 
structural funds and in that way the expenses 
for qualitative methods are partly covered.

Experience of the Lithuanian Ministry in 
Charge of PAR165

Within the Ministry of the Interior there is a 
Public Administration Policy Division which 
deals with the issues of public administration 
rationalisation, improvement of the institutio-
nal structure, quality of governance as well as 
the policy formulation phase in the policy cycle.

Public administration reform in Lithuania be-
gan in 2004 with the adoption of the PAR Stra-
tegy, which was in force between 2004 and 
2010. A new strategy and action plan for its im-

165  Based on the interview with the official from the Minis-
try of Interior, Vilnius, 18 March 2014. 

plementation are currently in force until 2020. 
The above mentioned Division coordinates the 
monitoring of the action plan implementation.

The Law on Public Administration from 2011 
envisions M&E of public administration reform. 
This system is currently being developed, for 
which a consortium of two Lithuanian firms 
have been engaged through a public tender. A 
state of the art IT monitoring system is to be 
developed, and it will be managed by the men-
tioned Division. The system will include the fol-
lowing vertical areas: structure and functions; 
human resources; budget and funds; strategic 
plan realisation; clients. Horizontal topics will 
be human resources optimisation, quality of 
internal processes, effectiveness and efficiency.

The IT system is, therefore, still under construc-
tion and the entire monitoring system should 
be finished by 2015. The biggest challenge for 
the Ministry, regarding which the discussions 
have been held with the consortium, is the in-
dicators to be monitored, bearing in mind the 

 Summary: Lithuanian System 

System type Mixture of process (implementation)-oriented and results-based  

Type of 
Arrangement 

Centralised: 

- Centre of Government (Prime Minister’s Of�ice) manages the 
centralised IT system for monitoring indicators and measures; 
supervises strategic documents and ministerial plans compliance; 
provides support to the ministries in coordinating monitoring process. 

- Ministries are responsible for monitoring and evaluating development 
programmes and policies within the scope of their competence. 

Monitoring 
Characteristics 

Data which is generated and monitored is acquired internally (State 
Statistics Of�ice, state agencies) and to a small extent from local NGOs 
whose programmes are funded by the state.  

Planned and actual performance indicator values, speci�ied in planning 
documents; values of economic and social indicators; as well as other 
indicators de�ined by the Parliament and the Government are monitored. 

Data delivered by the ministries is used for the preparation of the annual 
Progress Reports, prepared by the Of�ice of the Prime Minister and 
delivered to the Government. 

Evaluation 
Characteristics 

Internal (for process-oriented evaluations), mixed and external (for 
results-based evaluations). 

Evaluators market: mainly consortia of national and foreign consultancies 
and audit �irms. 
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specificities of the public administration sec-
tor. In any case, the data to be used will only 
be internal – taken from the IT system. During 
Lithuania’s Presidency of the Council of the EU, 
the country took the opportunity to discuss this 
topic with the Member States and comparative 
experience is now being used for creating the 
national system.

IV.1.b. Decentralised System with a 
Strong Coordination Element (Finnish 
model)

Finland began to develop its policy M&E system 
in the early nineties of the last century, adapting 
to the trend of the New Public Management. The 
reforms focused on finding a proper way of de-
fining objectives and desired results, while the 
ministries gained more freedom in relation to 
the centre of government. However, a need for 
a larger inter-ministerial coordination emerged 
over time, considering the fact that majority of 
the ministries could not act independently in the 
circumstances of an increased interdependence 
between the public policies. A four-year Govern-
ment Programme was adopted within the 2003 
reform, and it defined three priority areas in re-
spect to the competence of different ministries 
and mechanisms for achieving targets. The re-
form also aimed at the modification of the Go-
vernment Programme monitoring system.166

Monitoring System

In 2007, the system was improved after the ad-
option of the Government Strategy Document, 
which aimed at promoting, steering and moni-
toring the implementation of the Government 
Programme, especially in matters requiring in-
tersectoral cooperation.167 The document defi-
ned the principal policy projects and processes 
and the indicators used in the monitoring of the 
166  Based on the interview with the Advisor at the Prime 
Minister’s Office in charge of monitoring and evaluation, 
Helsinki, 26 May 2014. 
167  Under policy programmes of priority the document 
included: employment, entrepreneurship and worklife; 
the policy programme for health promotion; and the pol-
icy programme for the well-being of children, youth and 
families. In addition, the Government Strategy Document 
includes a number of subject areas under special monitor-
ing: climate and energy; know-how and innovations; revi-
sion of administration, restructuring of local government 
and services; etc. Republic of Finland, Prime Minister’s 
Office, Government Strategy Document 2007, available at 
<http://vnk.fi/julkaisukansio/2007/j18-j19-hallituksen-
strategia-asiakirja/pdf/en.pdf> 

Government Programme. Most indicators de-
scribe the development of policies that are es-
sential for the Government mandate. Since it is 
generally difficult to assess the impact of policy 
measures, and especially because of the time 
lag between the measures and their impact, it 
cannot be assumed that the indicators would, 
with a sufficient precision, describe the effects 
of the implementation of the Government Pro-
gramme itself. For this reason, some indicators 
are process indicators that describe the pro-
gress of policy measures.168 
The definition of indicators aims at a more tho-
rough review and assessment of the realisation 
of the Government Programme that will be car-
ried out, at the latest, when the Government 
has reached its mid-term point. It essential that 
indicators provide information about social de-
velopment trends so that, whenever necessary, 
new or more efficient means can be introdu-
ced for affecting these trends. Policies are mo-
nitored and assessed from the perspectives of 
gender and regional impacts within the limits 
allowed by statistical materials. During the mo-
nitoring, the selection of indicators in use is 
specified depending on the development of fac-
tors such as the availability of data.169

The Finnish system of government policy M&E 
is characterised by a strong decentralisation in 
which the ministries are highly independent 
in performing these activities, while the Prime 
Minister’s Office has the role of guiding them 
and cross-referencing data during the M&E 
process for priority areas under the competen-
ce of several ministries. Each ministry has its 
own working agenda, with a set of objectives 
and indicators which are directly linked to the 
Government Work Programme. State Secreta-
ries in the ministries meet twice a month, in 
order to monitor development of the Govern-
ment Programme, while the Heads of the stra-
tegic planning units within the ministries meet 
once every three weeks for the same purposes. 
Team meetings are chaired by the Head of the 
strategic planning unit in the Prime Minister’s 
Office. The purpose of these expert meetings is 
not only to monitor implementation of public 
policies but also to discuss and analyse oppor-
tunities for implementation improvement.170 
168  Republic of Finland, Prime Minister’s Office, Govern-
ment Strategy Document 2007, p. 9, available at <http://
vnk.fi/julkaisukansio/2007/j18-j19-hallituksen-strate-
gia-asiakirja/pdf/en.pdf>
169  Ibid.
170 Interview with the Prime Minister’s Office Advisor in char-
ge of monitoring and evaluation, Helsinki, 26 May 2014. 
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The Prime Minister’s Office is responsible for 
collecting data gained through the monitoring 
process and submitted by the ministries, as well 
as for preparing the annual Government report 
which is delivered to the Parliament. However, 
due to the inter-institutional nature of the po-
licies and interweaving of different171impacts, 
the Prime Minister’s Office tends to strengthen 
its horizontal function. The next project which 
will start in 2014 will introduce a sophisticated 
evaluation system which will combine methods 
and inputs of different ministries.172

Regarding the internal organisation of the mini-
stries, there are special strategic planning units 
which combine the function of monitoring and 
evaluation. It is usually one civil servant who is 
responsible for monitoring or data analysing, 
and for writing terms of reference for the evalu-
ation that is carried out externally. Monitoring 
data are acquired internally – for the employ-
ment, entrepreneurship and worklife policy 
programmes the data is produced by the Sta-
tistics Office, the Social Insurance Institution 
and other insurance companies, and they can 
also be acquired by interviewing employees.173 
Data supplied by the local government is also 
considered credible. For instance, the Ministry 
of Agriculture and Employment conducts local 
surveys on citizen satisfaction with social em-
ployment services and creates a database of 
the profiles of the unemployed. The database 
contains a great amount of information which 
helps them connect with the employers.174 In 
the case of Ministry of Social Affairs and Social 
Welfare, the principal data producers are two 
research institutes – the Institute for Health 

171  Government Strategy Document, op.cit., p. 23.
172  Interview with Mr. Kimmo Ruth, Ministry of Economy 
and Employment Advisor, Helsinki, 27 May 2014.
173  Government Strategy Document, op.cit, p. 21.
174  Kimmo Ruth, op.cit.

and the Institute for Social Insurance. In addi-
tion, the data is produced by local NGOs which 
deliver services to citizens, however, their data 
is not taken as official, but only supplementa-
ry.175

An example of indicators for monitoring the 
productivity of the public provision of service-
s:176

�� Trends in the expenses of the State and mu-
nicipalities 

�� Development of productivity as shown by 
statistics and surveys on productivity

�� Trends in the expenses of administration 
and service production

�� Number of people working for the public 
sector

�� Effectiveness, the quality and availability of 
services 

�� Re-targeting of resources freed

�� Number and impact of IT projects 

�� The productivity of municipal provision of 
services

Evaluation System

Apart from periodical self-evaluations conduc-
ted by the Prime Minister’s Office, evaluations 
in Finland are performed exclusively by exter-
nal evaluators, on the basis of tendering by mi-

175  Interview with Mr. Koho Arto, Ministry for Social Policy 
and Social Welfare Advisor, Helsinki, 27 May 2014.
176  Government Strategy Document, op.cit., str. 69–70.

Table 6: An Example of Defined Objectives and Indicators for Employment Policy170

Objectives Indicators 

Mismatches on the labour market are alleviated.

Young people are given help to �ind their place 
on the labour market through educational and 
labour policy means.

. 

 

- Share of employers who have experienced 
recruitment problems and labour shortage 
out of the total number of employers who 
have sought workers. 
Share of people under 25 years of age who 
have been unemployed for over 3 months 
(process indicator).

  
-  
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nistries. Each year, a certain amount is allocated 
from the budget of each ministry to the research 
departments or departments for strategy and 
analysis, which are in charge of writing terms 
of reference for the evaluations. Based on ava-
ilable resources, the units within the ministries 
form proposals for the studies and evaluations 
they wish to contract. It often happens that the-
ir “wishlist” is longer than the available budget 
will permit so the department for research/
strategy and analysis has the task to prioritise 
the subjects of interest, to coordinate and mer-
ge certain topics, or to try and meet the needs of 
all the parts of the ministries. It is the Director 
of the research department who makes the final 
decision regarding the chosen topics for studies 
and evaluations.177

The terms of reference defined by the mini-
stries determine the objectives, essence of the 
study and the basic research questions. It is left 
to the interested evaluators applying for the 
open call to determine the research and evalu-
ation method. The ministry units assess the ap-
plications and select the evaluator on the basis 
of predetermined criteria and the quality of the 
evaluation proposal. Evaluator markets in most 
cases consist of consultancies and academic or 
government research institutes. Terms of refe-
rence most often require expertise in different 
areas, which makes it necessary for these actors 
to form a consortium and then apply.178 In the 
area of social issues, evaluators are mostly from 
Finland because, according to the interviewee, 
foreign evaluators do not have sufficient com-
prehension and knowledge of the Finnish con-
text. This is evident by the quality of the eva-
luations themselves, which when conducted by 
foreign evaluators tend to be very sparse and 
superficial.

IV.1.c. Combined System (EU Model)

M&E on the EU level is characterised by a 
strong decentralisation, in which the individu-
al Directorates-General (DGs) are autonomous 
in terms of choosing data to be monitored and 
evaluation methods. They receive guidelines 
from the Secretariat-General of the Europe-
an Commission on the application of different 
methods, writing terms of reference, document 
standardisation and providing insight into good 

177  Kimmo Ruth, op.cit.
178  Interview with a high-level servant in the Ministry of 
Economy and Employment, Helsinki, 27 May 2014.

practices.179 The Secretariat-General monitors 
the quality of M&E reports delivered by DGs, 
identifies possibilities for corrections and sha-
pes them in its uniform guidelines which the 
DGs are obliged to consult and apply. In addi-
tion, the Secretariat-General provides trainings 
for the M&E units within the DGs for the pur-
pose of enhancing their efficiency. On the other 
hand, the Directorates-General, in accordance 
with their departments, have different needs 
and room for manoeuvre in the EU policy M&E, 
which depends on the “communitarisation” le-
vel of a given policy (being under the exclusive 
competence of the EU or the shared competen-
ce with the Member States).180

EU Policy Monitoring

In the case of the DG for Employment, a policy 
that is predominantly under the Member Sta-
tes’ competence, data is acquired directly from 
the states. One positive circumstance is the fact 
that Member States already have improved me-
chanisms of developing indicator benchmarks 
in this area, which facilitates their gathering 
and cross-referencing. Although 80% of the 
monitoring indicators are based on Eurostat 
data, official statistical data base of the Europe-
an Union, it is difficult to gather particular data, 
especially qualitative data, because of the diffe-
rent methods used by the Member States. Obta-
ined and analysed data is published annually in 
the DG Enlargement report on the conditions in 
this area at the EU level.181

The Directorate-General for Justice of the Eu-
ropean Commission partially covers, within 
its competence, the issue of good governance. 
Since the field of justice did not become com-
munitarised until 2011, the monitoring system 
is still in its infancy. The Directorate publishes 
the Justice Scoreboard annually, which consoli-
dates data on EU citizens’ satisfaction with EU 
services, access to justice and an effective pu-
blic administration system, in order to create 
an enabling environment for business develop-
ment.182 Data gathered from the Member States 
is predominantly quantitative and relates to the 

179  Documents were thoroughly analysed in the Guidelines 
for ministries.
180  Interview with representatives of Secretariat-General 
of the European Commission, Brussels, April 2014.
181  Interview with a representative of the Directorate-Gen-
eral for Employment, Brussels, 2 April 2014. 
182  See European Commission, DG Justice, “The 2014 EU 
Justice Scoreboard,” 2014, p. 3–7.
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length of administrative and judicial procedu-
res. Most of the qualitative data is provided by 
the Eurobarometer, an EU agency which con-
ducts public opinion surveys and research.183

EU Policy Evaluation

Besides the internal self-evaluations of the or-
ganisational capacity of the DGs, EU policy eva-
luations are carried out by external evaluators, 
through public tendering. The largest share of 
evaluators is consortia, consisting mostly of 
consulting companies or international audit 
firms. The competent DG is responsible for ma-
naging the evaluation process by writing terms 
of reference, based on the binding standards 
prescribed by the Secretariat-General. 

When it comes to internal resources and the or-
ganisation of evaluations, according to the stan-
dards each DG must have a clearly defined unit 
responsible for coordinating and monitoring 
183  Interview with representatives from the Directorate-
General for Justice, Brussels, 1 April 2014. 

evaluation activities, promoting quality of eva-
luation and organisational learning, as well as 
assisting the Secretariat-General in the imple-
mentation of the general EC Evaluation Policy. 
Each DG has to secure adequate financial and 
human resources for that purpose. Evaluation 
activities must be planned in a transparent and 
consistent way so that relevant evaluation re-
sults are available in due time for operational 
and strategic decision-making and reporting 
needs. This implies the preparation of annual 
and multi-annual evaluation plans, compliance 
with the strategic documents and budget, en-
suring proper timing so that they will be usa-
ble, etc. Evaluations have to contain clear and 
specific objectives, and appropriate methods 
and means for managing the evaluation process 
and its results, which are detailed in the terms 
of reference. Evaluation activities must be con-
ducted to provide reliable and robust results, 
based on facts. In that regard, evaluators must 
be guaranteed the freedom to present their fin-
dings and results, although they should regu-
larly consult the steering group for evaluation 
(mixed working group consisting of represen-

 Summary: Finnish Model 

System type Results-based 

Type of 
Arrangement 

Decentralised with a strong focus on inter-ministerial coordination:  

- Centre of Government has a horizontal role of assessing the 
compatibility between strategic and planning documents; 

- Ministries are autonomous in terms of data collection and 
selection as well as evaluation implementation  

Monitoring 
Characteristics 

Monitoring data is internal; produced by the Statistical Of�ice, 
government funds, agencies and institutes as well as local self-
government institutions. 

Certain indicators are continuously monitored – these are process 
indicators and performance indicators.  

Each ministry has its own work agency, with set objectives and 
indicators which are directly linked to the Government’s Work 
Programme. 

The Prime Minister’s Of�ice is responsible for collecting data which it 
receives from the ministries and for compiling the Annual Government 
Report. 

Evaluation 
Characteristics 

External.  

Evaluators market: consortia of national consultants and audit �irms and 
independent research institutes. 
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tatives of institutions and evaluators). Finally, 
evaluations must ensure the maximum use of 
the results and they have to meet the needs of 
decision-makers and stakeholders, as well as 
made publicly available and disseminated thro-
ugh all means of communication.184

A special system is used for the M&E of EU 
structural funds, which is the responsibility of 
the DG for Regional Policy. It is characterised 
by stricter rules in terms of performance mo-
nitoring and results measuring, expressed in 
the guidelines for external evaluators as well 
as in guidelines used for monitoring of the acti-
vities of managing authorities (national bodies 
that manage the evaluations). The impact and 
performance of the projects financed from EU 
structural funds largely depends on the ma-
naging authorities’ internal capacity for mo-
nitoring and carrying out the project. The Di-
rectorate General for Regional Policy conducts 
rigorous controls with an emphasis on the effi-
ciency of the funds spent and delivering eviden-
ce of results.185

One positive example of strengthening national 
capacities for absorbing EU structural funds is 
the Academy of Evaluation within the Universi-
ty of Warsaw, which provides trainings for civil 
servants on the whole process of planning and 
conducting evaluations, as well as on applying 
the knowledge acquired from evaluation for 

184  Based on: European Commission, General Secre-
tariat, “Evaluation Standards,” available at <http://
ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/evaluation/docs/
standards_c_2002_5267_final_en.pdf>. Related docu-
ments are available at <http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regu-
lation/evaluation/index_en.htm>. 
185  Interview with an official from the Directorate-General 
for Regional Policy, Brussels, 3 April 2014. 

evidence-based policymaking. The programme 
is based on a combination of a theoretical and 
a practical approach, and since 2008 almost 
150 Polish civil servants have participated in 
the Academy’s trainings.186 In addition, during 
the last 10 years, Poland has served as a positi-
ve example of how EU funds should be used for 
country development.

IV.1.d. Challenges of Measuring Policy 
Impact in Comparative Practice

The following chapter provides insight into the 
difficulties and limitations of M&E, based on the 
existing literature as well as statements by inte-
rviewees.187

Data Availability

Data necessary for assessing the impact of in-
tervention can be unavailable or available in 
an inappropriate form. Namely, data collected 
during policy implementation can for instance 
give relevant information about policy benefi-
ciaries, but not enough information on the ove-
rall targeted population and the impact of the 
given policy. Also, certain data is incomparable 
in terms of data collection methodology, which 
is evident especially when comparing state and 
local government databases.

186  More information at <http://www.euroreg.uw.edu.pl/
en/studies>
187  Unless otherwise indicated, based on Peter Rossi, Mark 
Lipsey and Howard Freeman, “Evaluation – a Systematic 
Approach,” SAGE publications, 7th edition, 2004, p. 222–
228.

 Summary: EU Model 

System type Results-based with evidence-based policymaking. 

Type of Arrangement Decentralised: 

- Secretariat-General of the European Commission sets 
standards and guidelines; 

- M&E system of the DGs is strongly in�luenced by the level of 
communitarisation of the given sector (department).  

Monitoring Characteristics Data is delivered by Member States to Eurostat. Depending on 
the department, monitoring data sources could also include 
Eurobarometer surveys.  

Evaluation Characteristics External. Evaluators market: consortia of consultancies. 

 



M&E with the Evidence  Supplied by the Civil Society 65

Large Number of Data and Indicators

The case studies from Finland and Lithuania 
revealed the problem that emerges when the 
M&E system is too institutionalised, or when 
society produces much more data and informa-
tion than the system itself can process. In the 
first case, which is characteristic for Lithuania, 
the large number of strategic planning docu-
ments and indicators developed for monitoring 
their implementation led to an increased num-
ber of indicators that were either impossible to 
monitor, or insufficiently usable.188 On the other 
hand, Finland has been affected by the pheno-
menon of “data surplus”, which causes mini-
stries to lose sight of the principal policy objec-
tive. The solution to these problems, according 
to interviewees from both countries, would be 
in rationalising the number of indicators and 
strengthening programme prioritisation. In 
addition, the problem could be partially solved 
by more frequently reviewing the situation and 
reacting in a timely manner if deviations emer-
ge.189

Relation between the Evaluation and 
Defined Objectives

Having a clear and unambiguous definition of 
the policy objectives is a condition sine qua non 
for conducting a proper evaluation. The policy-
makers’ problem to agree upon a policy direc-
tion results in imprecise policy objectives, and 
if the objectives are not clearly defined, the po-
licy criteria itself will be unclear. In that case, 
the evaluator faces difficulties in assessing the 
actual policy objectives, and even whether it is 
practical to conduct the evaluation. Problems 
can also appear if there is a lack of prioritisa-
tion or specification of objectives, which can 
make some of them mutually incompatible.

Even if the objectives are clearly defined, in 
practice they may during implementation in 
line with the emergence of new circumstances. 
In that case, the challenge is to choose between 
measuring success on the basis of the targets 
initially set or those identified as the “actual” 
objectives. 

188  Interviews with officials from the Ministry of Labour 
and Social Policy, and the Office of the Prime Minister of 
Lithuania, Vilnius, 18 and 19 March 2014.
189  Interview with a civil servant in the Ministry of Social 
Affairs and Health, Helsinki, 27 May 2014. 

Defining and Measuring the Performance 
Criteria 

Clearly defining objectives does not necessa-
rily mean that the intervention performance 
criteria can be defined based on these objecti-
ves. Even a seemingly simply defined objective 
can contain a word or an expression that will 
be interpreted differently by various actors, 
which can lead to the development of disparate 
options for achieving results. Unfortunately, if 
the performance criterion is not adequately re-
presented with a pre-tested indicator, it will be 
hard to determine whether the used criterion is 
a reliable measure.190 

Time Limits

Decision makers often request that evaluation 
findings be delivered within a very short pe-
riod of time, so that they can be applied in the 
planned policymaking cycle. The need for rapid 
analysis is incompatible with the principles of 
in-depth and evidence-based evaluation report 
drafting, which requires time and reflection. In 
addition, a problem may occur if the data is not 
directly available, or if it is necessary to get an 
approval for its use from the state authorities. 
This is time consuming and slows down the 
evaluation process.191 On the other hand, the 
evaluation findings have to be published in a ti-
mely manner, before any data and information 
become irrelevant.192 This applies particular-
ly to those countries where there are frequent 
changes of government, government programs 
and priorities.

Unexpected and Side Effects

The damage resulting from undesirable and 
side effects can have a greater impact on the 
intervention than the accomplishment of the 
objectives initially set. While it is easy to define 
the negative consequences, turning the positive 
consequences into the objectives and measu-
ring the ratio of negative impacts to central go-
als can be difficult. 

 

190  Peter Rossi, Mark Lipsey and Howard Freeman, op.cit., 
str. 224.
191  Interview with researchers from the Finnish Labour In-
stitute in Helsinki, 26 May 2014.
192  Interview with the Advisor for monitoring and evalua-
tion in the Prime Minister’s Office, Helsinki, 27 May 2014.
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Distinguishing Policy Impacts from Other 
External Impacts

A constant challenge of policy evaluation is ma-
king a distinction between the effects resulting 
from interventions and other policy impacts. 
For example, enhanced indicators in the field 
of health may reflect an improvement in living 
standards arising from better housing condi-
tions or improved general education of the po-
pulation about health. The impact of policy and 
other parallel effects can occur in opposite di-
rections and produce apparent, but actually mi-
sleading results. For these situations it is useful 
to apply a quasi-experimental method.

Objectives Common to Several Departments

Considering that most policies nowadays are 
co-dependent and subject to the activity of se-
veral government departments, it is sometimes 
useless to observe and analyse the impact of 
each individual policy. Complex problems re-
quire the development of multiple solutions, 
which makes it impossible to determine which 
is the most effective. At the same time, since a 
given programme shows effects only in synergy 
with another one, it would be counterproduc-
tive to isolate the effects of each of them indi-
vidually.

Focus 14: Finnish Model of Cross-Sectoral 
Monitoring 

Finland is currently implementing a system 
designed to avoid the negative effects of 
monitoring and evaluating each policy in-
dividually, by developing programme areas 
common to several different departments 
and defining common indicators. These indi-
cators are then linked with individual indica-
tors developed by the ministries. Because of 
this need, the Prime Minister’s Office will be 
given greater horizontal competencies in the 
future.193

For instance, the Cross-sectoral Action Plan 
for Reducing Social Exclusion, Poverty and 
Health Problems for the period of 2011-
2014 includes seven different topics and 30 
projects which have been defined by the Go-
vernment. The Action Plan is coordinated by 
the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health; a 

193 Interview with an advisor in the Prime Minister’s Office, 
Helsinki, 27. May 2014.

working group at the ministerial level mana-
ges the Action Plan, while the steering group 
is composed of representatives from other 
ministries, professional government institu-
tions, associations of local and regional au-
thorities, social partners, NGOs, etc. The Ac-
tion Plan is closely linked to the Government 
Programme, as well as to the Europe 2020 
strategy objectives.194

Political Sensitivity of Monitoring and 
Evaluation

Government policy performance assessment ta-
kes place in the context where politicians invest 
great efforts into maintaining a good reputa-
tion, the careers of civil servants are constantly 
questioned and it is questionable whether the 
target group that benefits from a certain policy 
should in fact be the beneficiary. Therefore, it is 
not surprising that evaluations can be seen as a 
threat to the continuation of policy implemen-
tation, a policy in which many actors have signi-
ficant stakes and interests invested. For these 
reasons it is not clear to what extent evaluation 
results will be used. On the other hand, poli-
tically sensitive circumstances can put evalu-
ators under pressure and influence the quality 
and neutrality of evaluations, given that during 
the evaluation process they have to cooperate 
with civil servants and policy beneficiaries.

Focus 15: External Evaluations and Neu-
trality 

The purpose of engaging external actors for 
conducting evaluations is to ensure an unbia-
sed and objective assessment of the perfor-
mance of the given policy, its impact as well 
as the ratio of results achieved in comparison 
to the expected results. In all three case stu-
dies covered by this study, policy evaluation 
and EU structural funds evaluation is carried 
out exclusively by external evaluators, who 
are engaged through a public procurement 
process. Although at the first sight it seems 
that external evaluations are conducted in an 
objective and neutral manner, the intervie-
wees from all three case studies have confir-
med that this is not the case in practice. Na-
mely, during the evaluation process, external 
evaluators are in constant communication 

194 Ministry of Social Affairs and Health brochure abo-
ut the Action Plan, available at <http://www.stm.fi/c/
document_library/get_file?folderId=42733&name=DL-
FE-24515.pdf>
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with the contracting authorities – ministries, 
primarily for the purposes of collected data 
necessary for executing the evaluation. As a 
result, external evaluators often form close 
relations with ministries, which impacts the 
objectivity and the final findings of the eva-
luation reports. Beside this, since it is in the 
interest of external evaluators to be rehired 
in the future, if they judge that an overly “ho-
nest” evaluation would jeopardize their rela-
tionship with the contracting authority, they 
will not write the evaluation in a sufficiently 
critical and objective manner. 

This widespread phenomenon, according to 
interviewees, can be resolved through two 
“fronts”. The first is through continuous in-
fluence on increasing the level of evaluation 
culture, exerting pressure on decision-ma-
kers to make data available and to make po-
litical decisions based on facts/to make evi-
dence-based political decisions.195 Secondly, 
by creating a favourable environment for the 
development of an “evaluators market,” or 
preventing the situation where the number 
of evaluators competing is limited and based 
on previous evaluations. Creating competi-
tion will increase the quality of offers, as well 
as of the evaluations themselves.196 

Independent academic institutes in Finland 
are some of the “competitors” in the govern-
ment policy evaluations market. According 
to researchers from the Labour Institute for 
Economic Research, specialised in fiscal and 
social policy and employment issues, the ob-
jectivity and neutrality of their evaluation re-
ports is never questioned, since the institute 
consistently applies rigorous academic crite-
ria while conducting a research. 

In addition, their thoroughness and precision 
impacts their credibility, keeping in mind 
that to date they have never made a qualitati-
ve error in any of their evaluation reports.197 
In Lithuania, the Public Policy and Manage-
ment Institute, an independent think tank 

195 Interview with advisor at the Prime Minister’s Office of 
the Republic of Finland, Helsinki, 27 May; Interview with 
officials from the Secretariat-General of the European 
Commission, Brussels, 1 May 2014.
196 Interview with official from the Directorate-General 
for Regional Policy of the European Commission, 3 April 
2014.
197 Interview with the senior researcher and director at the 
Labour Institute for Economic Research, Helsinki, 26 May 
2014.

organisation, is described as an organisation 
with expertise for conducting evaluations, 
and based on the fact that this organisation 
is an actor working in the public interest the-
re is no need to question the objectivity of its 
reports.198

Utility of the M&E results

The efficiency and effectiveness of the M&E 
system is reflected in the utility of its findings 
for further steps in the policymaking process. 
In an ideal system, objective and thorough eva-
luations will compel decision makers to incor-
porate messages and lessons learned into de-
cisions on further courses of action. Evaluation 
utility, besides quality, is very much dependent 
on institutional and societal evaluation culture 
as well as the readiness to accept and correct 
mistakes. Research conducted within the Se-
cretariat-General of the European Commission 
showed that 70% of new policies and decisions 
made at the EU level take into account and made 
reference to the evaluation findings.199 Focus on 
evidence-based policy assessment is expected 
to lead to greater use of evaluation results. In 
all three case studies interviewees emphasised 
that using evaluation results is an never-ending 
challenge and there will always be room for im-
provement in this area, since this question is 
directly connected to evaluation culture. Other 
factors include the competence of ministry of-
ficials and organisational units, well-defined 
terms of reference, adequate time resources, 
access to information and efficient cooperation 
between evaluation contracting authorities and 
providers.200 

IV.2. Building a Structure for 
M&E Supported by Civil Society: 
Evaluation of Options for Serbia
After examining models of policy M&E institu-
tionalisation through comparative practice, as 
well as the practice of CSO involvement in the-
se procedures, there are three possible scena-
rios for Serbia in terms of establishing an M&E 
system with civil society involvement in the 

198 Interview with the director and researcher at PPMI, Vil-
nius, 17 March, 2014.
199  Interview with the officials from the Secretariat-Gen-
eral of the European Commission, Brussels, 1 April 2014.
200  Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Lithuania, “Evalu-
ation Capacity Building in Lithuania: Experience and Les-
sons,” 2013, p. 22. 
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process. The systems of Lithuania, Finland and 
the EU examined above, the opportunities and 
characteristics of the Serbian context, as well as 
the available secondary literature, have provi-
ded a framework for designing a (1) basic, (2) 
advanced and (3) developed model for Serbia. 
They are formed on the basis of the following 
criteria:

�� Level/degree of evaluation culture develop-
ment;

�� Relations between the centre of the govern-
ment and the ministries; 

�� Focus on process/results. 

The options, defined on the basis of these cri-
teria, are evaluated according to the following 
criteria:

�� Short and medium-term feasibility in rela-
tion to the current level of development of 
the evaluation culture, which includes re-
viewing data availability, knowledge and 
capacity for M&E, etc. 

�� Suitability of the option for involving CSOs, 
in which the evaluation with respect to in-
volvement possibilities is conducted in ac-
cordance with the degree of development 
of the cooperation environment with civil 
society in Serbia and perspectives for its 
further development.

IV.2.1. Basic Elements of the Identified 
Options

Option 1 – Basic Model

The first option represents a Basic System 
which is suitable in a context where there is a 
low level of evaluation culture, where public ad-
ministration does not possess sufficiently cre-
dible and good quality data in all policy areas, 
nor does it possess organisational capacity and 
its civil servant lack skills for conducting M&E. 
In this system, the centre of government would 
have a high level of authority and control in re-
lation to the ministries, so as to ensure that the 
ministries gradually acquire the skills necessa-
ry for proper conducting of M&E. More concre-
tely, the centre of the government would be in 
charge of verifying compliance between strate-
gic documents and the working programme of 

the ministries, it would prescribe detailed obli-
gatory guidelines and procedures for all the mi-
nistries and would control the quality of the re-
ports delivered by the ministries. Moreover, the 
centre of the government would conduct regu-
lar trainings, manage the centralised data base, 
and also undertake independent evaluations in 
complex policy fields, where requirements can-
not be met by the capacity of the ministries. 

The system would be predominantly process/
implementation oriented, in order to ensure 
that learning of the basic steps of conducting 
M&E takes place and that the difficulties of 
identifying and measuring result indicators in 
several public policy areas are taken into acco-
unt. Under the circumstances of underdevelo-
ped M&E institutionalisation, bearing in mind 
weak capacities and the lack of means for pre-
paring studies on indicators, and in general, on 
measuring results, a results-based system wo-
uld be difficult to apply in the initial period. The 
Basic Model was designed based on the initial 
phase of building the M&E system in Lithuania.

Option 2 – Developed Model

The second option implies a considerably hi-
gher level of M&E culture development com-
paring to the Basic Model, which presumes the 
existence of developed institutional and human 
capacity for performing these activities. The 
Advanced Model implies a results-based mo-
nitoring system, which requires the ability to 
identify, as well as to measure, more complex 
result indicators. Within this system, each mi-
nistry has an M&E unit, but the procedures and 
modes of conducting M&E are prescribed by 
the central level, so the managers do not have 
much room for introducing specificities in dif-
ferent policy areas. This also means that in the 
Advanced Model the centre of the government 
performs coordination functions, harmonises 
practices and performs quality control, howe-
ver less prescriptive and centralised than in the 
Basic Model. This option implies the existen-
ce of relatively high-developed data collection 
mechanisms, that is to say, well-networked, 
regularly updated and content-rich official da-
tabases, which facilitates the transition from a 
process-oriented to a results-oriented system. 
The described model is based on the system 
that is used by the European Commission.
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Option 3 – Advanced Model

The third option represents the most complex 
system, suitable for a highly developed evalu-
ation culture, as well as a developed managerial 
culture. In such a system, measuring effects wo-
uld be the focus of M&E, while lessons learned 
would be taken into account when launching 
new interventions. The centre of government 
would be only in charge of assessing compliance 
between horizontal and cross-sectoral policies 
and controlling the complementarity between 
strategic documents and indicators. Ministries 
would, however, have full autonomy in conduc-
ting monitoring tasks, creating structures and 
procedures most applicable to the specificities 
of their policies, as well as choosing the themes 
for which the independent evaluation reports 
will be prepared. The official statistical data is 
of a high-quality, it is credible and easily acces-
sible to the public. The Finnish system was the 
inspiration for examining this model.

IV.2.2. Evaluation of Identified Options

Option 1 – Basic model

Bearing in mind the current level of M&E cultu-
re development in Serbia, the underdeveloped 
institutional mechanisms, the low quality and 
availability of official statistical data, as well as 
resources for assessing performance, the first 
option is most feasible for short and medium-
-term implementation. At the same time with 
the creation of the Public Policy Secretariat, an 
institution in the centre of government particu-
larly responsible for improving the policyma-
king process, the basic requirements for exer-
cising centre of government functions, without 
which this option cannot be realised, have been 
met. 

The first option is also the most suitable con-
sidering the current possibilities for involving 
civil society in the policy process, which are 
above all informational and consultative in na-
ture. Practically speaking, this means that in the 
Basic System, CSOs would not be able to con-
tribute to policy M&E with their own data and 
research, since their research capacities are not 
sufficiently developed nor does the state have 
the ability to assess the credibility of such data 
and information. Consequently, the data cannot 
be accepted as credible and objective, and the-
refore it cannot be used in official state reports 

on policy performance. At the same time, consi-
dering the current level of cooperation between 
the state and the civil society in Serbia and the 
state’s intention to create a more enabling envi-
ronment for cooperation with civil society,201 
this Basic Model can facilitate a basic level of ci-
vil society involvement in structures for policy 
M&E already in the short-term (e.g. cross-secto-
ral working groups and/or councils). This type 
of involvement already exists in for example the 
legislative phase of the policy cycle, although it 
is primarily based on expertise and not some 
objective criteria of CSO representation. In ab-
sence of the possibility to contribute to M&E 
through their own research, as credible and re-
cognised information source, CSOs would par-
ticipate as observers within these structures, 
expressing their views and commenting on the 
prepared reports.

All in all, in this system, CSOs would be involved 
in individual working groups, although they 
would not be engaged in measuring results and 
delivering data. The state would commit to take 
into account and review CSO comments, but not 
to necessarily adopt them. That way the level 
of awareness of CSOs would be increased and 
the foundation for deeper forms of cooperation 
with the state/public administration would be 
established. 

Option 2 – Developed model

Since it is results-based, the Developed Model 
is more difficult to implement in the short and 
medium-term in Serbia, primarily because it 
requires the capacity to identify results-based 
indicators and the capacity to regularly measu-
re them, which is currently possible only for a 
very limited number of policy areas (e.g. in the 
field of employment, certain internationally 
comparable indicators are regularly monitored, 
contrary to the field of government and public 
administration effectiveness, where almost no 
statistical data is available). In addition, the ap-
plicability of this option in the short-term de-
creases the already weak organisational and 

201  The Government formed the Office for Cooperation 
with Civil Society in January 2011. Work on the National 
Strategy for Communication and for forming an Enabling 
Environment for Civil Society Development in the Repub-
lic of Serbia is in progress. At the same time, the Govern-
ment adopted the “Guidelines for Including CSOs in the 
Legislative Procedure” in August 2014. (Conclusion 05 
number 011-8872/2014). All of these measures point to 
the intention to create conditions for further development 
of cooperation between the state and civil society.
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human capacities within the Serbian public ad-
ministration for measuring policy performance.

In this option, civil society could achieve far 
more constructive participation in M&E struc-
tures than in the first option, since the availabi-
lity of detailed, extensive and credible statistics 
would make it possible to conduct quantitative 
research that could, with the use of verified 
methodology, also be officially accepted by 
the state. At the same time, by using high-qu-
ality official statistics, civil society could hold 
authorities accountable more frequently and 
meaningfully. Naturally, for this option to be 
realised civil society would have to improve 
its research and analytical capacities, which is 
currently difficult considering insufficient and 
uncertain CSO financial sustainability. 

Option 3 – Advanced Model

The third option requires the deepest reforms 
when it comes to Serbia, and above all, a high 
level of evaluation culture and evidence-based 
policy making. It requires not only developed 
practices and strong capacities for systematic 
M&E with evidence supplied by the civil society, 
but in addition, a significant increase of the le-
vel of democratic and political culture in Serbia, 
and civic activism in socio-political issues.

In the third option, in which there is a high le-
vel of understanding and knowledge of M&E on 
both sides (the state and the civil society), civil 
society would be an integrative part in the po-
licymaking, a constructive critic of the govern-
ment and an integral part of the M&E system, 
acting as a state partner in terms of data pro-
duction and an active participant in conduc-
ting external evaluations. Since the ministries, 
in this model, would be independent in terms 

Table 7: Analysis of Options in Relation to Criteria

              Options 

Criteria  

Option 1: Basic System Option 2: Developed 
System

Option 3: Advanced 
System

Evaluation Culture Low  Low/Medium High  

Type of System Process/implementation 
oriented

 Results oriented  

Level of 
Centralisation

High: the centre of 
government (CoG) 
manages the centralised 
database, oversees 
compliance with strategic 
documents and coordinates 
the work of M&E units 
within the ministries

 

Moderate/low: the CoG collects the data submitted by 
the ministries, coordinates cross-sectoral policies and 
controls the compliance between the intervention and 
the strategic documents, while the ministries have 
autonomy in choosing the method of performing M&E.

 
 

 
 

Form of CSO 
Participation

 Gradual involvement: 
CSOs are members of 
the monitoring working 
groups, they exert 
pressure on the authorities 
to submit data + produce 
independent reports for 
the purpose of policy M&E

     

 

CSO representatives 
take part in the working 
groups for monitoring 
the implementation of 
policies / CSOs operate 
independently in the 
public interest and their 
�indings are well received 
in public

 

 

CSOs are active 
members of political 
life, their work is 
acknowledged by 
state actors. Think 
tanks are the one 
of the contenders at 
the  market of evaluators 

Period of Time
 

Short-term (1-3 years)  Medium-term (4-7 years)  Long-term (8-12 years)
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of selecting the methods of conducting M&E, 
options for involving CSOs in these processes 
would therefore be more diverse. CSOs would 
base their legitimacy on acting in public inte-
rest, generating objective and quality analyses 
and gaining citizens’ trust. If the first option 
evolves into the second one in the medium-
-term, the realisation of the third option in Ser-
bia would be possible in 10 years at the fastest.
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Conclusions
This study has aimed to demonstrate the si-
gnificance of M&E in the policymaking system, 
as two functions that are in the initial phase of 
development in Serbia. Policy M&E have to be 
observed in a holistic manner, as an integrative 
part of evidence-based policymaking. One con-
dition for a sustainable and functioning M&E 
system is the development of other policy cyc-
le elements, especially the strategic planning 
system and the policy formulation phase. The-
se aspects of policymaking are directly linked 
to M&E. On the one hand, strategic documents 
and objectives defined during the formulation 
phase serve as a basis for developing indicators 
that will assist in the monitoring and evaluation 
of a certain policy. On the other hand, knowled-
ge acquired through M&E serves as lessons le-
arnt that should become an integral part of the 
formulation phase at the beginning of a new 
cycle.

Comparative practice has shown different 
forms of institutionalisation of the M&E system. 
If the findings are generalised, differences are 
noticed in relation to:

�� differences in the level of independence be-
tween ministries and the centre of govern-
ment in performing these activities;

�� focus of M&E on process or on results achie-
ved;

�� modalities of CSO involvement in these pro-
cedures.

�� In terms of the level of independence of mi-
nistries compared to the centre of govern-
ment in conducting M&E activities, diffe-
rences exist between the centralised and 
decentralised models. In the centralised 
model, the centre of government manages 
the centralised system for monitoring indi-
cators and measures, oversees compatibi-
lity between strategic documents and the 

plans of ministries, supports ministries in 
steering the monitoring process; while the 
ministries are responsible for the M&E of 
interventions within the scope of their com-
petence. Contrary to that, the decentralised 
model implies that the centre of govern-
ment has a horizontal role in verifying com-
patibility between the strategic and plan-
ning documents, while the ministries are 
given independence with respect to data 
collection and selection, as well as conduc-
ting evaluations.

If the focus of M&E is placed on internal capa-
city and characteristics and problems of imple-
menting the intervention, this is a process/im-
plementation-oriented system. If, on the other 
hand, the focus is on an analysis of the effects of 
the intervention and explanation as to why the 
expected results have or have not been achie-
ved, this is a results-based system.

For the purposes of this study, CSOs were clas-
sified based on the dominant type of activities 
they conduct: whether they deal with direct 
civic activism, place pressure on decision-ma-
kers or conduct research and advocate their 
findings. Accordingly, it can be concluded that 
their contribution to monitoring activities is 
manifold and that they possess the capacities 
for performing these tasks, which can also be 
further developed in the future. Activist orga-
nisations and organisations that provide certa-
in services to citizens are the most suitable for 
collecting primary data that can later be pro-
cessed and used as a credible tool during the 
monitoring process. Organisations involved in 
advocacy have a stronghold on public opinion 
and thereby force decision-makers to act re-
sponsibly and to deliver data. Think tanks and 
research institutes can use their analytical skills 
for processing and interpreting official govern-
ment data for monitoring purposes. When it 
comes to conducting evaluations, comparative 
practice has shown that only think tanks and 
research organisations have adequately deve-
loped capacities for performing these tasks. 

V. Conclusions and 
Recommendations
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This is due to a special nature of the evaluation 
procedure, the need for strong analytical skills 
and knowledge of complex methodologies – in 
other words, operations and activities that are 
most closely related to research-oriented CSOs.

CSO involvement in policy M&E is evident in 
comparative practice, however, it is rarely in-
stitutionalised. The CSOs that were interviewed 
largely confirmed that their influence is most 
visible in terms of writing independent reports 
and placing pressure on authorities to deliver 
credible data. Organisations who deliver servi-
ces to citizens, such as those who help socially 
vulnerable citizens, are in certain cases prima-
ry data producers and this data is then used by 
the government as official data. In most cases, 
however, the data delivered by CSOs serves as 
additional source to the government in the mo-
nitoring process.

Practices in European countries show a restric-
ted number of examples of CSO involvement in 
the evaluation process. Apart from a few think 
tanks and independent research institutes that 
are specialised in preparing studies and evalu-
ation reports, during the research it was disco-
vered that CSOs representatives predominately 
have reserved views concerning their involve-
ment in evaluations. As a justification they cited 
the fear that this would impede their reputation 
as an independent and neutral actor acting in 
public interest. This attitude may seem parado-
xical at first glance, since external evaluations 
are conducted precisely in order to obtain an 
independent opinion. Nevertheless, under the 
conditions that there are limited opportunities 
for achieving financial sustainability, evaluation 
reports may be one of the options used for en-
suring CSO funding source diversity.

Utilising M&E results for assessing policy im-
pact has been a constant challenge for policy-
makers, decision-makers and stakeholders. The 
difficulties and limitations of performing M&E 
have been recognised in the existing literature 
as well as through comparative practice and 
statements by interviewees, particularly with 
respect to data availability, indicator develop-
ment, definition of objectives, time limitations, 
political sensitiveness etc.

In the Serbian context, the research conducted 
within the framework of this study showed that 
the biggest challenges of involving CSOs in M&E 
processes are:

�� Difficulty of establishing cooperation betwe-
en state representatives and CSOs

In Serbia, there is a lack of interest as well as a 
lack of internal motivation of the state admini-
stration for increasing CSO involvement in M&E. 
As a result, all advancements made are essen-
tially due to external assistance, which does not 
yield in return long-term and significant CSO 
involvement. On the contrary, participation is 
usually pro forma, with short-term effects de-
pending on a specific time-limited project. In 
addition, external support (finance, expertise, 
etc.) has also not been articulated to a sufficient 
extent in order to increase the interest of the 
state administration in involving CSOs.

�� Communication gap between the state and 
CSOs 

There is a communication problem between 
CSOs and the state administration. Civil se-
rvants do not perceive CSOs as potential part-
ners, which is partially a consequence of the 
unconstructive approach employed by CSOs: 
rather than giving concrete proposals and ide-
as, they often only criticise.

�� Insufficiently systematic approach to coope-
ration 

For civil society to be completely involved in 
the M&E process, it has to be aware of which 
processes it is participating in, how and when. 
In the policy M&E domain, civil sector can play 
different roles: (1) as an organisation that mo-
nitors policies within its field of expertise and 
raises public awareness on these issues, (2) as 
an organisation that primarily deals with ad-
vocating a particular approach or solution to a 
problem, (3) as an organisation that conducts 
research activities and generates studies useful 
for policy M&E or (4) as an organisation that is 
engaged in providing report writing services for 
the purpose of policy M&E.

Each of these roles, per se, is important in the 
M&E process, but it is crucial that a CSO which 
is interested in getting involved clearly and 
strategically defines its role in this process, 
understands the forms of action which it has 
to undertake (in light with its role) and carries 
them out consistently.

Developing more adequate institutional me-
chanisms for ensuring CSO participation, could 
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contribute to gaining a clearer understanding 
of the role of the CSO. Some good practice exam-
ples, for instance in the area of social policy, in-
dicate that progress has been made primarily 
due to the personal commitment of particular 
servants in addition to international assistan-
ce. That implies that the behaviour of the state 
administration is unpredictable and unreliable, 
because there is no institutional guarantee that 
the CSO will be involved in M&E, regardless of 
the personal commitment of particular civil se-
rvants who are sympathetic to this topic and 
comprehend the importance of CSO involve-
ment.

�� Insufficiently developed awareness on the si-
gnificance of policy M&E 

The majority of surveyed CSO representatives 
(62%) indicated that their primary ideas and 
expectations regarding the civil sector were 
idealistic and that they thus had to somewhat 
adapt them to the actual situation. Just over a 
third (36%) believes that their initial ideas and 
expectations were generally satisfied. Therefo-
re, the involvement of CSOs in the M&E process 
requires a highly operational approach to the 
problem, in order to avoid idealisation of the 
process and it “getting lost in the fog”. A clear 
explanation of what can be achieved through 
M&E and what can be achieved if CSOs are invo-
lved, as well as a very practical guideline as to 
how CSOs can get involved.

�� Insufficiently developed organisational and 
human capacities in a vast number of CSOs 
or a strong need for additional training and 
further educating of CSOs representatives, 
who have been involved in these processes.

�� An underdeveloped monitoring and evalu-
ation culture. 

�� Public policy evaluation culture in Serbia is 
underdeveloped: (1) there is a lack of suf-
ficient understanding of the importance of 
policy M&E, the mechanisms for conducting 
this process as well as the actors who sho-
uld (can) be involved of the process; (2) the 
monitoring and evaluation market is insuf-
ficiently developed both on the supply and 
demand sides in terms of performing these 
activities; (3) the institutional environment 
does not offer full support for evaluation 
culture development and (4) monitoring 
and evaluation culture is weak due to unfa-

vourable historical circumstances, as well 
as weak efforts made towards building a 
more enabling environment.

The following shortcomings are observed with 
respect to state administration representatives 
and their understanding the essence and scope 
of policy M&E:

�� The lack of a strategy and policy for regula-
ting M&E processes;

�� There is no systematic evaluation: no com-
mon, uniform norms, rules, indicators, na-
tional standards or behaviour patterns; 

�� Neither M&E market supply nor demand 
have been adequately developed; M&E or-
ganisations are rare as are associations that 
bring together these organisations, there is 
a small number of participants and the re-
lations between them are primarily establi-
shed on the basis of personal contacts and 
in some cases there are no organisations ca-
pable of offering M&E services at the local 
level;

�� There is a certain misunderstanding, misu-
se or even a complete lack of evaluation in 
certain cases. 

�� Evaluation is seen as a process used for 
searching for mistakes and culprits, which 
contributes to its unpopularity and avo-
idance of using it (negative perception of 
evaluation);

�� Insufficient communication between state 
administration representatives and other 
stakeholders, above all CSOs, with respect 
to conducting M&E activities;

�� Limited application of evaluation results, 
and the planning, implementation and eva-
luation processes are separated from each 
other;

�� Weak evaluation culture might be the re-
ason that attempts to establish an efficient 
M&E system are failing;

�� Transparency of the evaluation system (in 
the case that a system even exists) is insuffi-
cient. Fragmented and silo-mentality admi-
nistration;

�� Limited financial and human resources. 
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The study examined the existing M&E system in 
Serbia at the general level, with a particular fo-
cus on the state administration reform and so-
cial policy and employment sectors. In the area 
of state administration reform, an M&E system 
will be established after the Action Plan for the 
Implementation of the PAR Strategy comes into 
force. Certain CSOs in Serbia are active in mo-
nitoring this field, by producing independent 
studies and exerting pressure on decision ma-
kers for e.g. responsible budgetary behaviour. 
Through the mechanism of Sectoral Civic So-
ciety Organisations (SCSO), five CSOs form a 
consortium led by SCSO for PAR which, at the 
invitation of the competent ministry, partici-
pate in the policymaking process in this area 
by providing suggestions and comments.202 

The SCSO for PAR network consists of a total of 
29 organisations. This fact demonstrates how 
much civil society interest there is in this poli-
cy area, and it indicates that preconditions for 
strengthening CSO capacities for M&E in this 
field exist.

In the social policy and employment sectors in 
Serbia, there are a few examples of well-deve-
loped M&E practices that could serve as a role 
model for a systematic involvement of CSOs in 
M&E. Detailed analysis has shown that a pre-
condition for actively involving CSOs is strong 
donor support, such as in the case of the Po-
verty Reduction Strategy. Donor presence, ho-
wever, does not only imply that funds are made 
available, but also that there is a transfer of 
knowledge with respect to Strategy M&E prac-
tices and procedures, which was the case in 
other countries implementing the Strategy as 
well. Initiatives, such as CSFP programme, il-
lustrated the necessary preconditions in order 
for CSOs to be involved in policy M&E. First of 
all, good communication with state institutions 
is considered to be a key precondition, which 
implies defining the method and frequency of 
quality information exchange. Additionally, 
CSOs should have access to all the relevant do-
cuments and materials, which would facilitate 
the planning of independent, external monito-
ring. Finally, it is essential to secure financial re-
sources for supporting the active involvement 
of CSOs in policy M&E. On the other hand, CSOs 
themselves, on the basis of experiences from 
the CSFP programme, have concluded that they 
should improve their data collection and pro-
cessing methodologies as well as the necessary 

202 For more on SCSO mechanism in PAR see: <http://
www.cdspredlaze.org.rs/default.asp?Category=2>

knowledge for conducting good quality M&E in 
the fields of their competence.

Civil society organisations, such as unions and 
employer associations, are actively included 
in the monitoring of the National Employment 
Strategy. Monitoring of the Strategy through 
NEAP is supported through IPA funds. In ad-
dition, the evaluation of employment policies 
is supported by donor funds as well, because 
the Ministry itself does not possess the capaci-
ties to independently assess the effects of the 
implemented measures. Nevertheless, national 
think tanks are often members of the expert 
team for evaluation.

Based on the examined comparative practices 
and the current state of affairs in terms of poli-
cy M&E in Serbia with evidence supplied by the 
civil society three possible models of arranging 
the emerging system have been identified. They 
are defined in relation to the following criteria: 
level of development of M&E culture, scope of 
reforms required and relation between the 
centre of government and ministries; and then 
assessed with respect to time feasibility and de-
gree of CSO involvement. 

The first option is a system which is suitable in 
the context where there is a low level of evalu-
ation culture and an insufficiently constructive 
relationship between CSOs and decision ma-
kers. In this system, the centre of government 
would have a higher level of authority and con-
trol in comparison to the ministries, in order to 
ensure that the ministries are gradually acqu-
iring the skills necessary for conducting proper 
M&E. CSOs would be members of the working 
groups for monitoring, but also external actors, 
in terms of independent political participation, 
exerting pressure on authorities to submit data, 
as well as producing relevant data and analy-
ses for the purpose of independent M&E. This 
model was designed based on the initial M&E 
system building phase in Lithuania. 

The second option goes one step further than 
the first in terms of strengthening the effecti-
veness of the M&E process and CSO participa-
tion. It is suitable for countries in which CSOs 
have a considerable influence and impact on 
political life and in which decision makers are 
ready to accept criticism, in other words – in 
countries with a developed evaluation culture. 
This system would be partially results-orien-
ted, which would strengthen evidence-based 
policy making. As a result of knowledge and 
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experience acquired, the ministries would have 
more autonomy from the centre of government 
in terms of selecting monitoring and evaluation 
methods. This combined model is based on the 
system used by the European Commission.

The third option requires the deepest reforms 
and a particularly high level of evaluation cul-
ture and evidence-based policy making. Civil 
society would be an integral part of political 
life, a constructive critic of the government and 
an integral part of the M&E system, as well as 
a primary data producer and a participant in 
external evaluation tenders. This system would 
be results-based and the centre of government 
would have a role in verifying compatibility be-
tween horizontal and cross-sectoral policies. 
The Finnish system was inspiration for exami-
ning this model.

Keeping in mind, the analysed situation in Ser-
bia, the first option would be the most suitable 
in the short and medium-term. Its advantage 
lies in the fact that it has a high feasibility level, 
for it would actually represent a continuation 
of the on-going efforts to build a strategic plan-
ning system and M&E structures, as well as the 
effects of CSOs to increase their relevance and 
influence on decision-makers. With the recent 
establishment of the Public Policy Secretariat 
(PPS), it seems that the basic requirements for 
exercising centre of government functions, wi-
thout which the first option cannot be realised, 
have been met. This model facilitates a basic le-
vel of civil society involvement in policy M&E 
structures (e.g. cross-sectoral working groups 
and/or councils), however due to limited capa-
cities, the state would have to commit to taking 
into account and considering the comments of 
CSOs, but without any obligation to adopt them. 
Eventually, as the development of an evaluation 
culture and capacity in both public administra-
tion and civil society sectors proceeds, this ba-
sic model could transition into the second mo-
del, and in the best case scenario, after several 
government mandates it would evolve into the 
third model. 

Recommendations

I. Establishing an effective and functioning M&E 
system: 

�� Adopt an act which would regulate the po-
licymaking process and which would confer 
certain M&E competences upon the Public 
Policy Secretariat. These would above all 
include: the preparation of guidelines and 
instructions for the ministries; ex ante and 
ex post quality control (i.e. PPS would con-
trol the quality of indicators, reports and 
recommendations); harmonisation of pro-
cedures/acts and quality at the inter-mini-
sterial level via trainings (which the Human 
Resource Management Service could con-
duct in accordance with the PPS program-
me); coaching in the ministries, with the 
largest gaps in quality, to acquire the neces-
sary skills; coordination of reports across 
different sectors so as to ensure consistence 
of policies, etc. 

�� Institutionalise the involvement of CSOs in 
M&E procedures. Sectoral Civic Society Or-
ganisations (SEKO) can serve as an institutio-
nal mechanism for facilitating direct consul-
tations and interactions with policy makers. 
The European Commission has, as one of 
the conclusions in the Screening Report on 
Chapter 23 on judicial reform, emphasised 
the necessity to ensure the involvement of 
CSOs in further reforms as in monitoring 
the implementation of the action plans.203 

Since neither the state nor CSOs currently 
possess sufficient capacities and resources 
for conducting thorough qualitative rese-
arch and executing studies on performance 
assessment, CSOs could be directly invo-
lved in certain structures for managing and 
monitoring policies, but with no explicit 
responsibility to contribute by submitting 
data. Their participation would be facultati-
ve and the purpose of their involvement wo-
uld be to become informed and to be con-
sulted regarding progress in certain policy 
areas. In case of this type of participation, 
the state would not be obliged to accept the 
views of and comments made by civil socie-
ty, but rather to selectively take them into 
consideration, in cases where it is deemed 

203 European Commission Screening Report on Chapter 23, 
p. 26, available at: < http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/
pdf/key_documents/2014/140729-screening-report-
-chapter-23-serbia.pdf>
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that their quality and content can positively 
contribute to the monitoring reports. Par-
ticipation in the evaluation would be redu-
ced to the right to comment on evaluation 
reports during deliberations in the given 
structures, in cases where internal or exter-
nal evaluations are being carried out.

II. Involving CSOs in policy M&E:

�� The state should create preconditions for 
the development of civil society so as to 
have it as a partner in terms of information 
gathering and monitoring, i.e. to get more 
familiarised with the work and functioning 
of CSOs in order to identify resources they 
possess which could be valuable for the mo-
nitoring and evaluation process. The pre-
requisites for developing an enabling envi-
ronment for CSO support and improving 
communication between the two sectors al-
ready exist to a certain extent, since coope-
ration between the two sectors has already 
been significantly enhanced in recent years 
(at least formally), e.g. through CSFP expe-
rience, the legal drafting process (obligation 
to hold public hearings, and in some cases 
through participation in working groups for 
drafting laws), IPA programming (through 
SECS mechanism) or in monitoring of acces-
sion negotiations between Serbia and the 
EU (via participation in National Convent).

�� Ministries in charge of certain policy areas 
should be responsible for involving CSOs in 
the structures for the M&E of these policies, 
which are now being created. If ministries 
implement the Guidelines for Involving 
CSOs in the Legislative Procedure, which 
have been adopted by the Government,204 

and accordingly appoint persons who will 
be in charge of cooperation with civil so-
ciety, this capacity could ensure both ade-
quate communication and commitment to 
involving CSOs in the M&E structures. On 
the other hand, if the first option is accep-
ted (the Basic Model), guidelines and re-
commendations for involving CSOs in M&E 
should be prepared by the National Public 
Policy Secretariat (in cooperation with the 
Office for Cooperation with Civil Society), 
considering that this body is supposed to 
possess a deep knowledge and understan-
ding of these procedures. Individual mi-

204 Government Conclusion 05 number 011-8872/2014, 
adopted on 26 August 2014.

nistries should be given the possibility of 
altering the means for CSO involvement ba-
sed on specific circumstances within their 
departments, and in line with certain mini-
mum standards whose application would 
be monitored by the centre of government 
(PPS and the Office). For ensuring proper 
CSO representation, there should be a he-
avy reliance on the existing mechanisms 
and networks established for monitoring 
IPA programming (SECS) and some poli-
cies with existing civil society involvement 
practices (e.g. CSFP). Finally, the Office for 
Cooperation with Civil Society, bearing in 
mind its general role in developing the ove-
rall environment for cooperation between 
the state and civil society should, in colla-
boration with PPS, monitor CSO inclusion in 
the M&E of all the policies, identify the po-
ssibilities for improving the mutual coope-
ration legislative framework and advocate 
for more meaningful CSO involvement .

III. CSO capacity building:

�� State administration representatives take 
a clear stance that CSOs will be involved in 
M&E only and exclusively on the basis of the-
ir expertise. In this regard, in order to be on 
equal footing with other M&E stakeholders, 
CSOs should strengthen their own capacity 
and abilities to approach these activities in a 
professional manner. Strengthening the hu-
man, organisational and financial capacities 
of CSOs is particularly important bearing in 
mind the expected gradual withdrawal of 
the majority of foreign donors, which are 
at the present moment the largest source 
of CSO funding in Serbia. The debate on the 
models of CSO sustainability in Serbia has 
to draw serious attention of state actors and 
of the European Union.

�� One of the ways of securing funds could be 
if certain CSOs specialise in delivering se-
rvices for the purpose of M&E, e.g. by pre-
paring evaluation reports as external evalu-
ators. In this regard, a special focus should 
be placed on strengthening research and 
analysis capacities, to make sure that CSOs 
will be capable of adequately participating 
in the M&E process. 
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IV. Top-bottom approach to strengthening the 
evaluation culture 

Political authorities should support results-
-oriented governance and show consistency in 
terms their words and actions by applying in 
practice what they express in public. In order 
for M&E to be substantial, learning processes 
should be incorporated into the policymaking 
cycle and they should be managed by relevant 
decision makers. The fear of potential sanc-
tions, which many evaluation subjects believed 
would follow if the impact evaluation process 
showed disappointing results, can incite strong 
resistance to this process, and can lead the sub-
jects to conscious or unconscious sabotage the 
process and to do everything they can to pre-
vent it. However, with the parallel development 
of a monitoring and evaluation culture in socie-
ty, it is in the government’s interest to monitor 
and evaluate policy implementation, because 
this is a way to increase its own legitimacy and 
gain “political points”.

Learning will not occur by way of a spontane-
ous, uncontrolled process, but rather it should 
be systematically managed and conducted by 
the relevant stakeholders. For this to happen, 
errors must be recognised as such, and then 
through the analysis process it should determi-
ne why these mistakes occurred, what caused 
the side effects and how to act in the future in 
order to avoid such mistakes.
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Research Approach and Method
For the purposes of this research, a neo-in-
stitutional approach was adopted since it 
was deemed to be the most appropriate due 
to the fact that it is not limited to only the 
formal aspects but also incorporates infor-
mal rules and procedures of political life.205 

Moreover, given the fact that the functioning of 
the Serbian state administration is heavily in-
fluenced by external circumstances, it is neces-
sary to take into account the behaviour of the 
actors involved beyond the formal norms, if the 
goal of identifying and analysing deficiencies in 
policy-making and policy-coordination systems 
in Serbia are to be attained. 

The research was based on a qualitative ap-
proach which included qualitative data collec-
tion, as “[t]he research process is not locked 
into rigid designs but is adaptable to chan-
ging situations and has the ability to pursue 
new paths of discovery as they emerge.”206 

Additionally, in order to attain the research 
goal, a qualitative methodology was deemed to 
be the most suitable for “[engaging] in research 
that probes for deeper understanding rather 
than examining surface features.”207 In other 
words, due to the depth and richness of the fin-
dings which stem from a qualitative approach,208 

 this method was deemed the most appropriate 
in terms of formulating adequate conclusions 
and policy recommendations based on the spe-
cific circumstances in Serbia.

205 March David and Gerry Stoker (ed.), “Theory and Me-
thods in Political Science,” Palgrave, 2010, p. 66-67.
206 Ibid., p. 257.
207 Scott D. Johnson, “Will our research hold up under scru-
tiny?” Journal of Industrial Teacher Education, 32.3, 1995, 
4 ed. Nahid Golafshani, “Understanding Reliability and 
Validity in Qualitative Research,” The Qualitative Report 
Vol. 8 No. 4, 2003, p. 603. Available at: <http://www.nova.
edu/ssss/QR/QR8-4/golafshani.pdf>
208 Alan Brymam, “Quantity and Quality in Social Rese-
arch,” Routledge, 1998

In addition to the qualitative approach, the 
comparative method was adopted as it fa-
cilitates the “developing, testing and refi-
ning theories about causal relationships” 
and helps to establish generalisations.209 

 Namely, three country case studies were exa-
mined in order to devise ideas and develop 
options for enhancing policy M&E and CSO in-
volvement in Serbia.

Country Case Studies Rationale
In selecting country case studies, the research 
team selected country case studies based on 
the following criteria: a high level of develop-
ment and institutionalisation of policy M&E; 
an active civil society and developed practices 
of participation in these procedures; different 
mechanisms of management; the experiences 
of “newer” Member States versus the “older” 
ones; and case relevance for the Serbian con-
text.

On the basis of desk research it has been conc-
luded that, among the EU member states that 
acceded in 2004, the Lithuanian case is the 
most relevant for this study. A particularly im-
portant aspect in the Lithuanian experience is 
the system of strategic planning and strategic 
documents, the government work programmes 
and policy documents and their linkage to pro-
gramme budgeting, which were the foundations 
for building the M&E structure. The Lithuanian 
case also drew attention to the fact that Lithu-
ania is, alongside Estonia, a leader in terms of 
the absorption of EU structural funds, which re-
quires an effective and functioning M&E system. 
In terms of CSO involvement in these activities, 
the Lithuanian example is valuable to Serbia for 
several reasons. Namely, generally speaking, 
Lithuanian CSOs had not been prepared for 
coping with the new circumstances emerging 
from EU membership, which is clear today as 
209 Jonathan Hopkin, “The Comparative Method,” in: The-
ory and Methods in Political Science Ed. David March, Ger-
ry Stoker. Palgrave, 2010, p. 285-308.
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a result of their insufficient participation in the 
policy and decision making processes, and the-
refore in policy monitoring as well. At the same 
time, the experience of one think tank in Lithu-
ania specialised in policy evaluation serves as 
an instructive example for research-oriented 
CSOs in Serbia in terms of devising an action 
plan strategy for the next 10 years.

Finland was, on the other hand, chosen specifi-
cally due to its highly developed evidence-based 
policymaking practices, high level of evaluation 
culture, as well as an example of participation 
of research-oriented CSOs in performing exter-
nal evaluation. The Government M&E system 
seemed useful for Serbia because of its strong 
reliance on ministries, as well as its inter-sec-
toral character and the developed mechanisms 
of coordinating the work of different ministries 
and government bodies.

The reason for selecting the M&E system ap-
plied at the EU level is due to its role in setting 
standards for Member States in this area. The 
guidelines, methodology and manuals develo-
ped by the Secretariat-General of the European 
Commission are widely used and adapted by 
Member States. In addition, examining the EU 
structural funds M&E system was especially im-
portant in the case of Serbia due to the system’s 
complexity and special requirements, hence 
why it is advisable for Serbia to consider this 
system at an early stage of the accession nego-
tiations. Since think tanks, based in Brussels, 
are an integrative factor of policy making at the 
EU level, the research team sought to examine 
their role in EU policy M&E processes and to 
determine their views on this topic.

Data Collection and Analysis
The research component of this study was com-
prised of two complementary phases: desk re-
search (analysis of available documents) and 
qualitative research with respect to the selec-
ted case studies. This way, the research team 
was able to compare and contrast the existing 
findings and claims with first-hand experience 
and observations. 

a. Desk research

Desk research entailed an examination of both 
primary and secondary sources and enabled 
a triangulation of sources which promises “to 

increase the validity of a study by seeking the 
degree of agreement in the investigation out-
come from the use of multiple methods and 
measurement procedures.”210 The primary so-
urces consisted of the laws and regulations of 
the Government of Serbia on the policy-making 
process; strategies and action plans within the 
areas of public administration and social poli-
cy and employment; as well as relevant official 
documents and regulations from case studies. 
The secondary sources included OECD reports 
on public sector modernisation, academic and 
professional literature dealing with issues rela-
ted to monitoring and evaluation, policy M&E 
studies, as well as literature on involving CSOs 
in the policymaking process in general, and 
specifically in the M&E process.

Although it was initially assumed that the World 
Bank and European Commission project titled, 
“Monitoring and Evaluation Capacity Develop-
ment for the Western Balkans and Turkey,” wo-
uld publish certain results during the prepara-
tion of this study, which should have been taken 
into account, very early - right at the beginning 
of this research project - it was concluded based 
on meetings with World Bank experts and civil 
servants in Serbia that there would not be any 
overlaps between their research and this given 
study. In this way, sustainability and synergistic 
effect have been ensured.

b. Field Research

Based on the preliminary findings acquired 
through desk research, “field” research was 
conducted. Primary data was collected through 
in-depth, semi-structured interviews which ac-
cording to the literature “enable ‘special insi-
ght’ into subjectivity, voice and lived experien-
ces.”211 The interviewees were selected through 
a combination of the nonprobability purposeful 
sampling and snowballing techniques so as to 
devise sound conclusions and policy options 

210 Agnes Ma and Brahm Norwich, “Triangulation and The-
oretical Understanding,” Int. J. Social Research Methodolo-
gy. Vol. 10, No. 3, July 2007, p. 211–226.
211 P. Atkinson, D. Silverman. “Kundera’s Immortality: the 
interview society and the invention of the self,” Qualitative 
Inquiry, vol. 3 (3), 1997, p. 304–25.
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and prevent the possibility of going astray.212 
Interviewees were selected in accordance with 
the relevance of their experience and expertise 
for the study.

In order to assess the current state of the policy 
monitoring and evaluation system in Serbia at 
the governmental level, interviews were held 
with civil servants from the ministry in charge 
of public administration, ministry in charge of 
social policy and employment as well as repre-
sentatives from the Social Inclusion and Pover-
ty Reduction Unit. Interviews were also held 
with representatives of the Office for Coopera-
tion with Civil Society, as well as representati-
ves of CSOs in Serbia, in order to examine the 
modes of including CSOs in policy M&E. Discus-
sion and findings of the round table discussion 
on the same topic also served as a data source 
which was incorporated into the study.

In terms of devising options for building an 
M&E system in Serbia, as well as for involving 
CSOs, direct interviews with civil servants and 
CSO representatives in Lithuania and Finland 
were of a great importance, as were also inte-
rviews with European Commission officials and 
think tanks in Brussels.213 They were preceded 
by direct interviews with five officials from 

212 Intentional purposeful sampling involves a predefining 
a group who is thought to be relevant for the research 
based on the background knowledge of the researchers 
on the given topic. The “snowballing” technique could be 
understood as sub-category of purposeful sampling and it 
means that the sample of interviewees is expanded in ac-
cordance with determined research criteria, through the 
recommendations of previous interviewees.
213 A total of seven interviews are held in Vilnius: with the 
Director of the Government Coordination Centre, the Di-
rector of the Strategic Analysis Department and the Head 
of the M&E Department in the Ministry of Social Security 
and Employment, three representatives from the Office 
of the Prime Minister in charge of M&E, the Head of the 
Ministry of Agriculture Department in charge of M&E, the 
Head of the Ministry of Finance department in charge of 
monitoring and the Head of the department in change of 
evaluation at the same ministry, as well as the Director 
of and Researcher at the Public Policy and Management 
Institute – a think tank organisation; Six interviews were 
held in Finland: with an Advisor from the Prime Minister’s 
Office in charge of M&E, representatives from the Ministry 
of Social Affairs and Health, the Ministry of Economy and 
Employment, as well as representatives of the Labour In-
stitute for Economic Research and a coalition of NGOs ad-
vocating for women’s issues; Eight interviews were held in 
Brussels: with representatives of think tank organisations 
Bruegel, CEPS, EPC, OSF and ESI as well as representatives 
of the European Commission in the Secretariat-General, 
Directorate-General for Regional Policy, DG Justice, and 
DG Employment.

OECD/SIGMA,214 who assisted the project team 
in selecting case studies and identifying project 
themes which can be complementary to the 
work of SIGMA.

A special questionnaire was designed for each 
interviewee to consult before the interview, 
which proved to be a very effective practice, 
since it gave the interviewees the chance to 
prepare for the meetings, which resulted in fru-
itful and high quality conversations. Interview 
questions and topics were formed in line with 
each individual interviewee’s expertise and po-
sition. Most of the questionnaires began with 
general questions, continuing with questions 
on specific matters relating to the experien-
ce and special expertise of the interviewees in 
order to eventually come to a discussion on re-
commendations and possible development in 
the given area in the future.

Data on the state and capacities of CSOs in 
Serbia was collected via online semi-open qu-
estionnaires, which were sent to 50 CSOs in 
Serbia, most registered in Belgrade, which were 
deemed as active and with a profile relevant for 
this research. Although the response rate to the 
questionnaire was slightly higher than 40%, the 
data collected was mostly qualitative in nature 
and served for identifying the strengths, we-
aknesses and opportunities for increasing CSO 
participation in monitoring and evaluation pro-
cedures.215

214 A meeting with Briann Finn was held in Belgrade on 15 
January 2014, while meetings with Rachel Halloway, Klas 
Klaas and Keit Kasemets were held in Paris on 31 January 
2014.
215 The questionnaire covered following organisations: Eu-
ropean Movement in Serbia, Belgrade Centre for Security 
Policy, NGO Astra, Belgrade Centre for Human Rights, Cen-
tre for Euro-Atlantic Studies, Institute for Territorial De-
velopment – Inter, BOŠ – Centre for European Integration, 
Civic Association Amity, YUCOM, Centre for Non-Profit 
Sector Development, Belgrade Centre for Political Excel-
lence, Centre for Applied European Studies, Autonomous 
Women’s Centre.
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Institutions that Participated in the Interviews

Serbia
�� Office for Cooperation with Civil Society

�� SIPRU 

�� Ministry of Public Administration and Local Self-Government

�� Office of the Deputy Prime Minister

�� Ministry of Labour, Employment, Veteran and Social Affairs

�� European Integration Office

Lithuania
�� Office of the Prime Minister

�� Ministry of Social Security and Labour

�� Ministry of the Interior (in charge of state administration reform)

�� Ministry of Finance

�� Ministry of Agriculture

�� GCC 

�� PPMI

European Union
�� Secretariat-General

�� Directorate-General for Regional Policy

�� Directorate-General for Justice

�� Directorate-General for Employment

�� Bruegel

�� ESI

�� OSI

�� CEPS

Finland
�� Prime Minister’s Office

�� Ministry of Economy and Employment

�� Ministry of Health and Social Affairs

�� Institute for Economic Research

�� NGO Coalition of Finnish Women’s Association 
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General questions about the organisation:

Year of formation: ______________________________________________________

Scope of activity:_________________________________________________________

Number of employees: __________________________________________________

Number of volunteers (approximately/ from – to): _____________________________________

Please circle or fill in the appropriate answer on the following questions:

1. According to your own belief, does the general public in Serbia understand  
 the importance of policy M&E? 

a. Yes, very clearly

b.  It does, but not sufficiently

c.  No, not in an adequate way 

d.  Not at all 

2. To which extent do civil society organisations in Serbia practice policy M&E?

a. They do not practice it at all 

b.  Not enough

c. To a certain extent

d.  Very much

Annex 2: Questionnaire Sent to CSOs 
in Serbia
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3. Is policy M&E recognised as an important practice in your organisation?

a. Yes, very much

b. Yes, partially

c. No

4. Has your organisation ever been involved in policy M&E?

a. YES

b.  NO

If you answered YES, please expand your answer and describe your experience:

5. What are your organisation’s ORGANISATIONAL CAPACITIES (previous experience,  
 technique, technology and resources) for being included in policy M&E process?

a. My organisation has fully developed organisational capacities for being included in policy  
 M&E process.

b.  My organisation has somewhat developed organisational capacities for being included  
 in policy M&E process.

c. My organisation does not have developed organisational capacities for being included in  
 policy M&E process.

6. What are your organisation’s HUMAN CAPACITIES (staff knowledge and skills,  
 network of volunteers) for being included in policy M&E process?

a. My organisation’s human capacities are completely adequate for being included in policy  
 M&E process.
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b.  My organisation’s human capacities are somewhat adequate for being included in policy  
 M&E process.

c. My organisation’s human capacities are inadequate for being included in policy M&E  
 process.

7. Do you have developed policy monitoring guidelines or methodology?

a. Yes, we do

b.  Only partially

c.  No, we do not

If not, please indicate the potential mechanisms which you believe that would be helpful in deve-
loping your policy monitoring methodology:

8. Do you have developed policy evaluation guidelines or methodology?

a. Yes, we do

b.  Only partially

c.  No, we do not

If not, please indicate the potential mechanisms which you believe that would be helpful in deve-
loping your policy evaluation methodology:

9.  Does your organisation publish reports on policy M&E?

a. YES

b.  NO
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if YES, please indicate below where and in which form the reports are published:

10.  What do you think are the biggest challenges of involving civil society in the process  
 of policy M&E:

a.  insufficient awareness on the significance of policy M&E

b. inadequate organisational capacities of CSOs 

c. inadequate human resources in CSOs

d. difficulties in establishing cooperation between state representatives and civil society  
 organisations 

If there is an alternative option, please indicate below:

11. What would be the primary role of your organisation in policy M&E?

a. Monitoring areas within our field of expertise and raising public awareness of these 
issues 

b. Advocating a particular approach or a solution to a problem

c. Conducting research activities and producing studies useful for policy M&E 

d. Delivering reporting services for the purpose of policy M&E
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If there is an alternative option, please indicate below:
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