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Development and experiences of an Outcome Mapping based planning, monitoring and learning system 
for a sustainable agriculture chain development programme in Indonesia.  

 
 

1. Introduction and background 
 

The Belgian NGO Vredeseilanden aims to contribute to viable livelihoods for organised family farmers 
through improved income from sustainable agriculture with a particular focus on value chain 
development. Vredeseilanden operates in 7 regions  including 13 countries in Central and South 
America, Africa and Asia. Vredeseilanden  programme 2008-2013 emphasises the strategic importance 
of organisational and institutional learning  for the management of its chain development programmes 
as well as in building its expertise as a supporter of family farmers to actively participate in markets. 
Subsequently, Vredeseilanden chose to apply a more learning-oriented planning and M&E system and 
decided to use core elements of Outcome Mapping1 for the programme design as well as the monitoring 
and learning process. 
 
This paper describes the development and the experiences of the planning, monitoring and learning 
system of VECO Indonesia2, but also draws from the experiences in the other VECOs and the global 
Vredeseilanden programme.  VECO Indonesia’s SACD programme supports farmers producing healthy 
rice, cacao, coffee, cashew and groundnuts in Eastern Indonesia, Bali and Central Java. To achieve the 
objectives of its programme, VECO works through partnerships with local actors such as 
farmer/producer organisations and local NGOs to improve the position of farmers in the value chain. 
The VECO head office is based in Bali and manages five field antenna’s and operates with twenty-four 
staff. The programme is mainly funded by the Belgian government and co-funded by a variety of other 
donor organisations.     
 
 

 

2. Intentional Design: Chain Intervention Framework á la Outcome Mapping 
 
The intentional design of VECO’s programme describes the changes the programme aims to bring about 
and plans the strategies it will use. Vredeseilanden refers to the Chain Intervention Framework (CIF). 
Every value chain supported by VECO requires a contextualised CIF.  A visual presentation of the 
intentional design of VECO’s SACD programme is presented in figure 1.   

                                                        
1
 Outcome Mapping (OM) is a planning, monitoring & evaluation approach developed by the International Development 

Research Centre (IDRC) in Canada (Earl, Carden and Smutylo 2001) and is an alternative and/or complementary model to the 
LFA). www.outcomemapping.ca 
 
2
 VECO Indonesia is the VredesEilanden Country Office  in Indonesia 

http://www.outcomemapping.ca/
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Figure 1:Chain Intervention Framework: Intentional Design of 
VECO’s SACD programme 2008-2013 

 

The vision describes the large-scale development changes that VECO hopes to encourage while the 
mission spells out how VECO will contribute to that vision and clarifies which part of the vision VECO’s 
programme is going to focus on.   
 
A dominant principle underlying OM is the idea that development is essentially about people relating to 
each other and their environment, hence its actor-centered focus. It introduces the concept of 
boundary partner, i.e. individuals, groups, or organisations with whom the programme interacts directly 
and with whom it anticipates opportunities for influence. The actions of the boundary partners - and the 
influence they have on the beneficiaries (e.g. family farmers) - contributes to the ultimate goals of the 
programme (Earl, Carden and Smutylo 2001). VECO identified three key boundary partners for its SACD 
programme: farmer/producer organisations, local service NGOs and private chain actors. OM focuses on 
one specific type of results, i.e. outcomes as changes in the behaviour, relationships, activities, and 
actions of people, groups, and organisations with whom VECO works directly (Earl, Carden and Smutylo 
2001) - the farmer/producer organisations, local service NGOs and private chain actors.  An outcome 
challenge describes the desired changes in the behaviour, relationships, activities, actions (professional 
practices) for each (type of) of boundary partner. It is the ideal behavioural change of each type of 
boundary partner for it to contribute to the ultimate goals (vision) of the programme. The progress 
markers are a set of statements describing a gradual progression of changed behaviour in the boundary 
partner leading to the ideal outcome challenge. Progress makers articulate the complexity of the change 
process and represent the information which can be gathered in order to monitor partner 
achievements. 
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OM does not attribute outcomes to a single intervention or series of interventions, but looks at the 
logical link between programme interventions and behavioural change of its boundary partners. It is not 
based on a causal framework and acknowledges that impact changes are not caused by a single 
intervention or series of interventions by the programme ; rather, it recognises that multiple, non-linear 
events lead to change. Whereas programme planning is done in relation to the broader development 
context (vision), OM promotes the idea that assessment (M&E) should be focused on those changes within 
the sphere of (direct) influence of the programme, i.e. outcomes of the boundary partners (Earl, Carden 
and Smutylo 2001). Although VECO underwrites this principle, both VECO and its donors also want be 
informed about the changes in the ‘sphere of interest‘ (impact) in order to know the intended and 
unintended changes, understand and analyse the programme‘s contribution to these changes and to 
improve its interventions. In phase I (2008-2010), specific objectives (at farmer level) - and a respective 
set of indicators - describe projectable changes within the scope of the programme and are assumed to 
be achieved by the development efforts of VECO’s boundary partners. During phase II (2011-2013), an 
additional ‚layer‘ will be added, ie. results,, to be able to monitor the situational changes at value chain 
level. 
 
Strategy maps are a mix of different types of strategies used by VECO to contribute to and support the 
achievement of the desired changes at the level of its boundary partners. Organisational practices 
explain how VECO is going to operate and organise itself to fullfil its mission. It is based on the idea that 
supporting change in boundary partners requires that the programme team itself is able to change and 
adapt as well, i.e.not only by being efficient and effective (operational capacities) but also by being 
relevant (adaptive capacities).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Twisting the models: Integrating Outcome Mapping & the Logframe  
Although VECO’s uses an OM-based programme framework for its ongoing planning and monitoring processes, 
it needs to report to its main donor by a logframe-based format. A pragmatic integration of OM into a logframe 
is established, although with some differences in phase I (2008-2010) and phase II (2011-2013) due to the 
changes in the Intentional Design:  

1. Objectives: The vision of VECO was ‘translated’ in three more tangible and measureable objectives (SACD, 
Advocacy and Consumer Awareness) which seemed beneficial for both the Intentional Design (OM) and the 
logframe, hence it€ appears in both models. 

2. Intermediate results: During phase I, the intermediate results in the logframe describe the changes of the 
direct partners and connected with the outcome challenges of the respective partners. The respective 
indicators are added to the set of progress markers as to guarantee inclusion in the data collection process 
and M&E process for future reporting. During Phase II, the intermediate results (+indicators) in the 
logframe will describe the changes in the value chain which correspond with the results in Intentional 
Design.  

3. Type of activities: In Phase I and II, VECOs type of activities (in the logframe) resonate with the strategy 
maps of the Intentional Design. In Phase II, the main activities of the direct partners will be added in the 
‘type of activities of partners’ and will be derived through monitoring of the progress markers. This implies 
that the outcomes of partners are as such not reflected in the logframe, but will only be used for ongoing 
planning and monitoring/learning  for the specific value chain intervention.      

4. Usefulness: The logframe is structured in such a way that it presents aggregated information across the 
different value chains (in one country and across different countries). It this way, the compilation of the 
logframe is also a useful exercise for VECO.  

 
It might appear that VECO Indonesia is seemingly using two programme models for the same programme which 
might lead to a ‘schizophrenic’ planning and M&E practice. However, VECO Indonesia takes a pragmatic 
approach to this and views the Chain Intervention Framework as the core framework for ongoing programme 
steering and learning while the logframe format is seen as an (important) way of presenting and reporting 
progress and results.  
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3. Facilitating value chain development: embracing complexity  
 
Value chain development is a complex process in which relationships, dynamics and mechanisms can 
not be fully understood. Different actors (chain actors, chain influencers and chain supporters) are 
involved and have different roles, motivations and levels of power in the chain. And, it is affected by 
external factors such as government policies, institutional environment, environmental & cultural 
aspects, market dynamics, trends and consumer behaviours.  Although the design and planning of value 
chain development programmes often assumes a rather linear relationship between interventions and 
desired results, it is highly contextual and effects from interventions can often only be observed and 
understood as the programme engages in action. Acknowledging and dealing with this complex 
character of chain development requires a planning, monitoring and programme management approach 
which allows VECO and its partner to understand the process they are engaged in and make it usable for 
improved action. The particular logic of the Intentional Design (see above) has the potential to be 
instrumental in ‘un-packing’ the process as it provides a framework for continuous ‘feedback’ on 
intended and unintended results and outcomes in relation to programme interventions and strategies. 
However, how ongoing feedback is organised, how people make sense of reality and to what extent the 
programme can anticipate to emerging insights depends entirely on the quality and the nature of the 
ongoing monitoring and learning process, and the organisational/institutional conditions in which the 
programme is operating.  
 
In 2008, VECO developed a learning-oriented M&E system that aimed to facilitate such a process and 
provides a framework for systematic data collection, sense-making and documentation which supports 
VECOs planning & management process, facilitates organisational and institutional learning and fulfills 
VECO’s accountability requirements.  Hence, the name Planning, Learning and Accountability system 
(PLAs). 
 
 
 

4. Development of the Planning, Learning And Accountability system (PLAs) 
 
VECO Indonesia took an action learning/research approach for this development process carried out in a 
period of more than one year. Throughout the process different programme actors participated at 
relevant times. The inquiry, reflection and data generation process was organised through workshops, 
focus group discussion, a virtual community of practice, observations, semi-structured interviews and 
document analysis. Based on the theory and practice of Outcome Mapping (Earl, Carden and Smutylo 
2001), Participatory M&E (Estrella and Gaventa 1997; Guijt 1998; IFAD 2002) and Utilisation-Focused 
Evaluation (Patton, 1997; Horton et al 2003), a seven step model was developed and used to facilitate 
the inquiry and development process of the PLAs (table 1). Each step of the PLAs design process 
involved an in-depth inquiry, discussion and negotiation guided by a set of questions. Although a ’one-
step-at-the-time’ logic might be assumed, the process was seldom linear and unfolded through 
different, often simultaneous, inquiry and reflection processes.  
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1. Purpose and scope Identify, clarify and share the main purpose and scope of 
the PLAs 

2. Organisational spaces and 
rhythms 

Identify the key moment/events and their frequency for 
planning, learning & accountability 

3. Information needs Define and prioritise the monitoring and learning 
questions and specific information needs 

4. Plan for data collection and 
synthesis 

Plan how the data will be collected, stored and  
synthesized 

5. Plan for sense-making Plan for critical reflection, analysis and conceptualization 

6. Plan for documentation and 
communication 

Plan how monitoring results will be documented and 
communicated 

7. Plan for creating organisational 
conditions 

Plan how the necessary organisational conditions and 
capacities will be established in support of the PLAs 

Table 1: Seven design steps of the Planning, Learning and Accountability system (PLAs) 

 
 
Sufficient time was taken to design the first three steps of the process as there are crucial for the further 
development of the PLAs. In fact, they could be seen as the foundation of the M&E system. These steps 
need to be discussed and negotiated thoroughly with the actors involved. By doing so, they 
automatically provide direction for the timeframes, the depth and type of data collection, the sense-
making process and the documentation. By implication, any changes in the first three steps during the 
implementation of the programme will have a direct effect on the process of the next steps.   
 
This first step aims to create a common understanding on the main purposes and the intended uses 
(Patton 1997) of the M&E system (planning, learning & accountability). As many programmes have 
difficulty defining clear boundaries and units of analysis (Horton et al 2003), it is important to define the 
scope of the M&E system. It includes a debate on the intended users of the M&E results and on who 
should be involved in which parts of the M&E process. This step also included a reflection and a 
discussion on the aspirations with regard to the underlying values and principles of the PLAs (see 
further). 
 
The second step is the identification of VECO’s key moments and events for planning, learning and 
acccountability. If M&E is to foster and facilitate organisational and institutional learning, it needs to be 
built into the regular organisational processes so as to become integral to the thinking and doing of the 
organisation (Dlamini 2006) and embedded in those organisational spaces and rhythms which are 
central to sharing, debate, learning and decision-making (Guijt & Ortiz 2007). Organisational spaces are 
the formal and informal meetings and events which bring organisations and programmes to life. 
Rhythms are the patterns in time, the regular activities or processes that characterises the tempo of 
organisational functioning (Reeler, 2001). In practice, defining the spaces and rhythms is to sit down 
with the people involved and ask them to list when they interact to share information and make sense 
of what is happening for their planning, learning and accountability pocesses. These moments are then 
listed and categorised followed by a mapping out of the rhythm, i.e., how often and when these spaces 
occur and what type of sense-making – sharing, debate, learning, decision-making – occurs (Guijt & 
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Ortiz, 2007). The key organisational spaces of VECO’s SACD programmes are home weeksi (six times per 
year), bi-annual chain partner meetings and bi-annual VECO steering team meetings. 
 
The third step is to clearly define and prioritise the required information needs. Information connected 
to the programme design – for example through the result indicators, progress markers and type of 
activities -  are mostly the starting point in defining the information needs. However, as step two made 
clear, information has to be used and made usable for action. Therefore, defining and prioritising 
information needs to be linked with the outcomes of step one – the intended uses - and step two – the 
organisational spaces - in order to decide upon the importance and relevance of specific information 
needs. Step three is centered around the following questions: Which information is required? For which 
event? For who? and In what form?  
  
When the specific information needs are defined, a plan for data collection (step four) can be 
developed. It includes a decision on the type of data (primary/secondary, micro/macro data, 
quantitative/qualitative, etc.) as well as the data collecton methods. Furthermore, it implies a plan for 
data storage and on how the data will be synthesised and presented in a way that is understandable and 
useful for the users.  
 
For the key organisational spaces, the programme will need to plan how the data is used and analysed in 
order to strengthen concerted action and facilitate decision-making (step five). As social interactions are 
crucial sources for sense-making and critical for organisational and institutional learning, it is important 
to ensure that the organisational spaces are well-planned and facilitated. One of VECO’s key 
organisational spaces is the bi-annual chain meeting during which farmers, boundary partners, VECO 
staff and other actors working in a specific value chain - i.e. a multi-stakeholder meeting - gather to 
share information, update each other on the progress and results in the value chain, discuss the role and 
contributions of partners and VECO, and to agree on joined chain interventions. OM suggests to actively 
engage the programme team and boundary partners in the M&E process and promotes self-assessment 
as a key process in the M&E practice (Earl, Carden and Smutylo 2001). OM‘s learning character lies in 
the fact that it calls for reflection and analysis of the connections between changes at the level of the 
boundary partner (progress markers) and the support strategies of VECO’s programme team. OM 
includes a variety of reflective questions to guide the sense-making process: ‘what are the intended and 
unintended changes?’, ‘what are the hindering and contributing factors in relation to the desired 
changes?’, and ‘how effective and efficient were the support strategies in relation to the changes?’. In 
addition, VECO systematically collects data on the results and objective indicators. In this way, the M&E 
system facilitates a continuous process for thinking holistically and strategically about how it intends to 
achieve results and unites M&E of both the process, outcomes and impact of the programme.  
 
VECO experienced that there is no blueprint approach in planning for sense-making events and that 
each event should be designed according to the situation and context at the time of implementation. In 
fact, it is an evolving process of ‘learning how to learn’ with programme actors. The facilitation of each 
key event is guided by the desired outputs and the following principles:     

 The collected data and information are presented and shared with those who produced the data 
or to those to whom the data pertains. By doing so, these events become an important 
feedback mechanism in the PLAs system;  

 Participants engage in a critical analysis and debate on the data. By doing so, it is hoped that 
their understanding of the changes, progress, challenges and the context of the programme will 
improve and that insights for improved action will be co-created;  
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 The events are data generation events in itself during which additional data and information 
emerge from the analysis and the use of probing questions;  

 Participants draw conclusions and formulate recommendations for future actions.Although 
consensus can be reached on some common points of action, multi-actor meetings do not 
necesarily need to include decision-making; and,  

 The events should be organised in a way that motivates (e.g. by highlighting the achievements 
and progress made) and inspires people. This includes appreciative methods and approaches 
which avoid mechanistic analytical processes and which are fun to participate in. 
 

VECO acknowledged that the OM approach or the PLAs alone will not lead to learning-oriented M&E 
practice. At the end, real people in the real world have to ‘translate’ the principles and systems into 
action. Therefore, VECO concluded its PLAs design process with a critcal analysis on the existing 
organisational conditions and the development of a plan for the institutionalisation of the PLAs. To do 
so, it developed an approach which is derived from the theory and practice of organisational learning. It 
is mainly based on the concepts presented in Britton’s (2005) model on organisational learning in NGO’s 
and Senge et al’s (1994) work on learning organisations, i.e. that an organisation can develop a practical 
strategy for learning if it creates the right motives, means and opportunities to do so (see table 2). The 
three elements generate a synergy which will not occur when attention is paid to only one of the 
elements alone. For each of the three elements, four crucial organisational conditions were identified 
which need to be installed and maintained to ensure a successful implementation of the PLAs. 
 

Table 2: Necessary organisational conditions for succesful implementation of the PLAs 
 
 
 

CREATING 
MOTIVES 

1. Formulate guiding ideas for a learning-oriented M&E system 
2. Ensure support from management for (organisational) learning 
3. Create a culture of learning 
4. Install the necessary incentives to participate in or manage the M&E process  

 

CREATING 
MEANS  
 

1. Strengthen human capacity (M&E, learning, reflective practice, reporting,...) 
2. Provide specialist support (M&E, Learning, Knowledge Management, 

facilitation, ...) 
3. Develop and use appropriate concepts, methods & tools 
4. Ensure adequate financial resources for M&E and learning 

 

CREATING 
OPPORTUNITIES 
 

1. Integrate the PLAs into the management & operational processes 

2. Ensure clear and transparent structures, responsibilities & plans for M&E 
and learning 

3. Develop a responsive information management infrastructure 

4. Build relationships of trust among staff and partners 
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5. Monitoring and learning: principles and practice  
 
The following values and principles have inspired the development of the PLAs and VECO aims to 
translate - ‘live’ and act upon it – those into its monitoring and learning practice. From the start, VECO 
aimed to install a monitoring practice that is realistic to organize, that is (cost-)effective, pragmatic and 
above all,  …  that makes sense.   
 
VECO wants to move away from the notion that M&E is ‘done to the programme’ and aims to engage 
the programme team and partners in the design and implementation of the monitoring and learning 
process. The core of the PLAs is to create the necessary spaces where actors involved can share, reflect 
and decide together wherever that it is appropriate and useful. The monitoring practice relies on 
(facilitated) self-assessment as an important sense- making approach, rather than external assessments 
or ‘complicated’ information gathering processes and reporting systems.  
 
The PLA system needs to be useful for the programme actors who produce and use the information 
(Utilization-Focused Evaluation). Data and information that is collected, discussed and synthesized by 
people need to be useful - and has to make sense - for those people. And if applied to the different 
levels of the programme (farmers, VECO partners, VECO programme field staff, VECO programme 
coordination staff and Vredeseilanden Head Office) it has a direct effect to the type of information and 
the methods for data generation and analysis. Which information is required? In what form?  For who? 
At what time? are critical questions during the design (ánd the actual M&E practice) which assist in 
prioritizing the ‘nice-to-know’ from ‘must-know’ information. In addition, linking the required 
information to the key moments for programme planning and steering ensured that the info was used 
and that the M&E process is embedded in the programme management cycle (which aims to avoid the 
perception that M&E is an ‘burden’ and ‘add-on’ to the programme).  
 
With the enhanced focus on spaces for interaction as a core  event in the PLAs, VECO was able to reduce 
the reporting requirements and one-way information gathering flows from partner organizations to 
VECO Indonesia. During the last two years, report formats have been constantly updated with the aim to 
increase usefulness and relevance for further sense-making processes or for accountability purposes 
(which resulted in some case in simplified report formats).   
 
In line with OM, the PLA system aims to provide the programme with a continuous system for thinking 
strategically about how it intends to achieve its programme goals and therefore focuses on both the 
process and the results. A central aspect in the monitoring process are the actors (VECO and its 
boundary partners) and their respective contributions (strategies and outcomes) in relation to the 
desired – more tangible – results in the value chain. A regular in-depth reflection is organized with 
farmers, partners, VECO and other relevant actors during a bi-annual multi-actor chain meeting. 
Farmers, partner organizations and VECO come prepared with own initial reflections on their actions 
which is - along with additional chain data (primary and secondary) – shared, discussed and analysed in 
a facilitated participatory sense-making process. The info and insights generated during these events 
form the basis for decision-making and programme steering. At VECO level, a bi-annual programme 
steering meeting follows the chain meetings to share progress in the different working areas, discuss 
cross-cutting and strategic programmatic issues and facilitate knowledge sharing among VECO staff. The 
main benefits of the PLAs are aimed to come from the insights obtained during the monitoring and 
learning process rather than from the results presented in reports. The core idea is that the sense-
making process generates new knowledge, supports learning, plans and motivates future activities, and 
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builds M&E capacity and reflective thinking of the different people involved. In addition, it facilitates 
feedback and negotiation amongst the different actors involved and is seen as a crucial way to move 
towards improved accountability, i.e.  a process through which VECO makes a commitment to respond 
to and balance the needs of stakeholders in its decision-making processes and activities, and delivers 
against this commitment (Blagescu et al., 2005). 
 
VECO also invests in relevant systematic documentation of the information obtained, lessons learned 
and decisions taken during the M&E process. An internal Chain Interventions Report, a living document 
with facts & figures of the specific chains and an integrated finance-activity-strategy database are aimed 
to support better reflection and analysis as well as to allow M&E findings to be more easily shared and 
communicated. 
 
 
 

6. Conclusions  
 
The first reflections and insights of 1,5 year implementation show that the actual M&E practice is 
benefiting from the  rather long and in-depth design process. There are clear aspirations and guiding 
ideas which have shaped (and still do) the applied monitoring and learning methods/processes. There is 
commitment from VECO staff at different levels and partner organisations actively participate in the 
newly established PLA events (chain meetings) and have welcomed the simplified reporting systems.  
Adequate resources (staff and budgets) have been put in place to support and guide the PLAs and initial 
investments have been made to strengthen some of the organisational conditions.  
 
Related to the main purposes of the PLAs - namely facilitating an improved planning, learning and 
accountability process – some initial benefits can be observed. VECO programme staff and partners have 
a better understanding of the value chains and the roles, contributions and expectations of the different 
key actors in the programme have become more clear during both the Intentional Design process and 
the ongoing monitoring process. The continuous chain intervention and outcome monitoring has 
already resulted in a series of strategic programme adjustments during the last 1,5 year: new chain 
results, more focused chain interventions, new (type of) boundary partners, phasing-out existing 
partnerships, a changed organisational structure and an investment in new expertise( new staff, ...).   
 
Although there is a general feeling that the PLAs is well designed, fits the realities of the programme and 
can potentially lead to a meaningful practice, the monitoring and learning process is still fragile and 
could erode or undermined if not carefully taken care off.    

 It is clear that a continuous investment in preparation, methods, facilitation, motivation and keeping 
momentum for the face-to-face meetings - as the core PLA events - is required.  

 Upward accountability is still dominant and influences the monitoring and learning practice towards 
an intra-organisational monitoring perspective - focusing on VECO’s own monitoring needs, learning 
process and information flows  – and can, if not consciously paid attention to, undermine the 
monitoring process which aims to facilitate a change process based on the viewpoints of and in 
collaboration with the local chain actors, i.e. institutional monitoring and learning.  

 A focus on the process and the contributions of actors involved still requires good insights and 
relevant data on the more tangible chain outcomes and impact changes. A further exploration on 
‘intelligent‘ information seeking methods and processes for this level will be required:  detailed 
quantifiable data if relevant and useful and/or macro information or emerging patterns when large 
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number of variables are at play and where the measurement of pre-determined indicators is not 
possible or not contributing to an improved understanding of the reality.  

 Through the monitoring of progress markers and strategy maps, OM tends to generate an overload 
of data. For example, the time spent on collecting, recording and reporting this data limited at first 
the attention for other monitoring processes such as sense-making.  

 A related challenge for programme staff is the compilation of accurate, useful and presentable 
synthesised information, from the data generated during chain meetings or through other data 
collection methods. If data is not presented in a synthesised and ‘absorbable’ way, it has a direct 
influence on the quality of the interpretation.  

 It is clear that a learning-oriented and OM-based M&E system requires a high level of M&E capacity 
of the programme staff and partners. For example, assessment and analysis of behaviour changes of 
boundary partners is less straight forward than a discussion on the activities carried out by the 
partners. Different approaches and methods for assessing progress markers are explored. It is clear 
though that to maintain the reflective approach in the monitoring process, continuous support and 
facilitation by a specialist M&E coordinator will be necessary.  

 Having an OM-based programme framework is no guarantee for ‘dealing with complexity’. It 
definitely has elements in its design which support a process-oriented monitoring process, allow for 
adjustments and to anticipate to important unintended changes in the course of the programme. 
But it is perfectly possible to use the OM-based programme framework as a linear and causal 
programme model based on a set of pre-determined information needs - whereby indicators ánd 
progress markers are used as a checklist and yardstick for success.  Using OM to its full potential for 
guiding/managing complex processes depends entirely on the quality and nature of the monitoring 
practice.  
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