
Monitoring Dialogue
Experiences and recommendations on monitoring dialogue 
processes for effectiveness and impact

NICD Working Group on Dialogue and Mediation



2



3

Table of contents With this button 
you can jump 

back to content

1  Concepts and contexts of dialogue in GIZ projects 5

1.1  Facilitated dialogue in GIZ development (GIZ TC) and 

 GIZ peacebuilding (GIZ CPS) projects   5

1.2  Features of a dialogue process and their relation to monitoring and evaluation 6

2  M&E of dialogue in relation to the project logic 9

3  Monitoring 11

3.1  Monitoring dialogue with respect to the project’s context and conflict analysis 11

3.2   Monitoring dialogue with respect to the project’s theories of change   13

3.3  Monitoring dialogue with respect to project outcomes  15

4  Outcomes of dialogue 17

4.1  Outcomes and roles of dialogue in projects  17

4.2  Social dynamics of intergroup dialogue as project outcomes  18

5  Indicators for monitoring dialogue 23

5.1  Different types of indicators    24

5.2   Examples of indicators, measurement methods, means of verification  27

5.3   Pitfalls and traps of developing and applying indicators  28

6  Evaluation 29

6.1  Formative and summative evaluation  30

6.2   “E-v-a-l-u-a-t-i-o-n”  31

7  Challenges and recommendations  33

Literature   35

Annex  39

Imprint   47



4Click here and go to content

The Working Group on Dialogue and  
Mediation is a group of interested and 
motivated colleagues from all over  
the world that meets once a month to  
exchange on current trends in dialogue 
and mediation, present each other’s  
projects, share news from NICD and  
mutually learn from our experiences to 
apply it to our own working context. 
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This guide was developed to support the monitoring and evaluation of GIZ dialogue activities 
and projects. It draws on the learning from existing monitoring and evaluation practices in 
GIZ projects and considers a variety of other related sources. Nine GIZ dialogue projects, 
both technical cooperation (TC) projects and civil peace service (CPS) projects offered their 
materials and experience through structured interviews. The guide briefly sets out the types of 
dialogue projects undertaken in GIZ projects, identifies the foundations for effective monitor-
ing and evaluation with focus on identifying outcomes and indicators, highlights pitfalls and 
challenges and offers some recommendations.

Dialogue has a wide range of meanings and is understood and implemented in many ways.  
In international cooperation, dialogue takes different forms, as contexts, settings, actors 
and intended outcomes vary tremendously across cooperation projects. The NICD Working 
Group of GIZ attempted to capture this variety by organizing it in five different service 
areas: 

   I.  Assistance with mediation and in dialogue processes, 

   II.  Capacity development in mediation and dialogue, 

   III.  Strengthening multi-level and multi-stakeholder dialogues, 

   IV.  Supporting implementation of peace agreements, and 

   V.  Supporting infrastructures for peace.2

2  NICD, Conflict transformation through dialogue and mediation. Practical experiences from GIZ, GIZ 2018; see also the Consultancy Report on the various 
engagements in dialogue of GIZ NICD projects.

1.1  Facilitated dialogue in GIZ development  
(GIZ TC) and GIZ peacebuilding (GIZ CPS) projects

1.  Concepts and contexts of dialogue in GIZ projects 
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3 Upali Amarasinghe, Sri Lanka
4 National Coalition on Dialogue and Deliberation 2009
5 United States Institute of Peace USIP 2017, What Works in Facilitated Dialogue Projects?

1.  Concepts and contexts of dialogue in GIZ projects 
1.2 Features of a dialogue process and their    
 relation to monitoring and evaluation

We start with three illustrative descriptions of what dialogue could mean or “be”:

   Dialogue is a conversation between two or more people or groups and includes an aspect  

of transformation.3

   Dialogues are powerful, transformational experiences that often lead to both personal and  

collaborative action.4

   Dialogue is a facilitated, conflict-intervention process that brings stakeholders together in  

a conflict or around a problem or concern to transform drivers of conflict.5

Evidently, monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of dialogue processes in cooperation and peacebuilding 

projects will identify, describe, deal with, assess and measure essential elements and features  

of dialogue. For this guide, we propose the following three processes as being fundamental to dialogue:

    intergroup communication around a problem or conflict

    facilitation of intergroup communication within dialogue settings

    transfer of results/outcomes within the dialogue setting (transformation of group relations)  

to results/outcomes beyond the dialogue setting (social transformation in wider society).
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1.  Concepts and contexts of dialogue in GIZ projects 

M&E of dialogue processes in technical cooperation and peacebuilding projects are based on the conceptual and contextual 
understanding of these three processes. A good understanding of what is going on or should be going on 1) in intergroup 
communication between actors or target groups, 2) in structuring and steering the intergroup communication and  
dynamics during facilitation, and 3) in translating changes in intergroup relations within the dialogue setting to changes 
beyond the dialogue setting, will help in establishing an indicator-based monitoring and evaluation of dialogue projects.

Fig. 1:  
Facilitation of 
intra- and intergroup 
communication in  
a dialogue process, 
transfers to (other) 
project outcomes 
and the wider 
socio-political 
environment6

Intergroup communication: 
A process studied mainly in the fields of social psychology and communication science, and  
in adjacent applied fields of political science and social anthropology. Important phenomena of 
intergroup communication are social memberships, social identity, in-group and out-groups, 
communicative practices of groups, prejudice, stereotypes, polarization, (dis-)trust or deception, 
to name a few. Intercultural, interreligious or intergenerational relations and dialogues are 
forms of intergroup communication. Depending on the type of actors who are involved in inter-
group communication (their power status, their role in society, and their interests as stake-
holders), facilitated dialogue is often seen to happen at specific societal levels. This view leads 
to classifications of dialogue processes, such as “top level”, “mid-level”, “community level” 
dialogues or “national dialogues” (track 1) “high-level problem-solving workshops” 
(track 1.5), “consultations” (track 2), “civil society problem solving workshops” (track 2), 
“people-to-people dialogues” (track 3), and “community relations meetings” (track 3)7.  
In sum, intergroup dialogue is a communication process designed to foster constructive engage-
ment of members of different groups across cultural, social, political and economic divides.

1.2 Features of a dialogue process and their    
 relation to monitoring and evaluation

6 Our adaptation from Fig. 2.3.4 in Pruitt & Thomas 2007, p. 103
7 See, for example, Lederach’s pyramid in Lederach 1997, p.39, Pfaffenholz 2016, p.2.

1.  Concepts and contexts of dialogue in GIZ projects 
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Facilitation: 
Facilitation is “the process or set of skills by which a third-party attempts to help disputants 
to move toward resolution of dispute. It can operate (….) [in various forms], from providing 
good offices to a more active role as a mediator”. It may mean helping the parties set ground    
of the situation and possible outcomes – in general, helping the participants to stay focused 
and working towards mutual goals. It may also mean helping set those goals 8.

Transfer and transformation: 
Transfer includes processes by which a project’s effect on participants [in a dialogue] is spread 
or transmitted beyond that group [i.e. the participants’ groups] to influence other groups, 
practices or policies, and make broader changes in society [social transformation] 9. 

With intergroup communication, facilitation, transfer and transformation and figure 
1 in mind, M&E practitioners will be able to answer the following questions with a view on 
setting up and measuring indicators and/or outcomes:

 Intergroup communication: 
     What do we expect to be happening in the communication between participating 

groups and what do we expect to change in intergroup relations in the course of the 
dialogue process (beginning-middle-end, phases 1-x, events 1 to x)? 

     How do we know that these things are happening or not happening?

 Facilitation: 
     What is the sequential design, what are the stages of the dialogue process? 
     What steps is the facilitator/the facilitating team taking in guiding the intergroup 

communication during the dialogue process? 
     What are the methods and tools they are using and with what purpose? 
     How do dialogue participant groups react to the facilitation? 
     How can we know whether the facilitation is moving the dialogue process in the right 

direction?

 Transfer and Transformation: 
     What are expected/unexpected results/outcomes of facilitated intergroup communication 

within the dialogue setting at various stages of the process? 
     What are the mechanisms by which expected or unexpected changes in intergroup rela-

tions during the dialogue process (within the dialogue setting) are transferred to other 
areas or levels of society / of the environment? 

     What changes do we expect to be happening by this transfer mechanisms in the wider 
society or wider project area? 

     What potential negative effects can be identified?

1.2 Features of a dialogue process and their    
 relation to monitoring and evaluation

8 Snodderly 2018; [] bracket is our addition.
9 Carstarphen & Shapiro 2016, p.11; [] brackets are our addition.

1.  Concepts and contexts of dialogue in GIZ projects 
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1.  Concepts and contexts of dialogue in GIZ projects 

In order to monitor and evaluate dialogue, it is important to understand 

how dialogue is embedded in the project logic. No matter which forms 

of dialogue and no matter on which level: you need to know where you 

come from in order to know where you want to go – and why. The project 

logic essentially follows the conception of planning (sometimes also 

called “design”), implementing, monitoring and evaluation in GIZ TC10 

and CPS11 projects. It is, in fact, the GPS for monitoring. The following 

graph is a simple model that shows how M&E of dialogue processes 

relate to components of the project logic:

10 See e.g., Systemic loop project management model, GIZ GmbH (ed). 2015, p. 27.
11 See the Components for results-based management model, GIZ Civil Peace Service 2017, p. 10.

2.  M&E of dialogue in relation to the project logic 

Fig. 2: M&E of dialogue processes in relation to components of the project logic
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12A participatory conflict analysis can be an important first step to build trust and mutual understanding between stakeholders (and, as such, address two 
pillars of dialogue: trust and understanding).

2.  M&E of dialogue in relation to the project logic 

M&E is asking questions concerning the progress made during and at the end of the project 
implementation and answering them with data and critical reflection. This activity (of the 
M&E team) is guided by the overall project logic and strongly linked to its components.  
This means:

Dialogue process and project area
The dialogue process(es) is/are a central component of a wider area of project activities and 
envisioned outcomes/results. M&E, therefore, has two lenses: one is on what is expected to 
happen and factually is happening within the setting of the arranged and facilitated dialogue 
process (see here details in Fig. 1 above), the other is on the entire project area with additional 
project components and with the effects the dialogue process is expected to have on the 
wider system.

Context assessment and/or conflict analysis
An integrative, comprehensive and all-inclusive context and/or conflict analysis forms the 
basis for structured, well-considered dialogue processes. The questions, data collection, 
interpretation and reflection of the M&E team will particularly refer to the actor’s analysis: 
it provides categories for formulating indicators with which the course of the project can be 
monitored12.

Theory of change or results model
Theories of change (ToCs) are descriptions or hypotheses of how we think change through 
dialogue (both on an individual-personal level and on a socio-political level) will come about. 
M&E means testing the how-why/if-then hypotheses laid out in the ToCs and the results 
models of the project.

Indicators
Indicators in dialogue processes depend – as in all interventions – on the intended outcomes 
of the dialogue process. They are signposts on the path to the envisioned results of the project/
module (process indicators) and tell us when and whether we reached the goal of the journey 
(outcome indicators). They indicate the status of social conditions that are described in the 
context assessment or conflict analysis, the theories of change and the outcomes. The scenarios 
that are reflected in these components of the project logic must be broken down into measura-
ble bits and pieces.

Outcomes
Outcomes/project module objectives are the (envisioned) direct results of a project (as opposed 
to the indirect or long-term effects, the impact). They are part of the project or module proposal 
and describe a relatively complex array of psycho-social, socio-political and economic features 
to be developed and accomplished. Measuring and assessing to which degree these features are 
indeed part of the social system in question is the task of M&E.
The next section provides more detailed guidance on how to tie M&E methods and tools to 
the project logic of facilitated dialogues.
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Important features of context and conflict analysis for M&E:  

   M&E of dialogue processes is inextricably linked to the project planning phase where  
the context and/or conflict analysis plays a key role. They provide information on the 
geographical, cultural, political, social, economic, and institutional dynamics and context 
(context analysis) and identify relevant factors that drive or reduce conflict (conflict 
analysis). As is generally the case for all context and/or conflict analyses, dialogue pro-
cesses must constantly update and revise the analysis on which they are based. This will 
not only help to adapt the intervention to the ever-changing context. By being able to 
draw a comparison before-after, revised context and/or conflict analyses will allow 
conclusions about the progress of the dialogue process13.

   Changes and respective project outcomes to which dialogue processes want to contribute 
include the transformation of attitudes, behaviours and relationships. For M&E, the mapping 
of key actors, target groups, and stakeholders, their behaviour, interests, positions, needs, 
interpersonal and intergroup relationships is therefore of paramount importance. 

   Connectors and Dividers14 : For M&E of dialogue processes it is crucial to know what 
connects and what divides groups and individuals in a context or conflict. Connectors and 
dividers can be ideological (identity and belonging), issues, events, access to resources or 
systems (inclusion/exclusion), behaviour of key actors or groups etc. Context and conflict- 
sensitive M&E (based on the context/conflict analysis) tracks how connectors can be 
strengthened, and dividers weakened. A connectors and dividers analysis can also be helpful 
in considering who might be “spoilers” of the dialogue process or possible outcomes. It is  
a pillar of conflict-sensitive planning and implementation.  

13  Context or conflict analyses can be found in project proposals, joint development strategies etc. Also look at the PÖK (Political-economic short analysis) for 
information on the context. For a detailed description of the differences between context assessment/context analysis and conflict analysis see GIZ Civil Peace 
Service 2017 (PME Guidelines, Station 1, p.33 English version). Also note that in GIZ TC projects, IPCAs (Integrated Peace and Conflict Assessments) are 
mandatory for fragile contexts and must be checked accordingly. 

14 Anderson 1999. Also highly recommended: Wallace 2015. 

3.1  Monitoring dialogue with respect to the  
project’s context and conflict analysis

3.  Monitoring 
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15 For further reading include, e.g.: CDA Collaborative Learning Projects 2016. 

3.1  Monitoring dialogue with respect to the  
project’s context and conflict analysis

3.  Monitoring 

?
Guiding questions for M&E practitioners:  

   Are there any key changes in the context?  

   How are the conflict dynamics (tensions and conflict issues) changing?  

   Has anything changed in the landscape of actors?  

   Have Connectors and Dividers changed?  

   What has changed in the external environment that we might need to take  

Into account?  

   What trends are we seeing? 

Recommendations  

Draw on your initial context and conflict analysis and update this regularly and in  

response to any specific unexpected contextual shifts.  

For before-and-after comparisons of certain phenomena within dialogue processes,  

baseline studies are recommended as part of the toolbox for monitoring. Generally,  

a baseline study should be conducted prior to an intervention within a dialogue process,  

so that the comparison can later be made part of the evaluation.  

Methods, tools 

Systemic Conflict Analysis, particularly Actors Mapping, Connectors and Dividers, Onion,  

Position-Interests-Needs Triangle, Three Box Analysis, Needs-Fears mapping etc.15

+
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Important features of theories of change for M&E 

The path from the analysis of a given context to the objectives or outcomes of a project is laid 
out in its results model or theories of change16. In the interviewed NICD projects, “dialogue” 
was found to be one or more of several components of the projects (see the consultancy report 
that accompanies this guide). In other words, the dialogue process(es) the project is facilitating 
relate(s) to other project components and respective outcomes. What does this mean for M&E 
of dialogue processes and respective theories of change? It suggests considering two different 
areas or types of theories of change in dialogue projects. 

   Type 1 theories of change (and M&E of dialogue projects) focus on intergroup communication 
within the dialogue setting: what is happening there and what qualities of communication 
and relationship between parties or stakeholders should be or have been accomplished. 
This could be, for instance, levels of increasing cooperation and trust between parties like 
making contact, mutual understanding, analyzing issues, explorative problem solving, 
joint action, and pre-negotiations and reaching agreements. 

   Type 2 theories of change focus on the links between what is happening in intergroup 
communication of dialogue participants (parties, stakeholders) within the dialogue setting 
and other component outcomes of the project like community capacity or networks build-
ing, institution building or economic development, which lay beyond the dialogue setting 
in the wider project area or system (see Fig. 2 above). 

3.2  Monitoring dialogue with respect to the  
project’s theories of change 

16  For an overview of the function of theories of change in development and peacebuilding projects see GIZ Civil Peace Service 2017, p. 12 f. and 40 ff.,  
and GIZ’s results model in GIZ GmbH (ed) 2015, p. 116 ff.

3.  Monitoring 

?

Guiding questions for M&E practitioners 

    What is our understanding of “dialogue” in the context of our project? What needs to change 

through dialogue and how do we want the attitudes and behaviour of participating groups to 

change by facilitating a dialogue between the involved parties or stakeholders? 

   What are qualities or properties of the intergroup communication we are trying to achieve? Are 

they part of the project’s theory of change? If yes, how? If not, should  

they be added to and specified in the theory of change in order to inform M&E? 

   Where do you observe a lack of mutual understanding, cooperation, knowledge, awareness, 

interaction, etc. which impedes progress towards certain objectives? Who/what could act as a 

bridge? Which theories on potential win-win-outcomes are visible? 
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3.2  Monitoring dialogue with respect to the  
project’s theories of change 

Guiding questions for M&E practitioners 

    How does “mutual understanding” between participating groups in dialogue or how does  

“increased social cohesion” translate into the desired socio-political changes in the wider  

environment? Who will be key to the dialogue process? What mechanism transfers the achieve-

ments of individual people and groups within the dialogue setting into socio-political outcomes 

beyond the dialogue setting? 

    How are different dialogue processes linked to other elements in the results model?  

How is dialogue linked to results and outcomes in the overall theory of change?  

   In your project’s theories of change, where does dialogue have its place? What role does  

dialogue play within the project’s results model? Is it one dialogue activity or are there several 

dialogue processes at different levels or in different components of the project? According to  

the theories of change, at which levels and with whom is dialogue required to achieve certain 

objectives?  

?

Recommendations 

Look at the ToC as being the rationale behind your intervention. Structure your thoughts. Clearly 

distinguish between the transformative level (what do we assume needs to happen to foster change 

that will affect the context in a wider sense?) and the interventional level (how and why do we  

plan the activities we have in mind? In order to achieve what? How will our activities support the 

dialogue process we have in mind?) 

Methods, tools 

No specific tool, rather a set of methodologies (i.e. procedures), that allow the careful reviewing  

and cross-checking of the ToC against the context and conflict analysis: Identify gaps and errors in 

available data, check whether there is evidence to support the current ToCs, prioritize additional  

data collection and provide a structure for further data analysis and reporting. We recommend the 

following set of guiding questions: 

1) How accurate were the assumptions? 2) Can they be maintained? 3) Is the ToC still fit for purpose    

and valid with respect to possible changes in the context/conflict dynamics?  

4) To what extent do the achievements of the dialogue process deviate from the assumptions of  

the ToC? 5) What can be done to come closer to it? 

3.  Monitoring 

+
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Important features of project outcomes for M&E 

   Terminology: Acknowledging the different organisational structure and terminology 
of programmes and projects within GIZ, we do not distinguish between “programme”, 
“project”, or “module” in this guide. The same applies to outcomes: GIZ documents use 
different terms for outcomes such as “results”, “project objectives”, “module objectives”, 
sometimes “goals”. M&E practitioners from various walks of GIZ life will have to adapt 
the terminology and related concepts to the environment they are working in. 

   In this guide, the term “outcome” is defined as follows: Outcomes are the direct results of 
a project. They describe 1) behavioural changes of actors, who make a key contribution to 
the change process and 2) outline structural changes at the cultural, socio-political, and 
institutional level.  

   As project outcomes are derived from the theories of change, they fall into two broad 
groups according to the distinction between type 1 and type 2 theories of change men-
tioned in the preceding section 3.2. (see above). M&E of outcomes in projects that support 
facilitated dialogue processes will therefore focus, first, on the intended (and unintended) 
changes among dialogue participants and groups (intergroup communication), i.e. 
changes in their views, attitudes, skills, interaction, behaviour and relationships. Here, 
M&E will closely follow the methods and tools that are being applied by the facilitation 
team during various phases of the dialogue process. Second, M&E of project outcomes 
will focus on changes in the social, economic, political, institutional, or cultural environ-
ment of the dialogue process (project area, wider system). Generally, according to the 
“theories of change through dialogue” of the project, these type 2 changes are outcomes 
to which the changes in intergroup relations of dialogue partner groups (type 1 changes) 
have contributed.  

   Outcomes in dialogue processes have a certain sequence: getting together conflicting 
parties to enter into dialogue might be an important outcome right in the beginning of a 
planned dialogue process: such an outcome would in itself be a first, important step which 
will pave the way to further outcomes. 

3.3   Monitoring dialogue with respect to  
project outcomes

3.  Monitoring 
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17 See Fig. 6, p.13 below, and Babbitt et.al. 2013, p. 44
18 Chigas et al. 2014; Earl et al. 2001
19 Institut für Auslandsbeziehungen 2014

3.3   Monitoring dialogue with respect to  
project outcomes

Guiding questions for M&E practitioners: 

   What outcomes are the theories of change postulating, what outcomes are we expecting in 

intergroup communication and relations of the parties and groups participating in dialogue?  

What evidence is there for having accomplished the outcomes? 

   What are outcomes beyond the immediate dialogue setting in the wider project area that  

are influenced by the outcomes of intergroup communication within the dialogue setting?  

How can we establish evidence of these outcomes, how can we operationalise and measure them? 

   How could we track the transfer from intergroup dialogue outcomes to socio-political and  

economic outcomes in the wider society?

   Did dialogue as an intervention have the expected effect on key actors or the political  

environment? What effects is the dialogue having on the context and how? 

?

Methods, tools 

Outcome Mapping18, Monitoring of Effects (MOVIE)19 

The following sections 4 and 5 cover approaches to outcome measurement with indicators in  

more detail. 

3.  Monitoring 

+

Recommendations 

Draw on your context analysis and the responses observed during the dialogue session –  

both intra and inter-group sessions. Depending on project set-up: draw on ToC, logframe,  

RPP matrix17 and process indicators as a blueprint for change. 

+
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GIZ projects which engage in dialogue between conflicting parties or competing stakeholders 
differ widely in terms of what they set out to achieve, the level at which they work in society 
and the shape of the dialogue component.20

A number of attempts have been made in the development and peacebuilding literature on 
dialogue to get a grip on the various settings, roles, and purposes of dialogue projects.21 One is 
the model below22 which outlines different key understandings of the purposes of dialogue in 
development and peacebuilding projects.

In the interviews conducted with projects of GIZ TC and GIZ CPS during the consultancy23 

on which this guide is based, most of the people noted that their dialogue projects touched on 
at least two of the purposes described above. Many of them could identify that their projects 
touched all four purposes over a period of time. This finding draws attention to the fact that 
the purpose of dialogue often changes in the course of the dialogue project. There are mod-
els of facilitated dialogue which reflect exactly this by suggesting ever-more advanced levels 
of interaction or cooperation between dialogue parties during the process of a (successful) 
dialogue project, starting with a first level “contact” then moving through the levels “mutual 
understanding”, “analysing issues”, “explorative problem solving”, and “joint action” up to 
“pre-negotiations”, the highest level of interaction in conflict-related dialogue processes.24 
These different stages of a facilitated dialogue could be reflected in M&E such that each stage 
might require specific indicators and M&E tools.

Exploration
Awareness raising – increase knowledge – self, 
community, issues; seek solutions

Relationship-building
To resolve conflicts, foster personal healing and 
growth; improve relations among groups

Deliberation
Working trough tough decisions; to influence public 
decisions and public policy; improve public 
knowledge

Collaborative Action
Multi-stakeholder, whole system change; empower 
people or groups to address complicated problems 
and take responsibility for solution

20 See the accompanying Consultancy report to this guide; see also the grouping of “service areas” of the GIZ NICD Working Group mentioned on p.1 of this guide.
21 Carstarphen & Shapiro 2016, Pfaffenholz 2016, Ropers 2004
22  Adapted by Joan McGregor from National Coalition for Dialogue & Deliberation (NCDD) 2014; see also Pruitt & Thomas 2007, p.84.
23 See the Consultancy report to this guide, NICD Working Group on Dialogue and Mediation April 2021, p. 4 ff.
24  Ropers 2004.

4.  Outcomes of dialogue 
4.1  Outcomes and roles of dialogue in projects

Deliberation
Possible
role of

dialogue
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building
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developing and 
peacebuilding 

projects
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25 Based on the model of Katrin Kulir, adapted from Scharmer 2000.

Below we present a list of intergroup phenomena to which dialogue processes want to contribute 
and that were repeatedly mentioned in the interviews with projects. They refer to possible 
outcomes of dialogue processes and echo aspects of the different purposes or stages of dialogue 
processes depicted in the model on possible roles of dialogue above. They also echo the different 
levels of intergroup dialogue outcomes as suggested in the iceberg diagram below25. Here, various 
types of changes, which the facilitation of the intergroup communication during a dialogue 
process might address, are shown. Depending on the stage of the dialogue process (making 
contact, getting to know “the other”, entering into exchange of views) and the respective facili-
tation tools that are deployed, changes are being sought and are necessary at different levels  
of interaction and cooperation between the parties.

4.2  Social dynamics of intergroup dialogue  
as project outcomes

Fig. 4:  
Iceberg diagram on 
different levels of 

intergroup dialogue 
outcomes

Coordinated Action
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New behaviour
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4.  Outcomes of dialogue 
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4.2  Social dynamics of intergroup dialogue  
as project outcomes

So, for example, if the facilitation of the dialogue did bring about changes in perceptions,  
the challenge might still be for the parties to change their behaviour and advance to coordi-
nated action.

Constructive Relationships
Dialogue is intrinsically linked with relationship-building and transformation. Constructive 
relationships are seen to be an outcome of dialogue, in need of ongoing maintenance,  
challenging, linked with trust, complicated by the role of third parties, and one mechanism 
for people to cope with uncertainty.

Trust
Predominantly depicted as trust between individuals or groups, built primarily through 
dialogue. Importance of reciprocity of trust.

Understanding
Includes understanding issues, personal or organizational perspectives, factual information, 
contextual issues, problems, needs, different communities or groups, decision-making, and 
the dialogue process itself. Reaching shared or mutual understanding among participants 
(or, as a first step: to have a mutual or shared understanding that some issues are understood 
in different ways/that there are different perceptions) is of particular importance as an 
outcome for dialogue.

Shared and inclusive decision making
Dialogue is described as a mechanism for making collaborative and inclusive decisions leading 
to a greater sense of co-ownership for and perceived fairness of the decisions.

Collaboration
Dialogue is portrayed as a means for collaboration between stakeholders on issues like deci-
sion-making, problem solving, codes of conduct and the design of the dialogue process itself, 
building a collaborative environment.

Common ground
Finding common ground among the people engaged in dialogue is highlighted. This is not 
understood as the same as agreement- or consensus-seeking processes that require individuals 
to compromise, sacrifice, or shift their opinions or values, but rather as finding a common 
connection that provides a point from which a pathway forward might be developed through 
dialogue.

4.  Outcomes of dialogue 
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Information sharing or knowledge-building
Predominantly discussed as being a mutual process, with a two-way flow of information that 
builds knowledge among all stakeholders involved in dialogue.

Problem solving
Collaborative problem solving and problem defining is described as giving dialogue partici-
pants a chance to understand, frame, and define a problem together, and then to be part of 
co-creating a solution.

Learning or changed ideas and understanding
Pragmatic approach to the learning of new skills, such as dialogue or negotiation skills,  
capacity development for both internal and external stakeholders. The second aspect of  
learning highlights a deeper level that involves being open to learning in a way that might 
result in a shift in perspective and/or shift in position at the personal level.

Improved creativity
Seen to be the result of tapping into tacit knowledge of diverse stakeholders. Having such 
diversity in dialogue can lead to a collective creativity.

Diverse perspectives included
Inclusion of diverse perspectives, whether in agreements, decisions, policies, or any other 
outcome that can be achieved through dialogue process.

Resilience
Resilience of people involved in dialogue regarding the resilience of communities and the  
resilience of relationships. Dialogue can be a useful approach in times of change and uncer-
tainty or when individuals and communities (or even nations as in the post-election violence  
in Kenya in 2009) are recovering from shocks. The shared understanding and sense of soli-
darity that can be one of the outcomes of dialogue can contribute to creating or enhancing 
immediate coping mechanisms and can lead to transforming systems and structures (from 
within the family to the community and national levels) to address new realities.

Social Cohesion
Peaceful co-existence within and among social groups and the institutions that surround 
them, or the degree to which ‘vertical’ (a state responding to its citizenry) and ‘horizontal’ 
social capital (cross-cutting, networked relations between diverse community groups) intersect 
is consistently and strongly mentioned as one of the most important long-term changes on 
impact level. Mutual respect for each other’s integrity and rights, equality and mutual benefits 
are identified as pillars for social cohesion. In dialogue, social cohesion is the extent of trust in 
government and within society and the willingness to participate collectively toward a shared 
vision of sustainable peace and common development goals.26

4.2  Social dynamics of intergroup dialogue  
as project outcomes

26 For further reference see the factsheet collection on Social Cohesion in (Post-) Conflict and Displacement Contexts of NICD, 2020

4.  Outcomes of dialogue 
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4.2  Social dynamics of intergroup dialogue  
as project outcomes

Fig. 5: The RPP Matrix and inter-group relationship building28

A further conceptualisation is shown below. It captures types of change and project outcomes 
sought at different levels and includes some indicators that may apply.

27 Anderson et al. 2003
28 From: Babbit et al. 2013, p. 44.

4.  Outcomes of dialogue 

Technical cooperation and peacebuilding projects that engage in facilitated dialogue mostly 
do not stop at outcomes in (improved) intergroup relations. They aim beyond and take 
achievements in intergroup dialogue and relationship building as a means for accomplishing 
changes and outcomes in areas beyond the dialogue process. The Reflecting on Peace Practice- 
Matrix 27 captures this necessary shift from changes in attitudes, skills and relationships 
through intergroup dialogue to socio-political changes and project outcomes that lay beyond 
the facilitated dialogue process.
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4.2  Social dynamics of intergroup dialogue  
as project outcomes

4.  Outcomes of dialogue 

29  For possible measures of indicators and their design please look at the NICD paper “Social Cohesion in (Post)-Conflict and Displacement Contexts (Eschborn, 
2020); also see: annex 1 for further ideas how to operationalise selected indicators

Dialogue projects at different levels in society29

Top Level

National Actors: 
Ministries, politicians, 
policy-making bodies, 
traditional and 
religious leaders, 
professional bodies

Mid Level

Local government, 
academia, educational, 
health and other 
professional bodies, 
NGOs, professional 
groups, business 
leaders

Community Level

Residents, faith
leaders, local 
residents’ groups: 
youth, women,
elderly

Increased accountability; change in behaviour of 
political actors; effective policies and structures at 
national level; improved policies and coordination of 
violence prevention; equality of access to resources; 
ways to address conflict non-violently; a more 
inclusive, transparent and accountable culture of 
governance

Increased trust in local government structures; 
improved coordination of violence prevention; 
attitudinal change led by religious & traditional 
leaders; working with future teachers – recognising 
multiple histories; competences & mechanisms to 
promote communication between the administration 
and community; a more inclusive, transparent and 
accountable culture of governance; addressing  
conflict nonviolently

Respect for the “other”; identify and meet needs; 
community driven development; identifying and 
accessing services; prevention of renewed displace-
ment of people and refugees - rural & urban violence 
prevention; behaviour change in respect of violence 
against women and girls (VAWG); recognition of 
different histories; addressing misconceptions of 
events; acknowledgement of the different perspectives; 
ability to address conflict nonviolently at the local 
level; formation of civil society networks and 
organisations to promote the needs and concerns  
of citizens

• Grievance procedures created or reformed
• Grievances addressed effectively
• Inclusive policies implemented
• Effective social protection services in place
•  Transparency integrated within governance 

structures
•  Effective rule of law – police; courts respected
• Effective representation in governance

•  Creation or reform of coordinating body for  
violence prevention

• Reduction in incidents of violence
•  Formal lines of communication between local 

authorities and communities set up and working 
effectively

•  Local structures reformed or created to  
address grievances

•  Increased tolerance between groups
•  Recognition of differing perceptions and  

experience

•  Increased respect between people from different 
groups or ideologies

• Increased tolerance and social cohesion
•  Inclusive community structures to prioritise and 

address needs
• Reduction in displacement of people
•  Disagreements addressed effectively and close  

to the source
•  Increased sense of security
•  Respect for the rule of law

Types of ChangeLevels Possible indicators
(allow for gradations)



23Click here and go to content

5.  Indicators for monitoring dialogue

Monitoring dialogue processes is all about indicators. Indicators need 

to be monitored on a regular basis and plans for monitoring them need 

to be included in the operational action plan for any intervention. Moni-

toring provides information not only about what is happening and how 

activities are implemented, but also about why things are or are not 

happening. Monitoring of indicators helps to suggest how the interven-

tion needs to be modified during implementation to address the issues 

identified. In this way, monitoring informs planning and contributes to 

accurate periodic evaluations.

Dialogue processes address both changes at the individual-personal  

level (short-term) and the socio-political level (mostly long-term).  

They take place in extraordinarily complex, multi-layered contexts  

and often involve a wide range of actors with a wide range of needs. 

They are rarely predictable and – like most other interventions aiming 

at social and personal change and transformation by not in a linear way.  

The formulation of indicators helps to understand what kind of changes 

(in attitude, behaviour, institutions etc.) we expect on route and with 

relation to a desired outcome and – ultimately – a long-term vision. 

They are the prerequisite for measuring impacts and therefore for 

monitoring. Like other indicators, dialogue indicators should be devel-

oped from the priority issues in the context and/or conflict analysis and 

tailored to the features particularly pertinent to the intervention (see 

outcome examples).
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5.  Indicators for monitoring dialogue
5.1 Different types of indicators

We begin with a brief clarification of terms – relating different categories of indicators for 
dialogue processes to GIZ logframes/impact logics (CPS and technical).

Input Indicators 
refer to the resources needed for the implementation of dialogue activities, such as human 
resources and materials, the renting of assembly venues etc. Conscientious planning of dialogue 
processes requires sensible budgeting, which can be facilitated by the formation of input 
indicators. Input indicators say little to nothing about the quality of the intervention. They  
are almost always quantitative.

Output indicators 
add more details in relation to the product (“output”) of the dialogue activity, e.g., the number 
and categories of participants, the number and type of broadcasts or handouts produced or 
initiated along the way etc.

Example: 
 
The output of a dialogue session on bridging socio-political gaps in a society predominantly 
driven by the decision making of old men may be the number of women and youth who 
followed the invitation.

 Outcome indicators  
refer to the mid-term objectives of an intervention, that is its ‘results’, its direct outcome. 
These indicators illustrate and reflect the reason why it was decided to conduct certain inter-
ventions in the first place. They are the result of both the “quantity” (“how many”) and quality 
(“how well”) of the activities implemented. They are intricately linked to the Theories of 
Change. In our example, the outcome indicator could read as follows: X percentage of women 
and Y percentage of youth actively participate in decision making processes.

It may take time before final outcomes can be measured. Several milestone indicators30 can 
therefore be identified for all the intermediate changes that the intervention is expected to 
bring about and that will eventually lead to the final outcome. This helps us to know whether 
we are progressing towards achieving the project outcome.

 Impact indicators  
measure the long-term effects of dialogue processes. They provide information on whether 
dialogue as an intervention has made a measurable and tangible contribution to the desired 
change at the socio-political level.

In dialogue processes, small steps of change during the process (as the name suggests) play a 
decisive role. For this study, we make a clear distinction between Outcome Indicators (which 
say something about the desired mid-term effects) and Process Indicators (that map the flow 
of dialogue processes over time). 
 

30 For “milestones” see GIZ Civil Peace Service 2017, chapter 5, p. 50 ff.
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5.  Indicators for monitoring dialogue
5.1 Different types of indicators

31 Goldwyn & Chigas 2013

Because process indicators are of particular importance when measuring the effects of dialogue 
processes, we give them a longer section.

 Process indicators 
These indicators describe the important processes, the shifts in attitudes, perceptions or actions 
(e.g.), that are sometimes so difficult to detect and yet contribute significantly to achieving the 
outcomes. Process indicators can be both quantitative and qualitative. Examples of process 
indicators in dialogue processes are the quality of confidence-building measures or behavioural 
changes as they unfold along the way. These are indirect indicators of merit, and as such do 
not guarantee the achievement of outcomes. 
 
Process indicators are linked to the activity level and entail input as well as output indicators. 
For their measurement, we need a further distinction:

 Quantitative indicators: 
These indicators help to determine whether planned activities took place. They are often 
expressed as numbers and can be recorded on a relatively reliable basis. Examples include 
holding of meetings, implementation of trainings, level of participation, written/verbal agree-
ments etc.

 Qualitative process indicators: 
These indicators help to find out whether the desired change has effectively taken place and/
or whether the dialogue process is going into the right direction. They measure the quality of 
change in dialogue processes and/or provide information on personal assessments, attitudes, 
perceptions and opinions etc. With reference to the aforementioned example this could be 
the proportion of women/youth participants in follow-up meetings, the observed and observ-
able verbal and non-verbal participation of women and young people, requests to speak and 
changes in the willingness and ability of people to listen to one another with particular refer-
ence to hierarchies or traditional patterns of interaction or power relations.

To do justice to the issue of conflict sensitivity, which is the minimum requirement for all 
projects within GIZ in fragile contexts and an important principle in dialogue processes  
(see conflict analysis), we would like to introduce another dimension here: the field of inter-
action indicators.

By definition31, interaction indicators track both: how the intervention might be affected by 
the context and how the intervention itself might affect the context. Development cooperation 
must always be viewed in both directions.
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There are two central questions:

     1)  How does the context determine (and sometimes limit) the possibilities of  
dialogue processes? And related to that, adding another dimension: Has the dialogue 
process (as an intervention) adjusted to the changing context? Is it flexible enough?  
Fast enough?

     2)  Has the dialogue process (as an intervention) caused changes in the context?  
And if so: Which intended effects can be observed? And, equally important: are there 
unintended negative effects? And if so: How capital has the process improved the  
situation or unintentionally had an adverse effect?

Dialogue indicators need to consider the power relations between the different actors in the 
context who actually benefit from the intervention, as well as perceptions of the dialogue 
process from across different groups – both participants and those who did not participate.
Here, perception-based indicators can give a clue:

Understanding perceptions is essential for understanding the effects of dialogue processes. 
Perception-based indicators have the potential to yield information on whether and to what 
extent facilitated dialogue has been able to bring about change – and for whom. They also 
provide information on how changes in institutional, structural, or political factors are viewed 
and give indications as to whether these changes may lead to increasing or decreasing conflict 
behaviour.32

5.  Indicators for monitoring dialogue
5.1 Different types of indicators

32 Annex 1-3 to this guide provide detailed examples of indicator set-up and measurement.
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5.  Indicators for monitoring dialogue
5.2 Examples of indicators, measurement methods,   
 means of verification

Data collection itself needs to be conflict sensitive. Questions about perceptions of whether 
certain policies may be benefitting one group disproportionately have to be handled with care.
To increase the measurability and measurement accuracy of indicators, it is recommended to 
set a minimum and an ideal target.

Example:

    Process indicator: A series of meetings across conflict lines and across geographical borders 
(between pastoralist groups and farmers) have been planned and are actually taking place.

    Minimum: Elders (in this particular case: traditional decision-makers) of both groups 
engage in the meetings and are actively involved.

     Ideal: Elders of both groups, women and youth representatives (usually left out) all engage 
in the meetings and are actively involved.

This shows that the desired change unfolds along a continuum between the minimum and the 
ideal target. Similarly, quantitatively measurable indicators oscillate between two numerical 
values. For the measurement of indicators, the SMART method33 is particularly helpful.

Indicators can provide useful information to identify changes. However, they are not a panacea. 
Most indicators are not designed to anticipate unforeseen and unintended consequences; 
they are developed a priori. Dialogue processes, on the other hand, – as the name indicates 
– change over time. It is important to realize that there will always be indicators that unfold 
only during dialogue processes, and which must be considered along the way – and in a par-
ticipatory manner.

Therefore, recurrent reflection loops are of great importance. Facilitators of dialogue processes 
should take time between the individual activities and think critically about which indicators 
could possibly complement or better reflect what is happening.

33 See for example GIZ GmbH 2015, GIZ Civil Peace Service 2017
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34  Triangulation refers to the use of multiple methods or data sources in qualitative and/or quantitative research to develop a comprehensive understanding of 
phenomena. Triangulation also has been viewed as a research strategy to test validity through the convergence of information from different sources and is 
widely used within GIZ. See e.g. https://libraryinf.com/2021/01/11/triangulation-in-research-meaning-types-examples/

5.  Indicators for monitoring dialogue
5.3 Pitfalls and traps of developing and applying  
 indicators

When developing and applying indicators it is important to bear in mind that indicators 
taken in isolation might be misleading. One of the interviewed projects stated on record that 
indicators of improvement in the security situation due to facilitated dialogue processes 
(number of incidents of violence, number of minorities traveling alone on the roads and across 
borders) did not reflect the fact that many minorities had changed their own behaviour simply 
to avoid certain areas; the reduction in violence reflected actions by minorities to reduce  
their own risk (e.g. reduced contact with the “other” population), but hostility and perceptions 
of insecurity remained high.

Indicators can sometimes be deceptively simplistic. A frequently cited indicator of successful 
trust-building in dialogue processes is the attendance of certain key actors in meetings or at 
round tables who were never present before. And while the fact that people participate in 
certain events in facilitated dialogue processes could be an indication that confidence-building 
measures have been effective, it could also be a sign of mistrust: perhaps the number of 
participants has increased because people want to know what the other side is saying for fear 
of being mis-represented or because they want to check that no lies are being spread. In that 
sense, an increased participation is a quantitative indicator, which says nothing or little about 
the actual meaning behind it. Combining quantitative and qualitative indicators is a good 
way to navigate around such cliffs – as is the triangulation of data34. 
As well, while indicators can signal change, they don’t explain why that change occurred.  
A positive feedback from an indicator does not mean a ToC is necessarily correct.
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6.  Evaluation

Evaluation is a process that critically examines a project at set intervals. 

Good evaluation of dialogue processes will make an assessment of 

how well the activities have been implemented (process evaluation) and 

whether these activities made a difference (outcome/impact evaluation).

Data availability and other challenges may affect analysis, particularly 

when assessing impact. The last phase of an evaluation is to draw the 

conclusions and feed the findings into relevant planning, management, 

learning, research, or accountability processes. Dissemination strategies 

should be tailored to the target audiences, reaching them with timely, 

relevant information backed up by sound evidence.

Monitoring is checking progress against plans. Evaluation is appraising 

data and information harvested through monitoring. Monitoring dialogue 

is a continuous assessment of the dialogue process based on early 

detailed information on the progress or delay of the ongoing assessed 

activities. It means keeping track of what you are doing while you are 

doing it, so that you can take corrective action if necessary. Evaluating 

dialogue means finding out if you have achieved the effect that you said 

you would achieve (with respect to “who has to change behaviour?”

“What has to change?”), after you have finished implementing the activ-

ities. Monitoring and evaluation together provide the necessary support 

to strategically plan, design and implement dialogue processes, and to 

allocate, and re-allocate resources in better ways.
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6.  Evaluation
6.1 Formative and summative evaluation

Monitoring and evaluation go hand in hand. This is already evident in the planning and early 
implementing phase of dialogue processes: monitoring helps to collect the information (with 
the help of indicators), formative evaluation reviews and reflects on the information gathered. 

When we talk about evaluation, we usually talk about two types:  
Formative evaluation and Summative evaluation.

 Formative evaluation  
evaluates the facilitation of the process during its development stage in order to make modifications 

early on to help improve the project.

Summative evaluation  
can be done mid-term or at the end of a project cycle to provide information on its effectiveness.  

It can also be undertaken sometime after the end of a project to gauge impact.

Summative evaluations assess and judge the intervention’s quality and success in meeting its 
objectives and focus on outcome and impact. The six OECD-DAC criteria: relevance, 
coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability are standard criteria for evalua-
tions. Dialogue seeks to address critical social issues of prejudice and intergroup conflict. 
Accordingly, the special attention of summative evaluations for dialogue processes is on 
changes in intergroup communication. Evaluation is a complex methodological endeavor, 
especially if the goal is impact assessment. As with all interventions, the impact of dialogue 
processes is determined by examining the larger changes initiated by dialogue within the 
general context, changes that often occur only after a longer time has passed. To attribute 
these changes to dialogue is often difficult as there may be many other reasons why certain 
changes have occurred. Such attribution problems are common in impact assessment and are 
referred to as the ‘attribution gap’. The effectiveness, relevance, efficiency coherence and 
sustainability (see above, DAC criteria) of dialogue processes rest to a large extent on the 
accuracy of their underlying theories of change. A false or incomplete theory may be a key 
explanatory factor for the failure of a dialogue process. In contrast, good theories (based on  
an up-to-date, thorough conflict analysis) contribute to effective dialogue. Analysis of the 
theory of change is therefore a key aspect of any evaluation, particularly summative evaluation. 
The pertinent theories should be reviewed in the evaluation report and be covered in the 
evaluation’s findings, conclusions, and lessons learned. Such analysis will help contribute to  
a more refined understanding of how to bring about change through dialogue.
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6.  Evaluation
6.2 “E-v-a-l-u-a-t-i-o-n”

The evaluation of dialogue processes requires special sensitivity. The following criteria can  
be used as a rule of thumb:

It should be ethically conducted, value diverse opinions, provide accurate and adequate 
information, lead to continuous learning and improvement, use participatory methods,  
be based on a thorough study of the indicators and open opportunities for better understand-
ing change. It should never be used for fixing blame and finding faults but rather encourage 
people to re-think and re-write their strategies, if necessary. The road to hell is paved with 
good intentions. It is important to choose the right approach and methods.

 

ETHICALLY 
conducted: Data must be kept securely. People’s rights to provide information in confidence 

must be respected. At the same time, participants should be made aware of the scope 

and limits of confidentiality – particularly when recording is involved. Evaluations of 

dialogue should give a comprehensive and balanced presentation of strengths and weak-

nesses of the process, considering the views of a diverse cross-section of stakeholders.

VALUES  
diverse opinions: See above. Different opinions and ideas should be carefully reflected in 

the evaluation report.

ACCURATE 
and adequate information on the merit of the dialogue process: Formative evaluation  

can be an important first step for suggesting alternatives. However, care must be taken to 

reflect differences between alternatives and (particularly for summative evaluation) to 

distinguish the relative degree of impact across the alternatives.

LEADS  
to continuous learning and continuous improvement: Evaluating dialogue must ensure that 

all stakeholders are able to interpret the evaluation criteria and its findings. Evaluation 

reports should be easily understandable and accessible (!) and provide enough information 

so that informed decisions can be made on its basis. Formative evaluation should extract 

lessons learned during the dialogue process and communicate them to improve upon 

them. Communication is key here: only when communicated in a conflict sensitive way 

will mistakes previously done not be repeated and only then will evaluation pave way for 

efficiency, learning and improvement.
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6.  Evaluation
6.2 “E-v-a-l-u-a-t-i-o-n”

USES  
participatory methods: Participatory evaluation starts with allowing the stakeholders to 

determine important evaluation questions that will affect and improve the effects of 

dialogue and the process itself. Participating in an evaluation from the start can give 

stakeholders a sense of ownership over the results. Recognizing talents and expertise 

builds confidence and as such can be a success criterion in its own right for dialogue 

processes. Conducting a participatory evaluation promotes learning and is an opportunity 

to introduce and strengthen monitoring and evaluation skills. On the same note active 

participation by stakeholders can result in new knowledge and a better understanding of 

intergroup dynamics and their environment. This, in turn, enables groups to identify action 

steps and advocate for changes. It can provide participants with tools to transform their 

context. Finally, a participatory evaluation is not just interested in findings: it is focused 

on creating a learning process (see previous paragraph).

ACCOUNTABLE/APPROPRIATE:  
the use of resources should be efficient. Good planning and intelligent budgeting are the 

basis here. Accountability goes in both directions: to the people on the ground and in the 

direction of the funders. The early formulation and inclusion of input indicators can help.

TIMELY, TIME-BOUND, TRACKABLE and TARGETED: 
evaluations must be carried out at the right time (timely) and with an appropriate time 

budget. Indicators should be timely (time-bound, time-conscious) in several ways. First, 

they should be time-conscious in terms of the time set aside for data collection. This 

relates to the resources that are available - staff and partner time being critical. Second, 

indicators should reflect the time of their collection. Finally, the time-lag between output 

delivery and the expected change in outcome and impact indicators should be reflected  

in the indicators that are chosen for evaluation. Monitoring and evaluation systems allow 

progress to be tracked for a set period (trackable), with clear identification of the particu-

lar stakeholder group(s) to be affected by the project (targeted).

INDICATORS 
properly selected and studied: The evaluation of dialogue processes must be based on the 

careful formulation and selection of indicators. Findings should be in line with the outcomes 

and must be cross-checked against the ToC (see above).

OPENS 

opportunity for better understanding change: Helps to understand blind spots.

NEVER 
used for fixing blame and finding faults: Evaluations must be conducted ethically, with no 

intention of harming someone or supporting someone in an unethical way.
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7.  Challenges and recommendations

All actors in fragile and conflict-affected situations must ensure that their interventions do not 
inadvertently increase existing destructive socio-political tensions. Practitioners who engage 
in dialogue processes should take special precautions to monitor unintended negative impacts 
and make use of any potentialities that exist to strengthen social cohesion, peace and the 
transformation of intergroup relationships.

A key objective of monitoring is to help adapt the implementation plan where issues directly 
relating to the intervention are identified.

Monitoring information may, for example, reveal that:

   Activities are unintentionally triggering tensions or reinforcing divisions in the com-
munity and that there is a need to revise the implementation strategy to minimise those 
adverse effects

   Underlying tensions in the target groups are hindering the level of participation in 
dialogue activities as well as the implementation itself and that there is a need to better 
understand and address those tensions to achieve progress

   Further opportunities for reinforcing community cohesion or dialogue between divided 
groups through project activities exist and could be capitalised on for the broader success 
of the intervention.

The table below can be used as a blueprint to revise implementation plans:

INFORMATION REVEALED BY MONITORING ADJUSTMENTS IN IMPLEMENTATION RESULTS OF ADJUSTMENTS
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   Transformation of behaviours, attitudes and relationships is key to successful dialogue 
processes. For the planning and implementation of dialogue processes – whether they are  
a means to an end or the end in themselves – the mapping of key actors, their behaviours, 
interests, positions and needs etc. is of paramount importance. This cannot be stressed 
often enough. Depending on the focus of their intervention, facilitators of dialogue 
processes will take a close look at the thematic areas they want to address with special 
and careful emphasis on the actors.

   Monitoring dialogue processes is a challenging task. Only if experiences, events and 
interim-results are continuously documented and shared over a period of time can they be 
used as a basis to steer decision-making and learning processes. By careful, regular 
monitoring, adaptations can be made to meet changes in the external context; it helps to 
keep the dialogue process on track and offers a recorded history of the actors involved, the 
steps taken, the issues that have come under consideration, and any immediate or longer-
term outcomes.

   Continuous monitoring needs human and financial resources. This is often overlooked  
in the budgeting process. Monitoring dialogue process indicators takes time. Take, for 
example, the systematic study of qualitative indicators for “trust” or “constructive relation-
ships” in which questioning stereotypes often plays a decisive role: this may include a  
close examination of different media texts, or visiting different groups, finding out about 
people’s changing perceptions through storytelling and similar survey methods. The 
processing of evaluation questionnaires or feedback forms is labour intensive. The opera-
tional action plan must ensure that there is sufficient time (as well as personnel and 
money!) for monitoring activities.

And finally: 
Dialogue activities and projects can make valuable and indispensable contributions to change 
and transformation processes. At the same time, they can be highly complex and raise major 
challenges for all those involved. There are no simple “checklists” for monitoring dialogue. 
Data collection is demanding and often difficult. A friendly willingness to acquire certain 
methodologies of data collection and a happy glance at the wider literature with respect to 
monitoring will be helpful. The best one can bring to a dialogue process, however, is curiosity 
and an openness to learn.

7.  Challenges and recommendations
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 A selection of useful material for M&E  
 of dialogue processes
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 Literature
 A selection of useful material for M&E  
 of dialogue processes



Annex

Annex 1
System levels, types of change, possible indicators  
of change and means of verification

Annex 2
System levels, types of change, possible  
indicators of change and means of verification

Annex 3
System levels, types of change, possible  
indicators of change and means of verification

 

 
 

39Click here and go to content



40Click here and go to content

LEVEL TYPES OF CHANGE 
POSSIBLE INDICATORS  

(ALLOW FOR GRADATIONS) 
MEANS OF VERIFICATION 

TRACK 1 – TOP LEVEL  

National Actors: 
Ministries, politicians, 
policy-making bodies, 
traditional and religious 
leaders, professional 
bodies. 
 

Increased accountability; change in 
behaviour of political actors; 
effective policies and structures at 
national level; improved policies 
and coordination of violence 
prevention (especially in respect of 
violence against girls and women: 
VAGW); equality of access to 
resources; ways to address conflict 
nonviolently; a more inclusive, 
transparent and accountable 
culture of governance 

Grievance procedures created or reformed  

Grievances addressed effectively 

Inclusive policies implemented 

Effective social protection services in place 

Transparency integrated within governance 
structures 

Effective rule of law – police; courts respected 

Effective representation in governance 

Number of cases effectively addressed-  
records/media coverage  

Government Gazette/newspapers 

Surveys/FGD/KII with affected population 
Reports in the public sphere – press releases; 
access to information; newspapers/media 

 
Due process accepted and working – media 
reports; court records 

Composition of decision-making bodies reflects 
population; election process and outcome 

TRACK 2 - MID LEVEL   

Local government, 
academia, educational, 
health and other 
professional bodies, NGOs, 
professional groups, 
business leaders. 

  

Increased trust in local government 
structures; improved coordination of 
violence prevention; attitudinal 
change led by religious & 
traditional leaders; working with 
future teachers – recognising 
multiple histories; competences & 
mechanisms to promote communi-
cation between the administration 
and community; a more inclusive, 
transparent and accountable 
culture of governance; addressing 
conflict nonviolently

Creation or reform of coordinating body for 
violence prevention 

Reduction in incidents of violence  

Formal lines of communication between local 
authorities and communities set up and 
working effectively

Local structures reformed or created to 
address grievances  

Increased tolerance between groups 
recognition of differing perceptions and 
experience 

Reduction in blaming, rabble rousing, hate 
speech 

Statutes; legislation  

Media reports; police records – surveys with 
affected population to ensure that the 
reduction is for the “right reasons”*

 
Public forums established local authority 
records, media, surveys/FDGs/KII with those 
affected  

 
Establishment of grievance body and process 

Reduction in reports of exclusion (media) 
Observation of more mixing
Reduced number of reported incidents
Surveys/FGD/KIIs with those affected

 
Surveys/FGD/KIIs with those affected; 
Observations 

TRACK 3 - COMMUNITY  
 
Level Residents, faith 
leaders, local residents’ 
groups: youth, women, 
elderly.

Respect for the “other”; identify and 
meet needs; community driven 
development; identifying and 
accessing services; prevention of 
renewed displacement of people 
and refugees-rural & urban; 
violence prevention behaviour 
change in respect of VAWG; 
recognition of different histories; 
addressing misconceptions of 
events; acknowledgement of the 
different perspectives; ability to 
address conflict nonviolently at the 
local level; formation of civil 
society networks and organisations 
to promote the needs and concerns 
of citizens 

Increased respect between people from 
different groups or ideologies 

Increased tolerance and social cohesion35

Inclusive community structures to prioritise 
and address needs 

Reduction in displacement of people 

Disagreements addressed effectively and close 
to the source 

Increased sense of security 

Respect for the rule of law

Observations, surveys/FGD/KIIs with those 
affected; public statements; shared platforms 

Observations, surveys/FGD/KIIs with those 
affected 

Establishment of inclusive structures; priorities 
identified; media, public records 

Media, public records, observation;  
Observations, surveys/FGD/KIIs with those 
affected 

Observations, surveys/FGD/KIIs with those 
affected; greater freedom of movement 

Reduction in crime; appropriate police actions; 
rule of law being seen to be implemented; 
Reduction in corruption

*is the reduction a genuine reduction in number of incidents or has reporting of such been suppressed? 

Some means of verification would have to be broken down and developed further.  
For instance, indicators for a reduction in corruption, inclusive structures etc. would have to 
be defined according to the context. 

35  Refrence GIZ Social Cohension paper

Annex  
Annex 1  System levels, types of change, possible  

indicators of change and means of verification

https://gizonline.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/beezy/groups/1533/EUU4FN3_faVOgJXGhy3rHMcB-FSPlmRZXEcd7cH36zjcYg
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General comment: This table attempts to give an illustrative overview of possible indicators 
for dialogue and their measurement. It is based on the interviews and material review of the 
projects selected for the study, particularly the Regional CPS Program in West Africa and the 
TC project in Mali – and on the review of the general literature and our own field experiences. 
It can be used as a template36 for an open-source document where M&E practitioners can 
add their own indicator concepts.

Column 1 describes segments from different contexts, in which dialogue plays a role as an 
intervention and the desired change attributed to it. Column 2 invites questions related  
to Column 1. Column 3 shows different indicators (qualitative and quantitative) which are 
developed prior to and during the dialogue process37. Column 4 describes some means of 
verification.

Annex  
Annex 2 Illustrative table for developing and monitoring  
 dialogue indicators

36 For the template (in word format) see the Resource Folder which is assigned to this Guide
37  In CPS programmes and projects, adjusting and developing new process indicators is possible at any time, both at programme and project level (see CPS PME 

Guidelines, Station 5, page 55). TC projects have 3-5 indicators at outcome level (“Modulzielebene”=module objective) plus several output indicators at the 
output level. For changes at outcome level, a change proposal has to be submitted to the BMZ. Output indicators are easier to modify and change.
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I. Monitoring outcome level, mid-range effects  
Intergroup-Communication, Transformation

CONTEXT/DESIRED CHANGE LINES OF INQUIRY INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION

Violent attacks between farmers and 
pastoralists have decreased significantly.
(addresses: violent confrontations causing 
harm to humans and animals; aims at:  
Collaboration, Constructive Relationships)
Linked to: RELATIONSHIP-BUILDING

What is the level of 
tension/hostility between 
XXXX and YYYY over access 
to land and livelihoods?

Nr. of incidents of violence between XXX 
and YYY (quantitative)

Incidence of farmland destroyed
(quantitative)

Incidence of cattle raiding and nr. of 
cattle stolen (quantitative)

% who report tension with other group in 
target area (quantitative)

Police reports
Documentation by state agencies

Supported by own surveys with the help 
of interview guidelines

Reports from village leaders etc.
 

Village leaders, shuttle surveys, carried 
out by project staff with different groups

Stereotypes are diminished.
Violent acts or verbal injuria against the 
other group due to negative images have 
decreased. (addresses: stereotypes, negative 
images; aims at: Understanding, Diverse 
Perspectives)
Linked to: EXPLORATION

How have the groups‘ 
negative assessments of 
each other developed? 
What change has taken 
place?

Have discriminatory 
behaviours toward the other 
group decreased?

Nr. of pejorative, discriminatory terms in 
papers and radio shows significantly 
decreased (quantitative and qualitative)

Measure with discourse analysis  
(i.e.: different texts are examined for a 
common discourse, i.e. a statement on 
a certain topic): what has changed?  
Has anything improved?
Story telling,
MSC method  
(For further information look at page 44 
point 1)

Journalists and others involved in media 
presentation (including influencers, etc.) 
report and present the situation in a 
conflict-sensitive way. Awareness for 
professional ethics is raised.
(adresses: sensationalism, negative and 
uninformed reporting that reinforces 
prejudiced intergroup communication; aims 
at: Understanding; Diverse Perspectives;
Learning or Changed Ideas)
Linked to: EXPLORATION & DELIBERATION

Can an increased use of 
certain images/a respectful 
description of other peoples’
perspectives be observed?

Has the attitude of 
journalists changed? 
In what way? 
Has their behaviour 
changed? 
How would journalists 
themselves describe their 
change in behaviour? 
How would other people 
describe it?

Reporting in which people are given faces 
and names (qualitative)

Presentation of success stories, use of 
positive images (qualitative)

Clearly visible change in writing styles of 
previously identified authors (qualitative)

Example – subject of discourse: 
stereotypical portrayal of pastoralists 
and farmers. Structural analysis
of various sources – written documents, 
narratives, media reports, films, etc. 
(For further information look at page 44 
point 1)

Pastoralists and farmers trust state actors 
and rely on them to protect and safeguard 
their rights instead of resorting to violence.
(addresses: non-participatory hierarchical 
structures, weak judicial system, weak rule 
of law; aims at: Constructive Relationships, 
Resilience, Social Cohesion)
Linked to: DELIBERATION, COLLABORATIVE 
ACTION

Is there increasing trust 
between communities and 
state actors participating in 
dialogue? 
How can it be described?

Nr. of incidents of violence between XXXXX 
and YYYYYY (as above)

Nr. of cases taken to court (quantitative)

Perceptions of trust between communities 
and state actors participating in dialogue
(qualitative)

Survey

Reports from Court proceedings
Interviews with local mandate holders

Guided interviews, focus group 
discussions
(For further information look at page 44 
point 2)

Both groups find the dialogue process 
valuable. Both groups feel heard and 
accepted. Both groups believe that their 
opinions are valued. 
(addresses: Fragile balance between 
external- and self-perception of groups, 
asymmetrical power relationships; aims at: 
Common Ground, Understanding, Conflict 
Sensitive Implementation of Dialogue, Conflict 
Sensitive Facilitation) 
Linked to: EXPLORATION 

To what extent is the 
dialogue process seen to 
benefit both groups (rather 
than benefiting just one 
group and reinforcing lines 
of division?) 

% of XXXX and YYYY perceiving the 
dialogue process as benefiting both 
communities (quantitative and qualitative) 

Survey, Story telling 

Annex  
Annex 2 Illustrative table for developing and monitoring  
 dialogue indicators
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II. Monitoring the process: is the dialogue process going into the right direction?
Faciliation

CONTEXT/DESIRED CHANGE LINES OF INQUIRY INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION

Women are listened to. They are recognised 
as equitable knowledge bearers, who will 
add weight and value to decision making 
processes, by bringing in their perspectives
(addresses: marginalization of women, 
unequal distribution of power in decision-
making processes; aims at: Shared Decision 
Making, Collaborative Problem Solving, 
Diverse Perspectives)
Linked to: COLLABORATIVE ACTION

Are women increasingly 
part of the meetings? 
(output level, quantitative 
indicator)

Is their voice heard? 
(qualitative indicator)
Does their opinion count? 
(qualitative indicator)

Is their voice heard? 
(qualitative indicator)
Does their opinion count? 
(qualitative indicator)

Nr. of women participating (quantitative)

Women can express their opinion without 
being interrupted; they are being listened 
to (observation: silence when women are 
speaking, affirmative listening)

Women’s perspectives are listed in the 
minutes/documentation of meetings; 
proposals by women are implemented

Attendance lists

Tapes, recordings (video and other) of 
meetings and workshops

Minutes, documentation of meetings, 
workshop reports

Young people are involved in decision-ma-
king processes.
They develop an awareness of their own 
potentials and responsibilities.
(addresses: marginalization of youth, unequal 
distribution of power in decision-making 
processes; aims at: Shared Decision Making, 
Collaborative Problem Solving, Diverse 
Perspectives)
Linked to: COLLABORATIVE ACTION

Are youth increasingly part 
of the meetings? (output 
level, quantitative indicator)

Is their voice heard? 
(qualitative indicator)
Does their opinion count? 
(qualitative indicator)

Nr. of youth participating (quantitative)

Youth representatives get a chance to 
speak in assemblies and are being 
listened to
(qualitative)

See above

Improved trust between groups allows for 
transparent communication and sharing of 
information.
(addresses: mistrust, fear of misuse of 
sensitive information, aims at:  
Trust; Improved Creativity)
Linked to: COLLABORATIVE ACTION & 
RELATIONSHIP-BUILDING

Do people show an 
increased willingness to 
share sensitive information? 
(Closely connected to 
increased trust)

Willingness to reflect critically on own 
faults and “flaws in the plan”, willingness 
to share information/knowledge that may 
(under certain circumstances) be used by 
the other side to their own advantage38

(qualitative)

Informal minutes, confidential note 
taking during meetings and assemblies 
by project staff

Legal texts regulating the practice of 
transhumance are taught to and known by 
police and judges 
(adresses: lack of knowledge, aims at: 
Information Sharing and/or Knowledge 
Building, long-run: contribution to Social Cohe-
sion)
Linked to: DELIBERATION, COLLABORATIVE 
ACTION

Have trainings been 
designed and established?

Have information gaps 
regarding legal texts been 
closed?

Study of legal texts of Pastoral Law 
introduced as regular module in official 
trainings for Executive officers and judges 
(quantitative and qualitative)

Executive officers and judges decide in 
legal proceedings on the basis of existing 
laws for pastoralists (qualitative, can be 
quantified) 

Curricula and professional training plans

Before-after comparison: knowledge of 
legal texts etc. Testing within the 
framework of workshops, informal 
meetings etc.

III. Monitoring project implementation Context/Desired change Lines of inquiry Indicators Means  
effects of context on dialogue process (linked to monitoring external factors influencing the context)

CONTEXT/DESIRED CHANGE LINES OF INQUIRY INDICATORS MEANS OF VERIFICATION

Regular implementation of dialogue 
platforms across geographical borders

Comprehensive data collection through 
regular, systematic gathering of facts on 
site

Are project staff able to 
travel to all project areas?

Does the security situation 
allow for regular field visits?

Are borders open? Are state 
agencies willing and able to 
share information across 
borders?

Nr. days staff that have been able/unable 
to travel to project areas due to security 
concerns
Nr. of meetings held, involving relevant 
stakeholders

Security records of RMO office

Internal reporting formats, attendance 
lists

Annex  
Annex 2 Illustrative table for developing and monitoring  
 dialogue indicators

38  One insight expressed with regard to trust-building measures within the framework of dialogue (particularly in processes across socio-cultural or socio- 
political barriers) was that it helped when one party (e.g. government representatives) made a conscious decision to share sensitive information with other 
stakeholders and thus became – in a certain sense – vulnerable. [“The fact that one party was able to sort of be a bit vulnerable, if you like, and bring 
something to the table to kick off the negotiation, that just made the world of difference. It was transformational.”]
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Annex  
Annex 2 Illustrative table for developing and monitoring  
 dialogue indicators

This table does not claim completeness. Practitioners are encouraged to continuously populate 
it with own examples from the field. Please do not change the table in the guide, but use the 
template in the Resource Folder assigned to this Guide.

1) Ask for the following criteria:

    Author and title (who writes/comments? Under which heading?)

    Linguistic-rhetorical devices. This involves examining which linguistic elements the 
author uses and what effect they have.

    Examination of ideological assessments. For example, what clues and appreciations are 
present?

    Date of publication (before a series of events connected indirectly or directly connected  
to the dialogue process?)

    Category and text type (interview, songs, etc.)

    Visual aspects (infographics, photos etc.)

    Statements, theme and sub-themes

2)  For the meaningful collection and measurement of indicators, it makes sense to  
disaggregate your data.

Disaggregated data is data that has been broken down by detailed sub-categories, for example 
by marginalised groups, gender, region or level of education. Disaggregated data can reveal 
deprivations and inequalities that may not be fully reflected in aggregated data. Disaggre-
gated data will make sure you are leaving no one behind. And it will allow an in-depth look 
at trends across different population groups. The major requirements for data disaggregation 
in the dialogue processes we looked at during our interview phase (see Consultancy Report) 
focused on gender and age differences with relation to participation in decision-making pro-
cesses. Disaggregated data in dialogue processes also helps to make a statement about how the 
dialogue process and its process indicators are perceived by different groups and individuals.
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Annex  
Annex 3 Example for monitoring dialogue from GIZ CPS  
 Regional West Africa Programme

Outcome 2 Programme Level: The farmers concerned and their representatives from civil 
society, as well as the traditional and state authorities at the local, inter-municipal, regional 
and national levels, prevent and manage conflicts related to cross-border pastoral mobility in 
a peaceful manner, through continuous dialogue. Actors establish networks across geograph-
ical borders and socio-cultural barriers. They maintain effective dialogue and cooperation 
structures that provide space for young people to exchange views on the prospects of pastoral 
mobility in rural areas. Project level

I. Monitoring outcome level, mid-range effects Intergroup-Communication, Transformation
Context/Desired change Lines of inquiry Indicators Means

OUTCOME PROJECT LEVEL THEORIES OF CHANGE INDICATORS ACTIVITIES LOCATIONS

By 2021, farmers and both 
national and cross-border cattle 
herders are aware of the existence 
of transhumance committees in 
the municipalities of Tchaourou, 
Bassila, Savé, Dassa-Zoumé, 
Péréré and Nikki, and refer to 
them to find peaceful solutions for 
any situation that may give rise to 
conflict.

If farmers and both national 
and cross-border cattle 
herders are made aware of 
the existence of transhu-
mance committees within 
the area of intervention of 
the project, they will resort 
to these committees in the 
event of a situation that 
could lead to conflict, 
because they will find 
consensus-based solution 
through these transhumance 
committees.

The actors and users of 
natural resources in the 
municipalities of Tchaourou, 
Bassila, Savé, Dassa-Zoumé, 
and Nikki draw up recommen-
dations to find peaceful 
solutions to any situation that 
could lead to conflict.

Supporting the organisation  
of dialogue forums on the 
liberation of pastoral areas

Tchaourou

By 2021, radio journalists in the 
municipalities of Tchaourou, 
Bassila, Savé, Dassa-Zoumé, 
Péréré and Nikki will be familiar 
with pastoral practices and will 
process information on conflict 
situations using conflict-sensitive 
journalism and peaceful language.

If radio journalists in the 
intervention area are 
trained in the functioning of 
the pastoralist practices 
and conflict-sensitive 
journalism, then they will 
process and disseminate 
information about conflict 
situations using peaceful 
language and expressions, 
because they have gained 
an increased understanding
.

Journalists from radio stations 
in Bassila, Savé, Dassa-Zoumé, 
Parakou and Nikki produce and 
broadcast programmes on 
pastoralism using peaceful 
language.

Sign agreements with community 
radio stations for the production 
and broadcasting of pro-
grammes on transhumance and 
pastoralism. Train journalists 
from the community radio 
stations SUTIIDE RA in Nikki, 
Radio KOUFFE FM in Bassila, 
Radio IDADU FM in Savè, DEEME 
Radio in Parakou on pastoral 
functioning and conflict-sensi-
tive journalism.

The community radio 
stations SUTIIDERA in Nikki, 
Radio KOUFFE FM in 
Bassila, Radio IDADU FM in 
Savè, DEEME Radio in 
Parakou

Parakou Bassila, Savé, 
Dassa-Zoumé, Parakou and 
Nikki
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Outcome 3 Programme Level: By 2021, the transhumance committees are leading multi-stakeholder dialogue and consultation frameworks for securing pastoral 
areas and reaching consensual resolutions to the various problems in the communes of Tchaourou, Bassila, Savé, Dassa-Zoumé, Péréré and Nikki.

PROCESS INDICATOR39 MINIMUM MINIMUM SPECIFIC MEASURABLE ACHIEVABLE / 
AMBITIOUS

RELEVANT TIMELY

Indicator 1.1 Actors and users of 
natural resources in the 
communes of Tchaourou, Bassila, 
Savé, Dassa-Zoumé, Péréré and 
Nikki are mobilised for dialogue in 
the negotiation of pastoral areas 
by the transhumance committees

The leaders of the herders 
and farmers of the Savé 
commune are mobilised at 
least once a year by the 
transhumance committees 
for dialogue on a theme 
related to pastoral mobility.

At least % (in reference to the 
level of departure) of the 
actors and users of natural 
resources (men, women and 
young people) of the 
communes of Tchaourou, 
Bassila, Savé, Dassa-Zoumé, 
Péréré and Nikki are mobilised 
at least once a year by the 
transhumance committees for 
dialogue in the negotiation of 
pastoral areas.

YES YES YES YES YES

Outcome 5 Programme Level: By 2021, journalists from the project‘s radio stations in Bassila, Savé, Dassa-Zoumé, Parakou and Nikki are aware of the pastoral 
way of life and process information on conflict situations using peaceful language and expressions.

PROCESS INDICATOR39 MINIMUM MINIMUM SPECIFIC MEASURABLE ACHIEVABLE / 
AMBITIOUS

RELEVANT TIMELY

Indicator 1.1 Radio journalists in 
Bassila, Savé, Dassa-Zoumé, 
Parakou and Nikki produce and 
broadcast programmes on 
pastoralism using peaceful 
language.

Journalists from the radio 
stations in Savé, Parakou 
and Nikki produce and 
broadcast at least one 
programme on pastoralism 
using peaceful language 
and expressions,

Journalists from the radio 
stations in Bassila, Savé, 
Dassa-Zoumé, Parakou and 
Nikki produce and broadcast at 
least one programme on 
pastoralism using peaceful 
language and expressions 
without the support of the 
project

YES YES YES YES YES

Annex  
Annex 3 Example for monitoring dialogue from GIZ CPS  
 Regional West Africa Programme

39  All indicators are S.M.A.R.T.
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