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The Chilean Management Control and Evaluation System (Sistema de Evaluación y Control de Gestión) is 
internationally regarded as a successful example of how to put into place a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 
system. Chilean M&E tools are the product of both cross-national lesson-drawing, and national policy learning 
experiences. The main M&E tools are centrally coordinated by the Ministry of Finance’s Budget Office (Dirección 
de Presupuestos—DIPRES) and promote the use of M&E information in government decision-making processes, 
particularly those related to the budget. 

These M&E tools have been, however, subject to a 
number of criticisms. As a result, the experience 
described in this note does not necessarily offer a 
model that can, or should, be easily transferred to 
other countries with different institutional con-
texts. Furthermore, this note does not reflect the 
latest changes, nor does it try to offer guidance for 
the future. However, the Chilean experience sum-
marized here, covering the period of 1994–2010, 
provides interesting examples and highly relevant 
lessons about the benefits and limitations of M&E 
design and implementation. 

The Development of 
Chile’s M&E System 
Chile’s M&E system originated in a series of re-
form efforts that started back in the 1990s. Dur-
ing the presidencies of Patricio Aylwin (1990–94) 
and particularly Eduardo Frei (1994–2000), an 
administrative modernization agenda gained 
currency among political and technocratic elites. 
While democratization advanced in the political 
realm, the new governing coalition faced a number 
of administrative and managerial challenges for 
which the Chilean bureaucracy was ill prepared, 
such as how to ensure policy coordination within 
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the central government, how to assess the perfor-
mance of public programs and the effectiveness of 
government policies, and how to better monitor 
the use of public resources.  

In response to these challenges, a set of reform 
initiatives were implemented during the 1990s, 
including the first generation of some of the 
tools that would later become the M&E system 
of 2000–2010. For example, the first round of 
performance indicators sponsored by DIPRES was 
implemented in 1994; the first program evalua-
tions and a preliminary version of the General 
Management Reports were developed in 1997; 
and the first round of Programs for Management 
Improvement (PMIs) took place in 1998. 

These and other efforts triggered a process 
of trial and error within the central government. 
In fact, some of these initiatives were voluntary 
and considered to be part of a long-term process 
of M&E capacity building (Marcel 2006). Public 
officials thus received training in M&E tool design 
and implementation and actively participated in 
target-setting and evaluation exercises. Although 
neither the quality of performance indicators nor 
the reliability of the information produced were 
ideal (Arenas de Mesa and Berner 2010), the 
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experience and institutional learning process that 
accompanied these years were definitely helpful 
assets when the M&E system was introduced in 
2000. 

Whereas the development of these M&E tools 
originated in Chile’s own political transition to 
democracy, inspiration and some of the initial 
technical ideas came partly from abroad (Marcel 
2006; Armijo 2003). Chilean policy makers 
studied best practices through documentation 
and interviews with government officials in Aus-
tralia, the United Kingdom, and New Zealand, 
among other countries. Then a series of seminars 
took place in Santiago in the mid-1990s, in which 
administrative modernization strategies and M&E 
practices from these and other countries were 
discussed by national and international experts. 
Additional information was gathered via the study 
of public management reforms, communications 
with World Bank experts, and the participation of 
DIPRES officials at the Organisation for Economic 
Co-Operation and Development Senior Budget 
Officials meetings. In the end, Chilean officials did 
not copy any particular foreign model. However, 
these cross-national policy learning activities were 
essential to inform them about methodologies 
and tools used by other countries, which could be 
eventually adapted to fit the Chilean administra-
tive environment.

The Chilean M&E System 
The M&E system was formally intro-
duced in 2000, centrally coordinated 
by the Ministry of Finance’s DIPRES. 
Since the 1990s, DIPRES has played a 
key sponsorship/management role in de-
veloping and implementing M&E tools. 
The Chilean M&E system eventually 
comprised eight tools (Guzmán 2005, 
2010; Arenas de Mesa and Berner 2010), 
which are listed in box 1 and briefly 
described below. 

Monitoring tools
Strategic definitions were introduced in 
2000 to provide information about each 
organization’s mission, strategic objec-
tives and products (public goods and 
services provided), and its clients, users, 
and/or beneficiaries. Every year public 
institutions are asked to prepare their 

strategic definitions on the basis of information 
provided during the previous year. They also take 
into account the government’s priorities set by 
the Ministry Secretary General of the Presidency 
(MINSEGPRES) as well as the budgetary priori-
ties defined by DIPRES in the budget law proposal 
submitted to Congress. 

Strategic definitions go hand in hand with 
performance indicators, which are quantitative 
measurements reflecting targets/results to be 
achieved annually by each institution in the 
provision of public services and goods. Institu-
tions prepare their performance indicators on 
the basis of those submitted in previous years 
to facilitate comparisons across time and thus 
provide information about institutional perfor-
mance. Indicators are designed by each institu-
tion, but according to formats and internationally 
accepted quality criteria set out by DIPRES. Indi-
cators can be process oriented, product oriented 
or results oriented, and are required to measure 
effectiveness, efficiency, economy, or quality of 
service factors. Institutions are required to notify 
DIPRES about the means used to verify the valid-
ity of information used. Performance indicators 
are then included in the Budget Law proposal 
submitted to Congress.

Comprehensive management reports are a third 
monitoring tool used by the Chilean government. 
While they have existed since the mid-1990s, the 
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Box 1. Chile’s M&E Tools

Source
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ones introduced in 2000 sought to incorporate 
broader institutional information such as organi-
zational structure, strategic definitions, human 
resources management, financial management, 
the description and justification of target achieve-
ment, and links between this information and the 
budgetary resources used. Comprehensive man-
agement reports are prepared by each institution 
following formats and criteria set by DIPRES, and 
are sent yearly to Congress. According to DIPRES, 
these reports are also used to comply with the 
2003 State Financial Administration Law, which 
requires that central government organizations 
provide information about their institutional 
performance.  

Programs for Management Improvement (PMIs) 
were designed around five management areas 
established by DIPRES: human resources, user 
service quality, planning and control, financial 
administration, and gender focus. Ministries/
agencies that have completed these areas advance 
to a further stage that includes ISO-9000 certifi-

cation. Specific indicators and targets are agreed 
upon between DIPRES and each institution, so 
that the latter can improve their managerial ca-
pacity and organizational performance. Progress 
assessment is carried out by an “experts network” 
and overseen by the Tri-Ministerial Committee 
comprised of DIPRES, the Ministry of Interior, 
and MINSEGPRES. PMI annual results are tied 
to salary increases, and are also taken into account 
when agency funding levels are discussed during 
budget formulation (Guzmán 2005; Zaltsman 
2009).  

Figure 1 summarizes the relationships among 
different actors in managing and implementing 
monitoring tools in the Chilean system during 
2000–2010. 

Evaluation tools
The Chilean M&E system of 2000–2010 used 
four evaluation tools. These were coordinated 
by DIPRES on the basis of priorities set out by 
the Inter-Ministerial Committee for Evaluation, 

ministries
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Figure 1. Chile’s Monitoring Tools and Actors Involved
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which includes representatives from the Ministry 
of Finance (DIPRES), MINSEGPRES, and the 
Ministry of Planning and Co-operation (MIDE-
PLAN). A key defining feature of all evaluations 
conducted in the Chilean government was the 
central role assigned to external experts (consul-
tants and academics), who were selected through 
public tendering procedures managed and paid 
for by DIPRES. Furthermore, all evaluation prac-
tices were designed to follow principles such as 
independence, transparency, reliability and timeli-
ness of the findings, as well as cost-effectiveness 
(Arenas de Mesa and Berner 2010).

Government program evaluations—introduced 
in 1997—were conducted by panels of three 
external experts, including one expert in evalua-
tion practices, one in the policy field/sector under 
analysis, and one in program/public management 
(Guzmán 2010). On the basis of “logical frame-
works,” which map out the foundations of each 
program, these experts assess the soundness of the 
program’s design, objectives, internal organization 
and management, and results. Evaluations usually 
begin in January of each year and last for about 
six months, so that DIPRES can use evaluation 
findings for budget proposal formulation. 

Impact evaluations started in 2001 to deter-
mine how public programs ultimately affect their 
beneficiaries. Impact evaluations usually take 
about 18 months to implement, are based on a 
combination of qualitative and quantitative infor-
mation, and use a completely different method-
ological approach. Instead of logical frameworks, 
they are based on quasi-experimental methods, in 
which evaluators compare two groups or “popula-
tions”: one population of program beneficiaries, 
and another population of people that did not 
receive the goods/services provided. Evaluators 
also measure the variables under study before 
and after the program has been implemented, 
thus seeking to eliminate potential measurement 
biases due to external factors. 

Comprehensive spending evaluations were 
introduced in 2001 in response to a congressio-
nal petition. Instead of evaluating a program or 
agency, comprehensive spending evaluations try 
to evaluate the whole set of institutions that inter-
act in a given policy sector. As the name implies, 
these evaluations assume a more comprehensive 
perspective, and thus usually take a year or so to 
evaluate a varied number of factors, including the 
links between institutional and sector objectives, 

management processes, organizational structures 
and functions, and services/products provided. 

Evaluation of new programs was just introduced 
in 2009. It seeks to provide relevant baselines to 
more effectively evaluate the future performance 
of new programs. These evaluations include the 
selection of a control group from the beginning, 
and are planned to cover an evaluation period of 
between two and three years in total. This type 
of evaluation receives technical support from an 
international advisory panel and the University 
of Chile’s Economy Department (Arenas de Mesa 
and Berner 2010).  

The findings and recommendations obtained 
through the various evaluation tools are sent to 
Congress and are made publicly available through 
DIPRES’s Web site. Within the central govern-
ment, evaluation results are discussed between 
the ministry or agency involved and DIPRES to 
determine whether the program requires minor ad-
justments, modifications in its design or in some of 
its management systems, a substantial redesign, an 
institutional relocation, or termination. Evaluated 
institutions and DIPRES then develop work plans, 
which establish a set of commitments to be imple-
mented during the following two or three years. 
Institutions report progress in their comprehensive 
management reports and to DIPRES, which then 
includes relevant information in the Budget Law 
proposal submitted to Congress. Figure 2 broadly 
synthesizes the different activities performed by 
the actors involved in evaluation through 2010. 

As the previous description shows, the Chil-
ean M&E system of 2000–2010 contained a num-
ber of different tools designed to serve a variety 
of information demands, as well as a number of 
actors and institutions taking part in the design 
and implementation of the tools. Ministries and 
agencies have been, of course, the main produc-
ers of relevant information. Similarly, they have 
been responsible for adjusting their institution’s 
management, organization, and policy in response 
to their performance reported in indicators, PMIs, 
and evaluation findings and recommendations. 
Some particular ministries, such as MINSEG-
PRES, the Ministry of Interior, or MIDEPLAN, 
have played important albeit limited roles at cer-
tain points or with regards to specific M&E tools. 
Congress has received all relevant information 
through comprehensive management reports or 
as part of the Budget Law proposal prepared by DI-
PRES. While Congress has had some influence in 
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determining areas for evaluation, it has remained 
a rather passive consumer of M&E information. 

At the other extreme, DIPRES has played the 
lead role in every phase of the system. DIPRES 
has overseen the production of targets and per-
formance indicators, had the final word regarding 
which evaluations should be conducted, set the 
general criteria and procedures for selecting evalu-
ators, coordinated information gathering, followed 
up on institutional improvements, and has been in 
charge of linking monitoring data and evaluation 
findings with budget preparation and proposals. 

Achievements of the 
Chilean M&E System 
What were the main achievements of the Chilean 
experience during 2000–2010? First, the Chilean 

M&E reforms have contributed to developing a 
“measurement-orientated” culture across central 
government ministries and agencies. This is rec-
ognized by current and former DIPRES officials, 
public servants in other ministries, and various 
academic and international assessments. Nowa-
days, central government officials seem to under-
stand the relevance of measuring outputs, setting 
targets, assessing programs, and evaluating policy 
impacts. Furthermore, they see these as regular 
activities that are both an essential component 
of Chile’s management and control system and 
of contemporary public management practices. 

Second, data produced by the various M&E 
tools have been used for making budgetary policy 
decisions (Arenas de Mesa and Berner 2010; Ro-
jas et al. 2005; Zaltsman 2009). As mentioned 
above, high levels of PMI achievement are linked 
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Figure 2. Chile’s Evaluation Tools and Actors Involved
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to salary increases, which in turn have impacted 
budget levels for incumbent agencies. Similarly, 
evaluation results have sometimes affected agency 
appropriations, because evaluation recommen-
dations require increased resources for imple-
mentation. DIPRES has also been more prone 
to increase budget appropriations proposals for 
high-performing agencies. By the same token, 
poor performing agencies (those with low results 
in their PMIs or with poor evaluation results) have 
occasionally been “punished” by DIPRES, either 
in terms of budget reductions or by rejecting bud-
get increase requests (Zaltsman 2009). This link 
between M&E tools and budgetary policy making 
acquires particular relevance when considering 
the following data for the period 1997–2004 
(Rojas et al. 2005): about 64 percent of Chile’s 
budget was subject to various kinds of evaluations; 
programs with minor adjustments suggested by 
the evaluations represented 9.1 percent of the 
budget; programs with important modifications 
represented 33.8 percent of the budget; and pro-
grams subject to significant redesign represented 
51.4 percent of the budget.

Third, the Chilean government has made a 
significant effort to use evaluation results for mak-
ing policy and management decisions (Guzmán 
2005, 2010; Rojas et al. 2005). Information 
produced by impact evaluations, for example, 
has been employed to refocus links between 
policies and beneficiaries. Government program 
evaluation results have been used by agencies to 
improve internal management processes as well as 
for redesigning logical frameworks or performance 
indicators. Evaluation results have also informed 
decisions about institutional relocation of pro-
grams or, in some cases, have even led to policy 
termination. All of this has been possible because 
of DIPRES’ forceful role in agreeing program 
changes with ministries/agencies, monitoring the 
extent of implementation, and enforcing compli-
ance through its high level of power and influence. 
This has been possible, in turn, because of Chile’s 
institutional setting (constitution and budget 
legal framework), which provides DIPRES with 
a leverage potential that is not that common in 
other OECD countries.

Fourth, Chile’s M&E system has introduced 
mechanisms for promoting the objectivity, im-
partiality, and reliability of evaluation procedures 
and findings. As described above, external experts 
(consultants and academics) have been involved 

in the design and implementation of evaluations. 
This has served to increase the expertise with 
which evaluations are carried out, as well as to 
ensure their validity and reliability.

Lastly, the Chilean M&E system of 2000–
2010 acquired a high level of institutionalization 
within the central government administration. 
Based on a continuous work that spans more than 
a decade, evaluation units have been created in 
almost every government ministry and agency. 
Many public servants have been (and continue 
to be) involved in M&E and broader administra-
tive modernization activities. M&E activities 
have been coordinated by DIPRES’ Management 
Control Division, which was created explicitly for 
that purpose in 2000. Implementation of most 
M&E instruments has taken place on a regular 
basis during the past decade, with formats and 
methodologies that are by now well known by 
ministries and agencies. 

Limitations of the 
Chilean M&E System 
Despite the achievements described above, vari-
ous analysts, users, and even managers have also 
pointed out important limitations in the design 
and management of the Chilean M&E system 
during 2000–2010. First of all, DIPRES’ crucial 
role in promoting and ensuring the use of the 
M&E system has brought with it some significant 
issues. For instance, M&E information has in 
the end been used mainly by DIPRES, but less 
so by other bureaucratic actors, Congress, or the 
Chilean society (Rojas et al. 2005). Similarly, 
DIPRES’ control over the design and manage-
ment of the M&E tools has introduced a strong 
budgetary-centered perspective, which has left 
aside alternative values (planning, results, citizen 
participation) that are present in other interna-
tional experiences, and might be considered as 
relevant as the purely economic considerations. 
These issues might need to be addressed in the 
future if the M&E system seeks to contribute to 
public results and democratic accountability, and 
not only to budgetary policy making and internal 
bureaucratic control.

A second limitation, closely related to the 
previous one, has been the high level of centraliza-
tion exerted by DIPRES (May et al. 2006; Rojas 
et al. 2005). Relationships between DIPRES and 
the other participating agencies have been rather 
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asymmetrical, with the latter having limited in-
fluence on defining performance indicators and 
evaluation criteria. This has significantly affected 
the degree of ownership from senior civil servants 
in agencies and ministries regarding evaluation 
results and recommendations. Moreover, accord-
ing to a recent study by Zaltsman (2009, 455): 

Certain aspects of Chile’s budgetary process 
limit the benefits that can be gained from use 
of performance information. One of them is 
the relatively little room for manoeuvring that 
agency officials have to decide on allocation of 
their appropriated resources without DIPRES 
approval.
These features have limited the system’s legiti-

macy among central government institutions, as 
well as its potential transferability to other nations.     

A third set of limitations is in the technical 
dimension of the Chilean M&E system. A World 
Bank study of Chile’s evaluation tools carried 
out in 2005, for example, pointed out that 
the quality of some evaluation reports has not 
always been in line with international standards 
(Rojas et al. 2005). Another World Bank study 
(2008) also pointed out that the PMI might be 
too complex to manage and verify, as well as too 
homogenous for the heterogeneous conditions 
of the Chilean public administration. A recent 
document by DIPRES similarly states that the 
quality and relevance of the performance indica-
tors and targets used in the budget preparation 
process require further refinement, and that 
the various monitoring and evaluation tools 
are yet to achieve better integration (Arenas de 
Mesa and Berner 2010). Furthermore, broader 
“intersectoral” indicators and evaluation frame-
works are missing for situations where multiple 
institutions share both tasks and responsibility 
over a given policy or program (May et al. 2006, 
17). Lastly, some observers have suggested that 
the Chilean government should actually dedicate 
more resources to evaluations, and even spend a 
higher amount of public resources on individual 
programs evaluations that might be particularly 
relevant because of their social impact (May et al. 
2006; Guzmán 2010).

Finally, two central limitations of the some-
times called “Chilean model” relate to the nature 
of the system as it evolved during 2000–2010. A 
World Bank study stated that Chile’s evaluation 
program “has not showed yet the specific way or 
degree in which it contributes to increasing the 

effectiveness and efficiency of public expenditure” 
(Rojas et al. 2005, 16). Furthermore, these M&E 
tools may not have become systematically linked 
to other monitoring frameworks developed within 
the Chilean government during the same period. 
In particular, this has been the case with regards to 
MINSEGPRES’s scheme for monitoring ministe-
rial goals and indicators, which has been in place 
since the early 1990s. These are issues that will 
certainly remain central challenges for the Chilean 
government in the near future.

Concluding Remarks 
This note has provided a brief introduction to 
Chile’s M&E system, from its origins in the mid-
1990s to its functional phase of 2000–2010. 
While the system is currently under revision, 
the experience of the Chilean system provides 
useful information about the way M&E works in 
practice; the benefits M&E can have for decision-
making processes, policy implementation, and 
program evaluation; and the potential limitations 
that other governments might face when develop-
ing M&E tools. 

Chile’s experience offer interesting lessons 
about the “nuts and bolts” of M&E systems, in-
cluding both advantages and potential limitations. 
For example, Chile’s various M&E tools have been 
designed to solve specific government needs, and 
not in response to external pressures or fashions. 
Performance indicators were implemented when 
the government required measurements of agency 
performance across time, and impact evaluations 
were introduced when officials realized that 
program evaluations were not providing enough 
information about policy effectiveness. Similarly, 
the Chilean experience exemplifies how timely 
and relevant M&E information can enrich deci-
sions about budgetary policy making, as well as 
about program management or policy refinement/
termination. The case of Chile suggests how a 
strong institutional leadership (for example, 
DIPRES) might be key for ensuring a system’s 
institutionalization and continued relevance, but 
might also bias the purpose of the system and the 
way information is eventually used or owned. In 
the end, the Chilean experience exemplifies how 
M&E capacity building is a long-term process, in 
which methodologies need to be adjusted, practi-
cal shortcomings periodically addressed, and the 
design and use of M&E tools continually adapted.
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