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The “Rural-Sensitive Evaluation Model” for evaluation of

local governments’ sensitivity to rural issues in &rbia

Branislav Milic, Natalija Bogdanov, Wim Heijman

Abstract
In the search for an adequate set of indicatorsneasure the level of pro-rural aspirations

of Local Governments (LG), the main existing apphas to endogenous development have
been examined. However, the conclusion must benibra¢ of them seem to fit the needs
completely. For this reason, a new index, the MpaicRural-Sensitive Index (MRSI), has
been developed, representing the base for the R@masitive Evaluation Model (RSEM). The
MRSI integrates the key features of the LEADERigbmEntre Actions de Développement
Rural) philosophy, consisting of 41 rural-sensitimdicators, grouped into 3 categories and
7 sub-categories. The resulting MRSI scores alloguigk comparison between LGs, show
changes over time and assists in establishing méraork for institutional and guided rural
development advancing towards set standards. Tégiempoutlines the development of the
RSEM and methods of use, including the calculati@thodology. It also shows the main
features of the RSEM as demonstrated from its egjpbin to test cases.

Keywords: Evaluation, Model, LEADER, Local Governtne

JEL classification: C52, C54, H11, 021, R58.

1. INTRODUCTION

Making public sector organisations work better s cof the most persistent and
difficult challenges in development and developmeobperation. At the same time,
according to the European Commission (EC, 2003hing is more crucial for achieving
sustained progress, growth and poverty reductiomithErmore, as Barquero (2002)
emphasized, institutional development is a majap stowards economic growth and
structural transformation.

New Public Management (NPM) is the theory behirartiost recent paradigm change
in how the public sector is to be governed (Lank,,J2000). One of the most important
strongholds of the NPM concept is the significahtartge in the relationship between
government institutions (central and local) on @me hand and citizens on the other. This
relationship is changing in favour of the citizemBo are treated as customers, clients and
main beneficiaries of the public sector that ispr@sent, more oriented towards assessing its
performance (Vigoda-Gadot, E. et al. 2004, refgrttmnThomas and Palfrey, 1996).

Page 2 of 17



Ancona - 12%' EAAE Seminar
"Evidence-Based Agricultural and Rural Policy Magin

Baum, S., and P. Weingarten (2005, p. 218), ancei@&., and F. Tddling (2002, p.
195) express the need for a coherent analyticaléveork capable of guiding and visualizing
the impact of rural development (RD) policies alsbaf defining the role of governments.
The increasing importance of sub-national actors RD, as expressed through
decentralization and transfer of power from higherlower levels of government, is
noticeable (OECD, 2006) and perceived as efficiefiective and more economical. OECD
(2006a), referring to Bryden (2005), provides #ratle for such a tendency depicted by five
key words: Transparency, Subsidiarity, Competitegs Heterogeneity and Cost savings.

Decentralised planning and implementation in RDhseguently, require deep-seated
changes to the attitudes and practice of admitiistraespecially at the local level. Local
government should be judged according to the diffee it makes in people's liveSdlvin,
1997).

While a vast amount of institutional policy casadés and institutional assessment
models exists, institutional developers have natdeveloped standardised procedures for
using this information to foster institutional clg@s towards rural issues. A range of
government policies and institutional organisatidasnot focus on the specific needs of rural
areas and which apply the same criteria for bothl mnd urban areas. Referring to Ostrom
(2007), Theesfeld et al. (2010) highlighted diveesgd complex relationships between
economics and political science which has challdnglee interdisciplinary field of
institutional analysis. However, these authors hstilé advocated for scientifically well-
founded ex-ante policy assessment from an ingiitati perspective, rather than for the
assessment of the impact of institutions featurebthe ways in which institutions can be
altered to deliver more reliable policies.

Serbian context has been facing a slow decentiialisin RD policy definition and
implementation. Referring to Haggblade et al., @00Bogdanov (2007) stressed the
importance of local initiatives. She said that ldecitiatives and support always bears more
weight than state policy and state programs, becdasal authorities focus less on
development inequality in their own environmentaydia better understanding of resources
and problems and are more efficient in program émantation. Additionally, she elaborates
upon the low level of local capacity developmenttie Serbian context, and trust in
local/rural structures and organisations. Accordiogher findings, local administration is
characterized by insufficient organisational ordetithin its structures. Moreover,
approximately 60% of Serbian municipal authoritiese no clear view of their own role in
solving existing problems of the rural populatidiis situation is often argued as a result of
the modest central support as well as LGS’ budbetsalso a strong mistrust among key
stakeholders of local economic development.

The hypothesis we considered in this paper is ehewing: “If the problems of rural
communities and the actions taken by local decisiakers to resolve these problems are
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identified, than rural “welfare” will be improved”.In this paper we argue that with the
confluence of questioning RD objectives and theotligion process in Serbia, it is important
to develop more effective and multi-dimensional ngaf evaluating LGs’ rural-sensitivity.
By this paper we elaborate the Rural-Sensitive Eat@n Model (RSEM), (Milic, 2009), a
tool for assessing how LG works to promote wider étijectives.

Despite a great need for them, similar models matdoeen tested in Serbia until now.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF THE RSEM

A broad range of rural experiences across the Eltlaa changed role of local actors
in development processes, have been factors fthimking the previous RD approach.
Accordingly, the EC wanted local actors to workethger in a community-based approach to
find innovative solutions to rural problems whicbutd reflect what is best suited to their
areas (Woods, M., 2008). In response to theseadispis, LEADER (Liaison Entre Actions
de Développement Rural) was launched in 1991 method of mobilising and delivering
RD in local rural communities, rather than a fixeat of measures to be implemented (EC,
2006).

The EU posed unequivocal objectives for rural actapplying LEADER (Milic,
2009). It was (a) partnership instead of individohaviours, and (b) innovative solutions to
meet rural problems instead of old fashioned apggves through transferring non-applicable
development models or repeating the same actioeghehthey yield results or not.

A number of studies analyzing the applicability afficiency of the LEADER method
have been undertaken. Shucksmith et al. (2005staasd that OIR (2004) aimed exactly at
analyzing the issues of whether and how (far) iddial LEADER features of the method as
a whole are applied in the “classical” RD measufidse overall conclusion was that the
LEADER method is applicable to a whole range of Ri2asures. There are positive
outcomes with respect to institutional changes ab, wspecially (a) regional value added,
including, the development of soft factors like tidpation of different groups of actors, or
efficient decentralized management and financiiby, pfoduction of synergies with other
regional development measures, and (c) feasifithe different features of the LEADER
method.

The implementation of the LEADER initiative is folled by the decentralisation of
governing and the increased importance of sub-malt@ctors in RD.

Encouraging involvement of local actors in the depment process, as a main pillar
of the RSEM, matches the main principles of the DER philosophy. A decision on what
should be measured in order to define a communstyaarural sensitive community,
accordingly, has its roots in the LEADER philoso@nd related key features (Milic, 2010):
area-based approach, bottom - up approach, pubtizate partnership, integrated approach,
innovation, cooperation and networking (Table 1).
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Table 1: Inter-relations between the LEADER apphoaicd Rural-sensitive evaluation model

(RSEM)

LEADER

RSEM

Key Features

Overall Questions

Goals

Rationales

To what extent has the

Fostering of
endogenous

Rural areas with potential for endogenous

Area-based development are attractive regions for

area-based approach development. d

. evelopment (Barquero, A., V2002,165-
approach been applied? Rethinking rural 169) P (Barg 2
territorial unit. '

To what extent has the L

bottom — up approach Local developmgnt policy is baged on a new
Bottom-up . - form of regulation of the relations among

been applied? Participatory ; P ;
approach desiani ¢ economic, political and social actors.
Public- To vyhat gxten} has lthe deS|g|n|ng N t (OECD, 2006). It is important to go over the
private part|(:|p§1t|o_n orrura evelopmen benefits to be gained from change to good

population in the processes.

partnership

development processes
been supported?

practice, and to get local actors to change
their priorities.

To what extent have RD

Balancing and
integrating the

Definition of Local Development Strategy
(LDS), EC (2005): _a coherent set of

:te?(;gtcehd issues been considered Zﬁi;?é'nﬁgggp'c and operationgo meet local objectives and needs
PP integrally? . implemented in partnership at the appropriate
graily
components of life level
in a rural area. )
A term “losing area”, defined as a
Leading the local consequence of increasing competitiveness
- - among different areas can be defined as a
To what extent have the administration in a 9 hical that lost a “svst ti
. innovative approaches  new and unique geographical space fhal fos® a  sys.ematic
Innovation been applied? aporoach of local comparative advantage” (Seri, F2003).
pplied: RFI):?' Many traditional rural communities that are
.|stsues currently unable to cope with innovation and
maintenance. modern competition are actually “losing
areas”.
i-lr—m?evr\irt]:rtri(te;(ﬁearln have the Human relationships are the pillar of all
cooperation. networkin economic activities (Putnam, R., 2000). The
and?or cross’-border 9 Reinforcin more the different actors in a region merge
. . nel Ing their individual problem-solving efforts, the
Cooperation cooperation been influence and higher the problem-solving capacity will be
Networking ~ supported? activity of

To what extent has the
organizational capacity
of rural communities
been supported?

cooperating parties.

within that region. Development cooperation,
therefore, should assist in improving the
networking capacity between regional actors
(Rauch, T., et. al. 2001).

Source: Authors

In addition, the RSEM considers two more aspettte: position of women and youth in rural
areas and the impact of local administration emgdsyon the overall goals of RD.
Accordingly, the RSEM intends to answer to theteslaoverall questions: to what extent has
the local RD policy contributed to improve the ation of women and youth in rural areas?,

Page 5 of 17



Ancona - 12%' EAAE Seminar
"Evidence-Based Agricultural and Rural Policy Magin

and to what extent has the local public administratontributed to the improvement of the
rural situation?.

Since the clients of public services differ in thdemands and expectations, it is
necessary to orient services towards these diffeseim order to be efficient. The gender-
and youth-sensitive approach to local policy desigd implementation has contributed to a
better identification of rural needs, strengthssgiailities, threats and weaknesses within a
territory.

Rauch, T., et al. (2001), in analyzing the wayssefuring target group and gender
differentiation within regional RD policies, stretsmt those policies have to: (a) be based on
information on different population groups; (b) sife which population groups will receive
special attention; (c) design exclusive servicas support measures tailored to the situation
of such groups; and (d) involve representativeslishdvantaged groups in planning and
implementation.

The RSEM treats the local administration as thedysaf local political and economic
changes. To increase responsiveness in public &tnaion organizations, it is essential to
constantly evaluate the citizens-clients' percegtiof various service providers (OECD
2006a, referring to Vigoda-Gadot, E., 2000b). Ading to Vigoda-Gadot, E(2003), a
responsive politician or bureaucrat must be reactsympathetic, sensitive, and capable of
feeling the public’'s needs and options. Since theds and demands of a heterogeneous
society are dynamic, it is vital to develop systBmapproaches to understanding that
society.

Lower overall resources capacities, including lovpepulation density and lower
business outcomes, result in the provision of sesvibeing less dense in Less Favoured
Areas (LFAY than in non-LFA areas. Accordingly, the RSEM idnoes two different
approaches for two different types of rural ardag,setting up requirements for LFA
municipalities to be considered as rural- senstiva lower level.

3. CONTENT AND STRUCTURE OF THE RSEM

The RSEM is composed of the Municipal Rural-Sewsitndex (MRSI). The MRSI is
determined by its structure and scoring systemlélrapTable 3 and Scheme 2).

The first step in designing the MRSI was a decisiarnwhat should be measured in
order to define a LG as a rural-sensitive, i.e.db&rmination of data types, necessary for
this purpose. Accordingly, a group of principlekated to the criteria for selecting the MRSI
indicators have been taken into account.

! Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Water Managent Republic of Serbia has defined Serbian LFA0A5.
The criteria for defining these areas are not cetepf compliant with the EU requirements.
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Van de Kerka, G., et. al. (2008), referring to augr of authors (Nagelhout, 2006; Bell
and Morse, 2003; Meadows, 1998; Guy and Kibert8)98as stated that indicators have to
be selected carefully, and must be: (a) relevanttfe issue; (b) measurable; (c) available
from public sources, scientific or institutionatf) (reliable; (e) recent and regularly updated;
(H independent from each other. Referring to tmevipus work of several authors and
practitioners (Palfrey et al., 1992; Winkler, 198lgtional Consumer Council, 1986; DHSS,
1979), Vigoda (2003) highlighted suggestions tcbetate which performance indicators
could be considered good indicators of public golimitcomes. The results of monitoring
these indicators can help to: (a) understand andblesh public needs; (b) develop,
communicate and distribute public services; andigsess the degree of satisfaction with the
services.

In order to follow the statements above, each efghenomena in the LG's relations
towards rural issues and each particular changalefined in three-level structure of the
MRSI (Table 2, Table 3, Scheme 1):

1. Type of indicators (Tol)
2. Indicators’ Area (I1A)
3. Indicatof

Three main Tols are composed of seven IAs whichaiom set of minimal conditions,
required for each LG to be treated as sufficientlsal sensitive (NLiC, 2010) (Table 2,
Scheme 1).

Tol/l pertains to monitoring the extent and manimewhich LG changes over time.
Additionally, Tol/l measures the level of particilzan and coordination of activities amongst
relevant stakeholders. Five IAs (1-5), contained al/l, are based upon key features of the
LEADER approach.

Tol/ll measures the influence and participationsehsitive groups within the rural
population on/in overall management of the LG aruduides IAG.

Tol/lll incorporates 1A7 and measures the impact &f administrations’ features on
the overall RD objectives and their willingnesddster changes endogenously.

41 indicators are classified into seven IAs andeoefthe minimum conditions,
guantifying the extent to which a particular indarais met. 35 indicators are obligatory
while 6 are optional (Table 2, Scheme 1). Additlgnaach particular IA, except 1A7, has
one “Primary” indicator (Scheme 1). For greaternuaacy, the MRSI introduces 110 indicator
variances (1Vs), allowing deeper LG insights anelcgge quantification of differences among
LGs.

2 For the purpose of the Municipal Rural-Sensitivdex, definition of the term “indicator” could be @ained through the
definition provided in the OECD’s glossary of Kegrins in Evaluation (OECD, 2002) as follows: “Qutative or qualitative
factor or variable that provides a simple and bdéiameans to measure achievement, to reflect thages connected to an
intervention, or to help assess the performaneedsfvelopment actor”.
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Table 2: Content of the Municipal Rural-Sensitineléx (Tol-Type of indicators, 1A-
Indicator area, |- indicator)

Toll Indicators pertaining to the functioning approac
IA1  Area-based approach within the local administration
11 Population (No, density, age structure) of the area

12 No of initiatives launched by the LG that affecthd rural population of the neighbouring LG(s)

No of self-initiated consultative meetings with regentatives of other LG(s) and with representatofe
the ministry, with the RD as a topic

14 No of initiatives pertaining to the continued wank joint creation of local policies launched by tt@&

No of initiatives pertaining to the continued wank joint creation of local policies launched byearth

15 and accepted by the LG

1% Bottom-up approach within the local administratidnfluence of local administration on cooperation
and partnership

6 Existence of a special board responsible to cteaté activities/decision making/strategic selectad
new programs related to RD

17 No of local social groups included in the boarmsponsible for local activities/decision makingl&tgic
selection of new programs related to RD

8 No of initiatives (training, active participatiopromotional set, a common lobby, etc.) launchethley
LG with the aim to unite local stakeholders fromthtee sectors/in the current year (CY)

9 Establishment of direct cooperation between thellactors, representatives of at least 2 sectors
supported by local actors’ representatives of tiivel sector/CY

110 Application of transparent criteria by LG in selag the actions/programmes/projects/designed in a

participatory manner, in the process of definilbthaeee sectors of local actors, took the part

IA3  Creation and implementation of strategic documesitted to RD

111 Existence of a local RD strategy or one that isentty being designed

Existence of a strategic and/or planning docunteattis not directly related to RD, but in which RD

112

one of the key development areas of the LG

Representatives of non-governmental sector andessisector have been consulted during the dekign o
113 strategic and/or planning documents through thieeparticipation of their representatives and fakrm

membership in the working groups and other bodispansible for planning and defining the strategic
documents

Representatives of rural population have been dtmuswduring the designing of strategic and/or plag
114  documents through the active participation of thefiresentatives, and formal membership in the ingrk
groups and other bodies responsible for plannindefining the strategic documents

IA4  Application of innovative approaches in RD plannargl implementation

No of free of charge trainings aiming to increaapability to apply innovations in rural environmie

115 and/or lower costs of training for the rural pogigia/CY

116 No of innovations supported by the LG and No ofis&gholds/rural communities influenced by the
innovation/CY

117 No of activities related to adaptation of admirdsitre procedures for the rural population (trantgiam,
supply, timely information, etc.)/CY

18 No of cultural activities in the rural environmehtt contributed to promotion of the local identiyd

tourist attractions/CY

119 No of activities aiming to increase awareness erintportance of innovative approach to RD and\its o
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capacity to take initiatives/CY

120 No of marketing activities aiming to involve stakdtters in the process of innovation/CY

121 No of considered measures, related to the RD akettinto account by other policies or other
programmes at the national level/CY

122 No of activities supporting the integration of Epean standards whilst, at the same time, preselvoad
distinctiveness/CY

123 No of activities supporting the adaptation of adstiative and financial frameworks to better fieth
special needs of rural population/CY

124 The initiative for these activities has been lawatthy the LG itself

IA5  Multi-level cooperation and networking

125 No of joint activities among LG(s), regions witharcountry/partner LG(s), rural areas, regions and/o
local actors from neighbouring countries/CY

126 No of inter-municipal, regional, inter-territoripfojects/activities directed at rural areas, neking
activity and cross-border cooperation on RD isST¥s/

127 No of exchanges in RD among the administratiorSarbia and agreements on further cooperation/CY
Existence of the LG's web site in Serbian, Englishguage of the most represented national minority

128 within the territory and/or in the language at tebsf the neighbouring states (if this country sloet use
the language of the most represented nationalntyneithin the territory of the LG, as its offidia
language)

Tol2 Indicators pertaining to the impact of social inclision on the overall objectives of sustainable RD

1A6 Position of women and youth (W&Y) in rural areas

129 Participation of W&Y in the process of decision-rimak(through direct participation) as well as ie th
boards responsible for decision making/CY

130 No of activities and/or decisions made by the baasponsible for decision-making directed towards
improving the situation of W&Y in rural areas/CY

131 No of activities and/or measures directed towdneésdefinition of special, more favourable condigmf
employment of W&Y from rural areas and/or to ename quality of life in rural areas/ CY

Tol3 Indicators pertaining to the impact of local adminstration personnel on the overall objectives of
sustainable RD

1A7 Personnel's approach toward RD

132 Commitment to the rural issues/Motivation

133 Proactive, focused direction

134 Just-in-time resourcing

135 Flexibility/Adaptability

136 Long-term thinking

137 Team work/employee influence/sharing information

138 Credibility/Competence

139 Comprehension/A broad understanding of rural issues

140 Creativity/A unique perspective - one not providdany other LG

141 Continuous improvement

Source: Own elaboration
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The RSEM is supported by a scoring system (Tab&cBeme 1). Indicators and IVs carry a
certain number of points. Compared to correlatelitators, Vs carry a different number of points
defined by adding or, in three cases, by reduckigperalues. The scoring system is structured for
each IA in four levels:

Level 1-correlates to achievement of priority iradars or 1Vs (Schemel). This minimum
value is intended to show that a municipal admiai&in has achieved the basic minimum, but still
considers RD issues as specific issues and hasi@ peeviously established orientation towards
RD which is in accordance with the MRSI.

Level 2-represents the threshold at which a mualiitip can be described as being
sufficiently rural-sensitive and proves that cordis set by obligatory indicators are achievede Th
achievement of not-obligatory indicators shows ghbr degree of sensitivity to rural issues. Each
of the IA’s bears the same value (5.00) necesgaetlare a municipality as sufficiently rural-
sensitive.

Level 3-represents the maximum score for a pagiclh that can be attained by a
municipality. This score proves that all requirethsefor particular 1A are fulfilled.

Level 4 -the maximum number of points, 100 (sunthef maximum number of points within
each IA), represents the MRSI.

Table 3: The scoring system in the Municipal RiBahsitive Index

Indicator Area

Stage Number of points
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Mini ;

1 inimum required to be 1.00 1.00 0.75 05 2.00 1.50 1.00
evaluated
Minimum required to be

2 L 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
rural-sensitive

3 Maximum 8.00 7.50 11.00 18.00 12.50 7.00 36.00

Municipal Rural-Sensitive
4 Index (MRSI), > Level 3 100
IA's (1,2,3,4,5,6,7)

Source: Own elaboration
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Scheme 1: Structure, content and scoring systetedfunicipal Rural-Sensitive Index with depictiohprimary (P), mandatory (M)
and non-mandatory (N) indicators

|TOII 57. |
| AL, 8.0 | | IA 2 75 || IA 3 11.0 || IA 4 18.0 || IA5 12 |
11, M, 1.0, | 12, M, 2. | 16, M, 1.0 || 17, M, 1. || 111, N, 5.( | 112, M, | 115, M, 1.C || 16, M, 3.0 || 125, M, 2.5 126, M,
P 3.0,P 3.0,P
| 14,M, 2.5 || 18, M, 2.5 | 19, M, 3.0, | 113, M, 1.C | | 117, M, 3.C || 118, M, 1.( || 127, M, 4. |
P
13, M, 1. | 15N, 0.5 || 110, M, 1.C | 119, M,
1.0,P
| 123, M, 3.5 || 124, N, 1.( |
Tol Il 7.0 | | Tol Il a |
| IA 6 7.0 | | A7 30.0 + 6. |
If%"\é’ | 131, M, 2.5 | | 132, M, 3.0 || 133, M, 3. || 134, M, 3.( || 135, M, 3.( || 136, M, 3.( |
- | 137, M, 3. || 138, M, 3.( || 139, M, 3.( || 140, M, 3.( || 141,M, 3.C |

Source: Own elaboration
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4. THE USE OF THE RSEM

Once it had been determined what changes are toebsured, the next step was to decide
how to measure them, i.e., how to apply the RSEM.

Although the RSEM is clearly and precisely definedll its parts, it is expected that plans
and research methods should be approached withiagncievel of flexibility as well as informality.
RSEM anticipates that evaluators, who are deeply ira@lin the communities, will use semi-
structured interviews. On-the-spot analysis shdigldh part of evaluators' approach to the topic. It
helps evaluators to constantly review and anallie& findings to decide how to move forward.
This approach builds on the increasing understanttiat the team builds up over time and allows a
change of focus as issues emerge. Accordinglyapipeoach itself is semi-structured and is revised
as the fieldwork proceeds.

Application of the RSEM involves three key steps:

1. Assessment of the current situation in LG.

2. Observations of information gathered.

3. Provision of guidelines and recommendations for rcsming/improving the existing
situation.

The RSEM assumes that the first step will be agptigectly, during the process of “in-
depth” evaluation through questionnaires, semictiined interviews and focus groups. A team of
experienced and sufficiently trained evaluatorsufsing the RSEM is required.

All three steps in applying this model are greddlgilitated by questionnaires and software,
two key auxiliary tools which are, at the same timéegral parts of the RSEM.

4.1 Questionnaires

A set of key multilevel question areas are usedditect the rural-sensitive findings with
each question level associated with a particulaand/or particular indicator.
The RSEM questionnaires distinguish five typesudsgions (Scheme 1):

1. Overall questions accompanied by a particular ¥ty to provide broad, first impressions
related to the certain IA.

2. Specific questions help to determine the specifitiviies launched by municipal
administration which guide us towards conclusionetlier the municipality is rural
sensitive or not. The group of questions also exabb to define the deficiencies that the
municipal administration has to overcome in the iogperiod to be considered to have
paid enough attention to rural issues.

3. Quantitative questions aim to quantify activitiesl @orresponding sub activities defined by
the group of questions at the second level. Theenyidg questions that appear in this
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group of questions are the questions: "How many®@'"&lumber of activities". The ‘hard
figures’ produced by quantitative methodologies aracial to building the case for
addressing the municipalities’ sensitivity level oaral issues, but also rural-urban
differences, even if these figures are often caeteand subject to interpretation.
Qualitative questions have the aim to qualitativelaluate the quantitatively expressed
activities and enable the evaluator to get a thghquicture of the activities undertaken by
the municipal administration. Qualitative methodpés, in contrast to quantitative ones,
enable a more in-depth examination of ‘quality’activities (those that are already taken,
in progress, and those that are planned, as vihy behind the figures such as social
processes, social relations, power dynamics, lamdl the ‘quality’ of awareness towards
rural issues, quality of equalities, all of whickedifficult to measure with quantitative
methods. Questions that suggest the qualitativéuatien within the RSEM are mainly
related to the question "How?", "What is the pugo§ activities?", "By whom the action
was taken in each stage?", "Who initiated the &gtV "What are the main results?" and so
on.

While the first four types of questions are aime@\aluating the situation in LGs, the fifth

type of question is aimed at self-evaluation of REEM.

5. These questions aim to assess the respondentss wavthe RSEM itself, its structure,

accessibility and model’s key features. It alsosegras the base for the RSEM'’s further
adjustments.
Despite a clear structure of the RSEM'’s applicaipproach, it is required to proof the data

gathered and indicators achieved by a list of atl documents.

4.2 Software

For the purposes of the RSEM, a database has lesetoged within the software package.

Technologies used in the construction of the da@ae the following:

PHP server-side scripting language, version 5.2.9

MySQL database, version 5.0.81

Flex Free Open source Framework, SDK version 3.3

Apache 2.2.11 UNIX Server

Login information contained in the database:

Manual data entry indicator check; the system stpmimultaneous work of multiple users
(evaluators/questionnaire users and supervisorai@gtrators evaluation forms users)

Excel report tables

CSV text report files

Data output comprises:
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» 3 types of charts, PNG image displayed on the chidint the legend (Figurel), PDF format
adapted for printing, with text and images indicatoart with legends

» Excel report tables

» CSV text report files

5 DISCUSSIONS ANDCONCLUSIONS

The RSEM has been tested by analyzing data gatleredir LGs in Eastern Serbidhe
RSEM was tested and adapted until a satisfactorgl lef accuracy and logical reliability was
achieved. Sixteen employees of LGs (Golubac LG-3jdshpek LG-6, Sokobanja LG-3, Z&ge
LG-4), ranging from Deputy Mayors to Directors afdal Economic Development (LED) offices to
RD experts, took part in testing the RSEM.

Based on the responses, the RSEM meets expediedbcThe RSEM structure can monitor
dynamic changes, measure progress over time aadwee differences in progress achieved in the
rural-sensitivity level among different LGs (Figutke

Testing the sensitivity level of municipalities taral issues revealed that none of the
municipalities observed have made sufficient pregtewards the requirements set by the RSEM.
The detailed findings from the RSEM testing willtrme elaborated in this paper, however we
would like to introduce one example of the restiitt were obtained by using the RSEM.

The results of our research show that among theitséty factors analyzed, the biggest
progress has been achieved in the field of the(FAgure 1). Generally, the observed municipalities
possess institutional and organizational capaditigsster RD issues. All parameters show a highly
developed awareness of needs, weaknesses andnpsadfieural communities, as well as needs for
their intensive participation in community develaggm Commitment to rural issues and motivation
of the personnel to change the current way the di@imistration functions and to achieve a greater
impact on rural communities were expressed duhiigyresearch. This can be explained by the fact
that, in recent years, the municipal administratims been involved in activities, organized by
national and international institutions, related tte promotion of rural development, local
partnerships, social inclusion and a participagggroach.
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Figure 1. Ex: Comparison of results obtained inrfawnicipalities by using the Rural-
sensitive evaluation model, Indicator Area 7 “Parsd’s approach to rural development”

Municipality of Golubac Municipality of Majdanpek
Indicator 6 Indicator 6
Points : 1.00 Points ; 3.00
Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00
Indicator 7 Indicator 5 Indicator 7 Indicator 5
Points : 1.00 Points : 1.00 Points : 2.00 Paints : 2.00
Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3,00
Indicator 8 Indicator 4 Indicator 8 Indicator 4
Points : 100 Points : 1.00 Points : 3.00 Points : 2.00
Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00 Heamum:: 3.00 Madimum; 30
Indicator 9 ’ Indicator 3 [n.d\mtm 9 Indicator 3
P sFiinke B0 Points : 2.00 Points : 3.00
i ' Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00
Maximum : 3.00 ‘ Maximum : 3,00
: Indicator 10 Indicator 2
Indicator 10 Indicator 2 Pinits : 1.00 Points : 2,00
Polnts:: 1,00 Points : 0.00 Maximum | 3.00 Maximum : 3,00
Maximum : 3.00 \ Maximurn : 3.00
Indicator 1
Indicator 1 Points : 2.00
Points : 2.00 Maximum : 3.00
Maximum : 3.00
- . Municipality of Zajecar
Municipality of Sokobanja Indicator 6
Indicator 6 Points : 1.00
Points : 1,00 Maximum ¢ 3.00
Mexicnuon 3.0 Indicator 7 Indicator 5
Indicator 7 Indicator 5 Points : 0.00 Paints : 1,00
Points : 2.00 Points : 2.00 Maximum ; 3.00 Maximum : 3.00
Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00
Indicator 8 Indicator 4
Indicator 8 7 Indicator 4 Points : 1.00 Peints : 1.00
Points ; 1.00 \ l Points ! 1.00 Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00
Maximum : 3.00 “" Maximum : 3.00
b— 4 Indicator 9 Indicator 3
Indicator 9 7 ‘(‘p Indicator 3 Points : 0,00 Points ; 2.00
Points : 1.00 Points : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00
Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00
e Indicator 10 Indicator 2
Indicator 10 Indicator 2 Points : 1,00 Points : 0.00
Points : 2.00 Points.: 2.00 Maximum ; 3.00 Maximum ; 3,00
Maximum : 3.00 Maximum : 3.00
Indicator 1
Indicator 1 Paints ; 1.00
Points ; 2.00 Maximum : 3,00
Maximurm : 3.00
Legend

= Minimum number of points required to be a candidate for the certification
— Achieved number of points

. Maximum number of points
Source: Own elaboration

Moreover, the model makes it possible to simulatults according to different priorities
defined. Accordingly, the use of RSEM is universabugh in interventions at all policy levels from
state government, through development agenciethetdocal level. As part of a self-monitoring
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process, the model should serve as a tool to eegluzonitor and measure the level of effects
achieved and overall local policy goals reachednitéoing and evaluating the rural-sensitive
activities of local administrations through the R&Eeveals the gaps between their commitment
and actual implementation and impact.

The RSEM provides a base for focusing policy dehatnd potential future policy
developments, allowing rural-sensitive findingsb® used as a tool to lobby the Government and
other agencies to adopt a more rural-responsiveppetive. The RSEM can thus be used to hold
decision-makers accountable for their actions eir lack of actions. Finally, it can also be used t
measure the outcomes and impacts of non-ruralfspegoials and activities on RD and urban/rural
inequality.

According to the respondents’ views, the RSEM dbotes to encouraging local self-
governments in their new role of rural governantee RSEM is seen as a tool which helps to
reinforce the internal cohesion of an area and,bbpsting the local identity and image,
consequently making better use of local resourédso, respondents stated that the RSEM
contributes to leveraging other RD actions andfogmammes and encourages exchanges with the
outside world and opening-up to the global comnyunit

Finally, the big advantage of RSEM is the fact that relatively simple to handle with key
features, flexibility and adaptability.

The long-term impact of RSEM extends beyond théodeof its application as established
and specialized partnerships should continue tdlenthe sustainability of the RD support
activities.

The lack of political will in considering RSEM'’s salts could be a great threat to the
effectiveness of RSEM. Moreover, data collectiod analysis may be labour-intensive and time-
consuming for both evaluators and those undergeiaduation. Another threat is the way in which
the RSEM is applied. One challenge lies with coawig non-rural specialists to use this tool. This
testing exposed certain shortcomings of a purelgstionnaire-based methodological approach.
The RSEM should ideally be used by evaluators whkdrained in using it, who are selected from
various professional backgrounds and are personaby-sensitive.
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