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MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF SOCIAL PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS
AS A PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE OF A SOCIAL WORKER IN WARTIME

The article substantiates the relevance of monitoring and evaluation of social programs as a component of the
professional competence of a social worker in wartime. The full-scale war in Ukraine has both increased the need for
evidence regarding the relevance, effectiveness and impact of social and humanitarian programs and made it much harder
to obtain. The main challenges of conducting monitoring and evaluation in the wartime context are characterized: the high
mobility of recipients of social services, restricted access to certain territories and population groups, the loss or rapid
obsolescence of administrative data, the difficulty of conducting repeated measurements, the security and ethical risks of
data collection, and the instability of the external conditions of program implementation. Particular attention is paid to
the methodological complexity of evaluating the impact of social programs amid a multiplicity of social and humanitarian
interventions and the influence of a considerable number of external factors. The authors argue that outcomes should be
distinguished from impact, and attribution from the contribution of a social program to the changes achieved. The authors
propose their own definition of the M&E competence of a social worker as an integrated ability to methodologically
substantiate, plan and conduct monitoring and evaluation of social programs, to work critically with data and to use the
evidence obtained for professional and managerial decision-making. Within the structure of this competence, analytical-
methodological, research-instrumental, evaluative-interpretive, managerial, ethical and context-adaptive components are
distinguished. The experience of developing the M&E competence of students at the second (master’s) level of higher
education within the educational and professional program “Monitoring and Evaluation of Social Programs” at Borys
Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan University is described. The prospects for developing this professional competence in
order to ensure the evidence base of social work and the quality of social services during the war and the post-war
recovery of Ukraine are determined.

Keywords: monitoring, evaluation, social project, program, social service, social worker, martial law, professional
competence of a social worker.
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MOHITOPUHT I OIHIOBAHHS COLIAJIBHUX MPOEKTIB I IPOI'PAM
SIK MPO®ECINHA KOMIETEHTHICTH COLIAJIBHOI'O MPALIIBHUKA
B YMOBAX BIMHU

Y cmammi 061pynmosano axmyansHicms MOHIMOPUHEY Ul OYIHIOBAHHSA COYIANLHUX NPOSPAM AK CKAA00801 NPOecitinoi
KOMNemeHmHOCI COYianbHO20 NPAYi6HUKA 8 yMogax eilinu. Tlokazano, ujo nosHomacumaoua eilina 6 Ykpaiui 0OHouacHo
nocunuia nompedy 8 00Ka3ax w000 penesanmHoOCmi, pPe3yIbMAmuUSHOCIi Ma 6Nau8y COYIANIbHUX I 2YMAHIMapHux
npocpam i Cymmeeo yckaaonuaa npoyec ix ompumants. CXapaxmepu3o8ano 0CHOBHI BUKIUKU 30IICHEHHS MOHIMOPUH2Y
Ul OYIHIOBAHHS ) BOCHHOMY KOHMEKCMI: BUCOKY MOOIIbHICIb OMPUMYBAYI8 COYIANbHUX NOCTY2, 0OMedCeH s 00Cmyny 00
OKpeMux mepumopiti i epyn Haceienus, empamy ado weuoxe 3acmapieants AOMIHICIMPaAMueHUX OaHux, CKIAOHICMb
NPOBeOeHHs NOSMOPHUX BUMIDIOBAHDL, OE3NEeKO8l Ma emuyHi pusuxu 300py iHpopmayii, HecmabitbHiCMb 306HIUWHIX
ymos peanizayii npoepam. Ocoonuey yeazy NpudileHo MemoooN02iYHil CKAAOHOCTI OYIHIOBAHHA GNIUSY COYIANLHUX
npPoSPAM 8 YMOBAX MHONCUHHOCHIL COYIANbHUX T 2YMAHIMAPHUX 8MPYYaHb MA Oii 3HAYHOT KITbKOCMI 306HIUHIX YUHHUKIS.
O01pyHmosarno HeoOXIOHICIb PO3PI3HEHHS Pe3VIbManis, 8Naugy, ampubyyii ma 6HecKy COYianbHOI npoepamu y 00CAeHymi
3MIHU. 3anpononoeano aemopcvke eusHavenus MiO-komnemenmuocmi coyianbHO20 NPayi6HUKA K IHMeSPO8anHoi
30amuocmi MemoO0oN02IUHO 0OIPYHMO8Y8aAmuU, NIAHY8amu ma 30MICHIO8AMU MOHIMOPUHE | OYIHIOBAHHS COYIATLHUX
npOSPaM, KpUumuyHo npayioeamu. 3 OGHUMU MA BUKOPUCINOBY8AMY OMPUMAHT 00KA3U OISl NPOECIiHO20 Ul YNPaGNIHCHKO20
npuuHamms pzmeHb Y empyxkmypi yiei komnemenmnocmi 6UOKpeMIEHO AHATTMUKO-MEMOO0N02IYHUL, 00CTIOHUYbKO-
IHCMpYMeHmanvHutl, OYIHIOB8ANLHO-IHMEPNPEMayitinui, YNpasniHCbKull, emudyHuti ma KOHMeKCMHO-A0anmugHull
Komnounenmu. Posxpumo 0oceio gopmysanns MiO-komnemenmuocmi 3000y6auie 0pyeo2o (Macicmepcvkoco) pieHs
sUOI 0CBIMU 6 MexHcax ocsimubo-npogheciiinoi npoepamu «Monimopune i oyinka coyiarvuux npoepamy Kuiscvroeo
cmonuuHo20 yHisepcumemy imeri bopuca I pinuenxa. Busnaueno nepcnexmugnicms po3eumxy i0nosioHoi npogheciiinoi
KOMnemeHmHocmi 015 3a0e3neyeHHs 00KA3080CMi CoyianbHoi pobomu ma aKOCmi coyianbHux nociye nio yac GiuHu ma
NOBOEHHO20 BIOHOBNIEHHA YKpaiHu.

Kniouosi cnosa: monimopune, OYiHI08AHHS, COYIATbHUL NPOEKM, NPOSPAMA, COYIATbHI NOCTY2U, COYIANbHU NPAYIGHUK,
BOEHHULL CIAH, NPOPeCilina KOMNEMEeHMHICTb COYIATbHO20 NPAYIGHUKA.

Problem statement. The full-scale war has social problems but also the conditions of
substantially transformed the social sphere, social workers’ professional activity. Forced
changing not only the scale and structure of displacement of the population, the destruction
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of housing and social infrastructure, the loss of
sources of income, family separation, injuries
and disability, the psychosocial consequences
of the war, and the needs of veterans and their
family members and of residents of frontline
and de-occupied communities have led to the
launch of many state, municipal, civil society and
international social and humanitarian programs.

However, more social interventions do not
automatically guarantee that assistance corresponds
to the actual needs of the population or that the
expected social changes are achieved. With scarce
resources, an unstable security situation and
quickly changing needs, the key questions are how
well a social program meets the current needs of
its target groups; whether it achieves its intended
results; what intended and unintended changes it
brings about; which of its components work, for
whom and under what conditions; and whether
the continuation, adjustment or scaling up of the
program is justified.

The need to begin the planning of social
and humanitarian programs with a systematic
assessment of the problems and needs of the
population is particularly evident in de-occupied
communities. A study of one such community
showed that the destruction of infrastructure,
demographic changes, population displacement,
psychosocial traumatization and the disruption of
the social service delivery system require constant
updating of information on the situation of the
population, a combination of quantitative and
qualitative data sources, and the involvement of
local actors in setting recovery priorities (Liakh &
Dibrova, 2026).

As a result, monitoring and evaluation can
no longer be seen only as the specialized task of
a project manager, analyst or external expert.
For a social worker involved in the planning,
implementation, coordination and improvement
of social programs and social services, the ability
to work with evidence on the needs, processes,
results and consequences of a social intervention
becomes, in effect, a professional competence.
This view agrees with recent work on the
management activities of social workers, where
the monitoring and evaluation of social programs
is linked to decision-making and results-based
management (Lekholetova et al., 2026).

In Ukraine, there is one more reason why this
competence matters. The war creates a kind of
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evidence paradox: the more urgently decision-
makers need timely, reliable and relevant
data, the harder it is to obtain them. Danger to
researchers and respondents, the inaccessibility
of certain territories, the high mobility of the
population, the loss of contact with program
participants, the incompleteness of administrative
statistics, the impossibility of adhering to planned
measurement schedules, the traumatic experience
of potential respondents and constant changes in
context directly affect the quality of data and the
possibilities for their interpretation (Challenges of
doing M&E in fragile, conflict-affected and vio-
lent settings, 2024; Liakh et al., 2026).

The experience of Ukrainian organizations
during the full-scale war also shows a tension
between the need for monitoring data and the
nature of the systems used to collect them.
Monitoring is necessary for understanding
changes in clients’ needs and adapting programs
accordingly;  however, inflexible reporting
systems may create an excessive burden on
specialists and insufficiently reflect the actual

activities of organizations amid a rapidly
changing context (Lazarus et al., 2026).
It 1is especially hard to evaluate the

outcomes and impact of social programs in
this situation. The situation of a person or
community is simultaneously influenced by
a considerable number of factors: state social
policy, the activities of local self-government
bodies, international humanitarian assistance,
interventions by civil society and volunteer
organizations, changes in the security situation,
employment,  secondary  displacement  or
return, and changes in family and financial
circumstances. A recorded positive change is
therefore not enough to attribute it directly to a
specific social program (Applying Evaluation Cri-
teria Thoughtfully, 2021).

All this calls for rethinking the place of
monitoring and evaluation within the structure
of the professional competence of a social
worker and, accordingly, in the content of their
professional training.

Purpose of the article: to theoretically
substantiate the monitoring and evaluation
of social programs as a component of the
professional competence of a social worker
in wartime; to characterize the challenges,
conditioned by the wartime context, related to
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the collection and interpretation of data and to
the evaluation of the outcomes and impact of
social programs; to reveal the possibilities for
developing M&E competence in the professional
training of social workers, using the example
of the educational and professional program
“Monitoring and Evaluation of Social Programs”
at Borys Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan
University.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
In recent years, the issue of monitoring and
evaluation of social and humanitarian programs
in wartime has received growing attention in
both international and Ukrainian academic
and professional discussion. Existing studies,
however, tend to focus on separate aspects of
the problem: needs assessment, the organization
of M&E of specific programs, the evaluation
of the effectiveness of particular social work
technologies, the specifics of data collection in
conflict settings, or the managerial functions of a
social worker.

Empirical evidence of how monitoring has
changed during the war comes from the study
of program monitoring practices in Ukraine
conducted by Lazarus et al. (2026). Drawing on
26 in-depth interviews with representatives of 24
organizations, the authors analyzed the experience
of organizations that continued to implement HIV
programs during the war while simultaneously
responding to new humanitarian needs. The
study revealed a fundamental -contradiction:
staff recognized monitoring as necessary for
understanding clients’ current needs, overseeing
service delivery and adapting programs, yet
described some external reporting systems as
inflexible, burdensome and insufficiently sensitive
to the new program reality. The authors conclude
that there is a need to build monitoring systems
whose data are used by the programs themselves
to improve their activities, rather than merely
ensuring accountability to external donors
(Lazarus et al., 2026).

For social work this is a key point, since
it allows us to separate monitoring as the
formal production of reporting indicators and
monitoring as a professional tool for reflection,
learning and decision-making. The second
function matters most when the needs of target
groups change faster than approved plans and
indicator systems.
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Bakrania et al. (2021) discuss the specifics
of evaluation in fragile, conflict-affected and
humanitarian settings. The authors emphasize
that the methodological complexity of conducting
impact evaluation in such conditions does not
reduce the need for evidence. On the contrary,
decisions on the use of limited resources and
the selection of effective interventions require
proper empirical justification. Still, an unstable
environment, difficult access to respondents,
ethical risks and problems with constructing
counterfactual scenarios mean that the evaluation
design has to be adapted to the real conditions in
which it is carried out (Bakrania et al., 2021).

The OECD guidance is methodologically useful
for understanding how outcomes and impact are
evaluated. Evaluation should not be reduced to the
mechanical application of standardized criteria;
relevance, coherence, efficiency, effectiveness,
impact and sustainability should be considered
taking into account the purpose of the evaluation,
the nature of the intervention, the context and the
information needs of stakeholders (4pplying Eval-
uation Criteria Thoughtfully, 2021). For complex
social programs, it is especially important to look
at the causal contribution of an intervention and to
consider using a theory of change and contribution
analysis when establishing direct attribution is
methodologically problematic (Applying Evalua-
tion Criteria Thoughtfully, 2021).

Recent international evaluations of the
humanitarian response in Ukraine also show the
need to combine different sources and methods
of evidence. In particular, the evaluation of the
UNHCR response in Ukraine was based on a
mixed non-experimental design that combined
document analysis, key informant interviews,
focus group discussions and surveys of staff
and partners. Its findings were used both for
accountability and for strategic planning of the
further response (Featherstone et al., 2024). The
inter-agency synthesis of evaluative evidence on
the humanitarian crisis in Ukraine also focuses on
organizational learning, collective accountability
and the use of accumulated evidence for the
further improvement of the humanitarian response
(Inter-Agency Humanitarian Evaluation Steering
Group, 2025).

Ukrainian research is gradually forming its
own scholarly discourse on the evaluation of
social and humanitarian programs in wartime.
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Liakh and Dibrova (2026) looked at the
assessment of problems and needs of the
population of de-occupied communities, using
a focus group study in the Velykooleksandrivska
territorial community of Kherson Oblast. The
authors identified a number of limitations of such
assessment: the loss or obsolescence of statistical
data, uncertainty about the actual population
size due to migration processes, a high level of
psychosocial traumatization, declining trust in
institutions, the complexity of problems and the
rapid change of needs. They argue for combining
quantitative and qualitative methods, involving
local actors and using a trauma-informed
approach (Liakh & Dibrova, 2026). An important
finding is that needs assessment is not only an
analytical exercise: when residents take part in
defining problems and priorities, this can help
restore communication, trust and social cohesion
in the community.

The next level of the problem — the direct
organization of M&E of social projects
supporting internally displaced persons (IDPs) —
was investigated by Liakh et al. (2026). The
empirical basis was an online focus group with
the participation of coordinators of social projects
implemented in communities near the frontline.
The authors identified security constraints on
conducting M&E, the high mobility of aid
recipients, the resource constraints of social
service agencies, the difficulty of complying with
certain donor requirements in a volatile wartime
environment, and the insufficient preparedness
of some coordinators to conduct monitoring
and evaluation. This led the authors to stress the
need to develop social workers’ professional
competences in social project design and M&E
(Liakh et al., 2026).

Aladzhalian and Liutyi (2025) narrow the
question of evaluation down to one specific
technology of humanitarian support case
management. The analysis of the “Cash for
Protection” program, which combined a review
of case documentation with a survey of aid
recipients and case managers, allowed them
to assess not only the positive results of the
intervention but also its practical limitations.
The results demonstrated the importance of
systematic needs assessment, individual planning
and outcome monitoring for the targeting of
assistance, while also revealing problems that
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cannot be resolved by a short-term intervention
(Aladzhalian & Liutyi, 2025). This matters for
how evaluation is understood: not as a way to
confirm that a program succeeded, but as a way
to find out both what it achieved and where its
effectiveness ends.

Another aspect of the problem is presented
by Lekholetova et al. (2026), who analyze the
managerial skills of social workers in the context
of management activities. The authors link their
development with the quality of performance
of professional functions and with results-based
management. Among the business skills of a
social worker, they consider the ability to make
managerial decisions, to design social situations,
to ensure cross-sectoral interaction, and to carry
out the management, monitoring and evaluation
of social projects and programs (Lekholetova et
al., 2026). This view helps to see M&E as part of
the managerial side of professional activity, and
not only the research side.

Overall, the literature shows that researchers
have already demonstrated the importance of needs
assessment as a prerequisite for programming
social and humanitarian interventions; outlined the
specific difficulties of M&E in wartime; tested the
evaluation of particular humanitarian practices;
and established the link between M&E and the
managerial functions of a social worker. What
remains insufficiently conceptualized, however,
is monitoring and evaluation as an integrated
professional competence of a social worker,
together with its structural components and the
way it is developed as professional activity changes
because of the war. This is the focus of the present
study.

Presentation of the main material. Monitoring
and evaluation perform interrelated but not

identical ~ functions. = Monitoring  provides
systematic tracking of the progress of program
implementation, the use of resources, the

coverage of target groups, the implementation of
planned activities and the achievement of defined
indicators. Evaluation involves a deeper analytical
judgment regarding the relevance, coherence,
efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability
of an intervention. These criteria, however, should
not be applied mechanically: their use should
depend on the purpose of the evaluation, the
characteristics of the program and the context of
its implementation (Applying Evaluation Crite-
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ria Thoughtfully, 2021). These approaches apply
equally to social services, which in wartime are
frequently delivered precisely within social and
humanitarian programs.

What matters for social work is not just
having a system of indicators, but how the
data obtained are fed back into professional
practice. Monitoring that ends with the transfer
of indicators to an external donor or manager
primarily performs an accountability function.
Monitoring whose results are used to rethink
needs, revise the intervention logic, change
working methods and reallocate resources

acquires the function of professional and
organizational learning.
The Ukrainian experience shows  this

difference clearly. Lazarus et al. (2026) found
that during the war, the staff of organizations used
internal monitoring to track clients’ emerging
needs, oversee service delivery and adapt their
activities. However, requirements to reach rigidly
set external indicators did not always fit the
changed program reality. This points to the need
to shift the emphasis from monitoring for the sake
of reporting to monitoring for the sake of program
improvement and decision-making.

In wartime, this second function becomes
critical. A program may be well designed at
the outset, but within a few months its initial
assumptions may lose their relevance due to the
evacuation or return of the population, changes
in the intensity of hostilities, the destruction of
infrastructure, the emergence of new aid providers
or changes in access to social services.

For this reason, M&E in wartime is best
seen as part of adaptive management of a social
program: a continuous cycle of obtaining
data, interpreting them professionally, making
decisions, adjusting the intervention and further
observing its results.

For professional training, this means that a
social worker should not only be able to work
with a system of indicators but also understand
why data are being collected, which professional
and managerial decisions they can support, which
phenomena remain invisible to the established
indicators, and under what circumstances the
monitoring system itself needs to be revised.

The collection of high-quality data is a basic
prerequisite for M&E; yet in wartime this is one
of the most vulnerable parts of the process.
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The first challenge is related to the dynamic
nature of target groups. Internally displaced
persons may change their place of residence
several times, return to their communities or
evacuate again. In de-occupied communities, the
actual size and structure of the population may
differ significantly from administrative data. The
study by Liakh and Dibrova (Liakh & Dibrova,
2026) demonstrated that the loss of administrative
information during the occupation, migration, the
gradual return of residents and other demographic
changes directly complicate needs assessment.
Using several sources of information, updating
data regularly and combining quantitative and
qualitative methods therefore become more

important.
The high mobility of aid recipients creates
difficulties not only for the initial needs

assessment but also for monitoring the outcomes
of a social program. The study of M&E of IDP
support projects in communities near the frontline
confirmed the difficulty of re-contacting program
participants and tracking outcomes in a situation
where people continue to move in response to the
security situation (Liakh et al., 2026).

The second challenge concerns the
accessibility of different population groups.
Remote data collection partially reduces security
risks but may lead to the under-representation of
older people, persons with low digital literacy,
people without stable connectivity, and residents
of territories with damaged infrastructure. As a
result, a technically correct study may contain
systematic bias and insufficiently reflect the
experience of the most vulnerable groups (Chal-
lenges of doing M&E in fragile, conflict-affected
and violent settings, 2024).

The third challenge is the stability of baseline
data and the comparability of measurements.
In a relatively stable environment, a baseline
measurement can serve as a reference point
for a long time. During the war, a person’s life
situation may change so substantially between
two measurements that a simple comparison of
“before” and “after” indicators loses part of its
explanatory power. The evaluator has to consider
not only the change in an indicator but also
what happened to the context between the two
measurements.

The fourth challenge 1is related to the
quality and completeness of data. In a wartime
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environment, the absence of information may
itself be systemic: the groups that are hardest to
reach for research are often the ones living in
the most dangerous or vulnerable conditions.
Missing, fragmentary or unevenly represented
data should not be hidden; these limitations
should be recorded and taken into account when
interpreting the results.

The fifth challenge is ethical in nature.
Collecting data on losses, violence, experiences
of occupation, displacement or other traumatic
events may cause additional emotional strain.
That is why needs assessment in de-occupied
communities  requires a  trauma-informed
approach, the involvement of local specialists,
transparency of research procedures and
consideration of the level of trust among the
population (Liakh & Dibrova, 2026).

Professional competence in M&E, then,
includes the ability to answer not only the
question “What data do we need?” but also
the question “To what extent is it possible,
appropriate and ethical to collect these data right
now and in this particular way?”. The information
needs of a program cannot outweigh the safety,
dignity and interests of the person.

No less complex is the interpretation of the
data obtained. In the practice of social programs,
the concepts of outcome and impact are often
used without sufficient differentiation, although
methodologically they denote different levels of
change.

The fact that an activity has been conducted,
a service provided or a certain number of people
reached indicates primarily the outputs of a
program but does not yet prove a change in the
life situation of its recipients. Improved access
to services, the reduction of a particular risk,
the strengthening of a family’s capacity to solve
problems independently or increased social
integration characterize outcomes of a different
level. The question of impact concerns more
significant, long-term and systemic effects and
the causal link between the intervention and the
recorded changes (Applying Evaluation Criteria
Thoughtfully, 2021).

In the wartime context, the problem of
causality becomes more acute. A person may
simultaneously receive a social payment
from the state, humanitarian cash assistance,
psychological support from a civil society
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organization, community social services and
volunteer assistance. Meanwhile, they may
find a job, relocate, return home or, conversely,
lose their housing again due to hostilities. A
positive change found after the program ends
cannot automatically be treated as its direct
consequence. The distinction between attribution
and contribution becomes methodologically
important. Attribution means establishing a causal
link between a specific intervention and a change,
while the analysis of contribution looks at the
role of a program within the totality of factors
that shaped the result. For complex interventions
and settings, it makes sense to analyze the
pathways of attribution or contribution and, where
necessary, to use contribution analysis (Applying
Evaluation Criteria Thoughtfully, 2021).

This matters a great deal for social work. A
professional evaluator is not someone who tries
to “prove the success” of a program at any cost,
but someone who can establish which conclusions
are genuinely supported by the data obtained and
which go beyond their evidentiary strength.

The study by Aladzhalian and Liutyi
(Aladzhalian & Liutyi, 2025) is a good example.
By combining an analysis of case documentation
with the views of aid recipients and case
managers, the authors were able to identify not
only the positive results of the program but also
the limitations of a short-term intervention. It
shows something important about professional
evaluation: its task is not to confirm success
decided in advance, but to learn what worked, for
whom, under what conditions, and what remained
beyond the program’s capabilities.

Taken together, this suggests that M&E
should be seen not as a set of separate technical
operations but as an integrated component of the
professional competence of a social worker.

The M&E competence of a social worker
is defined here as the integrated ability of a
specialist to methodologically substantiate,
plan and conduct monitoring and evaluation of
social programs and interventions; to identify
information needs and formulate evaluation
questions; to develop indicators; to select
adequate quantitative and qualitative methods of
data collection and analysis; to critically assess
the quality of data; to determine the outcomes,
contribution and impact of social programs;
to interpret the evidence obtained taking into
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account its methodological limitations; and to
use M&E results for professional and managerial
decision-making in compliance with the ethical
principles of social work.

This understanding goes well beyond knowing
individual research methods or techniques for
developing indicators.

We distinguish  several components of
M&E competence. The first is the analytical-
methodological ~component, which involves
the ability to conceptualize a social problem,
construct the intervention logic, formulate
evaluation questions, define indicators and select
an appropriate evaluation design.

The research-instrumental component
encompasses the ability to wuse quantitative,
qualitative and mixed methods, to work with
various sources of information, to ensure data
quality, and to apply triangulation and digital tools
for collecting and processing information.

The evaluative-interpretive component s
related to understanding the differences between
the process, outputs, outcomes and impact of a
program, and to the ability to analyze intended
and unintended effects, to distinguish between
attribution and contribution, and to determine the
limits of the reliability of conclusions.

The  managerial component involves
translating M&E results into decisions:
adjusting the intervention, revising priorities,
reallocating resources, scaling up effective

practices or discontinuing those that do
not bring about the expected changes. This
component corresponds directly to the

understanding of a social worker’s managerial
skills as a prerequisite for results-based
management (Lekholetova et al., 2026).

The ethical component includes adherence to
the principles of informed consent, confidentiality,
data security, “do no harm”, respect for dignity
and the person’s right to refuse to participate in
research.

Finally, in wartime the context-adaptive
component becomes especially important: it is the
ability to change the M&E design in accordance
with the security situation, the availability of
respondents, and the quality and completeness
of data; to work under conditions of uncertainty;
to use alternative sources of information; and
to clearly record methodological limitations.
Empirical studies of M&E practices in Ukraine
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show that this kind of flexibility is needed
(Lazarus et al., 2026; Liakh et al., 2026).

M&E competence is interdisciplinary by
nature and brings together the research, analytical,
project, managerial and ethical components of
a social worker’s professional activity. War adds
one more element: the ability to act professionally
under conditions of uncertainty and a rapidly
changing context.

If M&E is part of professional competence,
the obvious next question is how higher education
can develop it purposefully.

At Borys Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan
University, training under the educational and
professional program “Monitoring and Evaluation
of Social Programs” at the second (master’s) level
of higher education has been provided since 2019
(Educational and Professional Programme...,
2026), that is, before the full-scale war. This
rules out the simple causal claim that the need for
specialized M&E training appeared only because
of the war. What the war did change substantially
was the context, scale and content of the
competences required of the program’s graduates.

This transformation is reflected in the 2026
update of the educational and professional
program (EPP). The revision was prompted, in
particular, by war-related changes in the work of
organizations acting as social service providers
and as providers of social and humanitarian
programs, and by requests from employers,
students, graduates and the professional
community.

The aim of the program is to train specialists
capable of solving complex tasks and problems
in the field of social work, conducting
research and innovation under conditions of
uncertain requirements and circumstances, and
methodologically substantiating, organizing and
conducting the monitoring and evaluation of
social programs and social services.

Of particular relevance to this study is
that the 2026 edition of the EPP introduced a
special professional competence — the ability to
implement, monitor and evaluate social projects
and programs in crisis and post-conflict settings —
along with a matching program learning outcome
on professional activity in crisis and post-conflict
settings.

M&E competence is developed not through
one isolated educational component, but through
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a set of interrelated components of training.
Students master the study of current social
problems, quantitative and qualitative research
methods in social work, expert assessment of
the quality of social services, the management of
social projects and programs, and the monitoring
and evaluation of social projects and programs
with a practicum. In the updated edition of the
program, a separate educational component,
“Monitoring and Evaluation in Crisis and Post-
Conflict Settings”, has been introduced (Educa-
tional and Professional Programme..., 2026).

An important characteristic of the program is
the practical orientation of professional training,
so that M&E competence is developed not only
by learning methodological principles but also by
working with real social problems, programs and
data.

One example is involving students in the
evaluation of current humanitarian assistance
practices. The study of the effectiveness of case
management for aid recipients of humanitarian
programs shows how evaluative logic can be
applied to a real social intervention: from the
analysis of needs and case documentation to
the collection of data from aid recipients and
specialists, the interpretation of results and the
formulation of recommendations (Aladzhalian &
Liutyi, 2025).

In short, the EPP aims to train not just a
specialist who knows individual M&E methods,
but a professional who can combine social work —
research — evaluation — managerial decision. This
kind of integration is what the changing
professional activity of social workers in wartime
requires.

Further development of professional training
in this area could focus on deepening conflict-
sensitive and trauma-informed approaches to
M&E; working with incomplete, fragmentary
and dynamic data; remote and hybrid methods
of data collection; data security and ethics;
evaluating contribution and impact amid multiple
interventions; and using evaluation results for the
adaptive management of social programs.

Conclusions. The full-scale war in Ukraine has
not only increased the scale of social problems
and needs of the population but has also changed
the requirements for the quality of professional
decisions in the social sphere. The considerable
number of social and humanitarian programs,
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limited resources, the volatility of the context and
the need for rapid response make it necessary to
shift from recording the volume of assistance
and social services provided to systematically
analyzing their relevance, outcomes, contribution
and impact.

Yet the war itself makes it much harder to
build the evidence base this requires. Population
mobility, restricted access to certain territories
and groups, the loss or rapid obsolescence of
administrative data, difficulties in re-contacting
program participants, security and ethical risks,
and constant changes in external conditions affect
the quality of data collection and interpretation.
Traditional M&E algorithms have to be adapted to
this context.

Impact  evaluation  requires  particular
methodological caution. In wartime, changes in
the situation of a person, family or community
are shaped by the action of many simultaneous
interventions and external factors. Professional
competence thus includes being able to tell
outputs from outcomes and impact, and
attribution from contribution, and to state clearly
how far the evidence supports the conclusions.

On this basis, we define the M&E competence
of a social worker as the integrated ability to
methodologically substantiate, plan and conduct
monitoring and evaluation of social programs;
to identify information needs and indicators; to
apply adequate methods of data collection and
analysis; to evaluate the outcomes, contribution
and impact of social interventions; to critically
interpret evidence and its limitations; and to use
M&E results for professional and managerial
decision-making in compliance with the ethical
principles of social work.

We identified six components of this
competence: analytical-methodological, research-
instrumental, evaluative-interpretive, managerial,
ethical and context-adaptive. The last one is
especially important in wartime, because it
involves the ability to act professionally in a
situation of uncertainty, incomplete data and rapid
environmental change.

The experience of implementing the EPP
“Monitoring and Evaluation of Social Programs”
at Borys Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan
University shows that such competence can be
developed systematically at the second (master’s)
level of higher education. The program existed
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before the full-scale invasion, but wartime
experience led to a deeper revision of its content:
in the 2026 edition, the orientation towards
professional activity in crisis and post-conflict
settings was strengthened, and the corresponding
competences and educational components were
introduced (Educational and Professional Pro-
gramme..., 2026).

The influence of the war on the professional
training of social workers is therefore not
limited to new target groups or new assistance
technologies. It involves a deeper change in the
professional role: a contemporary social worker
should be not only a provider of assistance but
also a specialist capable of obtaining, critically
reflecting on and using evidence as to whether

this assistance actually brings about the necessary
social changes.

As Ukraine moves towards post-war recovery,
this competence will only become more important.
Large-scale programs for the reintegration of
veterans, for the support of the families of military
personnel, internally displaced persons, and
children and adults affected by the war, and for the
restoration of social services, social cohesion and
community resilience will require a professional
response to fundamental questions: what works,
for whom it works, under what conditions, with
what resources the result is achieved, and what
the real contribution of a specific program is to
the recovery of the individual, the community and
society.

BIBLIOGRAPHY:
1. Anmamxanbs I, JIlroruii B. OriHroBaHHS e(heKTHBHOCTI Keiic-MEHEDKMEHTY OTPUMYBAdiB JOTOMOTH TYMaHITapHHUX
nporpam. Grail of Science. 2025. Ne 59. C. 672-676. https://doi.org/10.36074/grail-of-science.12.12.2025.073
2. JlexoneroBa M., JIsix T., Cripina T. MeHemkepcehbKi 3110HOCTI COTialbHUX TPAI[IBHUKIB Y KOHTEKCTI YIIPABIiHCHKOT
nisbHOCTI. Humanitas. 2026. Ne 1. C. 123—132. https://doi.org/10.32782/humanitas/2026.1.16

3. OcitHpo-TIpodeciitna  mporpama 2.110.00.03

«MoHiTopHHT 1

OI[iHKA COMIaJbHUX TIPOTPamM» JPYroro

(Maricrepcbkoro) piBHS BUIIOI OCBITU. Kuiscokuu cmonuynuil yHigepcumem imeni Bopuca [pinuenka. URL:
https://fpsrso.kubg.edu.ua/struktura/kafedry-fakultetu/kafedra-sotsialnoi-pedahohiky-ta-sotsialnoi-roboty/osvitni-
prohramy/druhyi-mahisterskyi-riven/2648-231-00-03-monitorynh-i-otsinka-sotsialnykh-prohram.html

4. Applying Evaluation Criteria Thoughtfully. OECD, 2021. URL: https://doi.org/10.1787/543e84ed-en

5. Impact Evaluation in Settings of Fragility and Humanitarian Emergency / S. Bakrania et al. UNICEF Office of
Research — Innocenti. 2021. P. 39. URL: https://www.unicef.org/innocenti/reports/impact-evaluation-settings-fragility-

and-humanitarian-emergency

6. Challenges of doing M&E in fragile, conflict-affected and violent settings. BetterEvaluation. URL:
https://www.betterevaluation.org/methods-approaches/themes/monitoring-evaluation-fragile-conflict-affected-violent-

settings/challenges-doing-me-fcv-settings

7. Featherstone A. et al. Evaluation of UNHCR’s Level 3 Response in Ukraine. Geneva : UNHCR, 2024. URL:
https://www.unhcr.org/publications/evaluation-unhcr-s-level-3-response-ukraine

8. Lazarus L. et al. Who do the data serve? Critical reflections on program monitoring during the war in Ukraine.
Global Public Health. 2026. Vol. 21, no. 1. https://doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2026.2712124

9. Liakh T., Dibrova O. Assessment of problems and needs of the population in de-occupied communities
as a basis for planning humanitarian programs. Social pedagogy: theory and practice. 2026. No. 2. P. 79-89.

https://doi.org/10.12958/1817-3764-2026-2-79-89

10. JIsix T. JI.ta iH.MOHITOPHHT Ta OIIHIOBaHHS COIIAJIBHUX MPOEKTIB MiATPUMKH BHYTPIIIHBO MEPEMIIIEHUX 0Ci0 y
rpoMaiax, HaOMKEHHUX 10 30HU OOMOBHX [Iii: BUKIMKHU Uil (axiBLiB i3 cowianbHoi podotu. Public administration and
social work. 2026. T. 1. C. 187-196. https://doi.org/10.32782/3041-1319/2026-1-26

11. Synthesis of evaluative evidence on the humanitarian crisis in Ukraine: Inter-agency humanitarian evaluation.
Inter-Agency Humanitarian Evaluation Steering Group. URL: https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/inter-agency-
humaniatrian-evaluations-steering-group/synthesis-evaluative-evidence-humanitaran-crisis-ukraine

REFERENCES:

1. Aladzhalian, H., & Liutyi, V. (2025). Otsiniuvannia efektyvnosti keis-menedzhmentu otrymuvachiv dopomohy
humanitarnykh prohram [Evaluation of the effectiveness of case management for beneficiaries of humanitarian assistance
programmes]. Grail of Science, (59), 672—676. https://doi.org/10.36074/grail-of-science.12.12.2025.073

2. Lekholetova, M., Liakh, T., & Spirina, T. (2026). Menedzherski zdibnosti sotsialnykh pratsivnykiv u konteksti
upravlinskoi diialnosti [Managerial skills of social workers in the context of management activities]. Humanitas, (1),

123—132. https://doi.org/10.32782/humanitas/2026.1.16



ISSN: 2786-4715 (Print), ISSN: 2786-4723 (Online)

3. Osvitno-profesiina prohrama 2.110.00.03 «Monitorynh i otsinka sotsialnykh prohramy druhoho (mahisterskoho)
rivaia vyshchoi osvity [Educational and Professional Programme 2.110.00.03 “Monitoring and Evaluation of Social
Programmes” for the Second (Master’s) Level of Higher Education]. (2026). Kyivskyi stolychnyi universytet imeni
Borysa Hrinchenka. https:/fpsrso.kubg.edu.ua/struktura/kafedry-fakultetu/kafedra-sotsialnoi-pedahohiky-ta-sotsialnoi-
roboty/osvitni-prohramy/druhyi-mahisterskyi-riven/2648-231-00-03-monitorynh-i-otsinka-sotsialnykh-prohram.html

4. Applying Evaluation Criteria Thoughtfully. (2021). OECD. https://doi.org/10.1787/543e84ed-en

5. Bakrania, S., Balvin, N., Daidone, S., & de Hoop, J. (2021). Impact Evaluation in Settings of Fragility and
Humanitarian Emergency. UNICEF Office of Research — Innocenti, 39. https://www.unicef.org/innocenti/reports/impact-
evaluation-settings-fragility-and-humanitarian-emergency

6. Challenges of doing M&E in fragile, conflict-affected and violent settings. (2024). BetterEvaluation.
https://www.betterevaluation.org/methods-approaches/themes/monitoring-evaluation-fragile-conflict-affected-violent-
settings/challenges-doing-me-fcv-settings

7. Featherstone, A., Singh, 1., Juillard, H., Coste, P., & Fesenko, S. (2024). Evaluation of UNHCR s Level 3 Response
in Ukraine. UNHCR. https://www.unhcr.org/publications/evaluation-unhcr-s-level-3-response-ukraine

8. Lazarus, L., McClarty, L. M., Herpai, N., Pavlova, D., Tarasova, T., Hnatenko, A., Bondar, T., Lorway, R., &
Becker, M. L. (2026). Who do the data serve? Critical reflections on program monitoring during the war in Ukraine.
Global Public Health, 21(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2026.2712124

9. Liakh, T., & Dibrova, O. (2026). Assessment of problems and needs of the population in de-occupied
communities as a basis for planning humanitarian programs. Social pedagogy: theory and practice, (2), 79-89.
https://doi.org/10.12958/1817-3764-2026-2-79-89

10. Liakh, T. L., Spirina, T. P., Dulia, A. V., & Shved, O. V. (2026). Monitoring and evaluation of social support projects
for internally displaced persons in communities near the frontline: challenges for social workers. Public Administration
and Social Work, 1, 187-196. https://doi.org/10.32782/3041-1319/2026-1-26

1. Synthesis of evaluative evidence on the humanitarian crisis in Ukraine: Inter-agency humanitarian evaluation.
(2025). Inter-Agency Humanitarian Evaluation Steering Group. https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/inter-agency-
humaniatrian-evaluations-steering-group/synthesis-evaluative-evidence-humanitaran-crisis-ukraine

Conflict of interest. Liakh Tetiana Leonidivna is a member of the journal’s editorial board. To
ensure the independence of the editorial process, the manuscript was handled by a designated editor
who was not subordinate to the author and had no conflict of interest. The author did not participate in
the selection of reviewers, the peer-review process, or the decision to publish the article. The manuscript
underwent the standard double-blind peer review process.

Jlara neprioro HaaxomKeHHs cTarTi 1o BunaaHs: 10.08.2026
Jlara mpuHAHATTS CTATTI IO IPYKyY Micis pereHsyBanss: 15.09.2026
Mara my6mnikamnii (onprttonaenns) crarti: 04.11.2026

141



